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It Zran [ Rolnik
srmmunity as Zionism was beginning te shape the discourse on the polit-
Iz legitimation of this commmunity and its self-understanding,

Zionist discourse deemed especially important those scholarly works
that could offer alternatives to the traditional religious explanations for the
existential plight of Lhe Jewish people. Translations of Freud's essays into
Hebrew were anly second to those of Theodore Herzl and Max Nordau in
the four decades that preceded the establislument of the Jewish state. Many
of Freud’s eritics in Jewish Palestine had a penchant for spocudating on the
relationship between the Jewish origins of the creator of psychoanalysis
and his theories. Some even went so far as to claim that his concept of
repression should be viewed as an acknowledgment of his faith. The local
debate over the Moses essay conflated a number of debates of historical
significance. [t could therefore be regarded as a particular case study for an
interpretive community debating a new Freudian text; without hindsigit,
refracted through dilering historical, ethical, and ideclogical sensibilities.

The members of the comunittes that in 1942 awarded the Tehernikovsky
translation prize to the Odessa-oom Zvi Wislavsky for his Hebrew
rendering of The Psychapathologyy of Ceeryday Lif emphasized that the excel-
tence of his transiation of Freud's beok lay in its use of the language of
the Mishnah and midrash, creating an illusion that “one of eur anclerds™
wrote the original.! The committes’s statcment displayed the prevailing
tendency of locat intelligenzia to view Freud’s theory as a manifeslation of
his Jewish origin {Roinik, 2012}, The desire to mmpart Freud's teaching to
Hebrew -language readers in a prophetic-biblical stvle, and to tumn him into
a kind of ancientt prophet, reached its climax during the 1940s, a formative
period for Hebrew cullure. The purpose was ko make Freud's works part of
the Hebrew literary canon, rather than something created outside it, True,
since the publication of Moses and Manatheisn, Freud’s works were read
eagerly but were not given easy acceptance, even after being “converted”
by their translators. In fact, to Hebrew readers, it scemed that the dortor
from Vienna who coined the {erm “repression” had already given away, in
Fhe Psychopathology of Cveryday Life, his neurosis regarding his Jewish des-
cent. When lhe translation came ok, the peet Shin Shalom (Shalom Yosef
Shapira} published an angry article with the headline “Freud’s reproscad
Tudaism.” Shalemn wrote of Freud's “repressed fundamental experience,”
marifested in his theory of self-disclosure and confession. He described
how he himself broke free of the “initial intoxication” he had felt upon
making an acquaintance with Freud’s theory, which gave the eoncept of
repression a central place. Shalom related that he had eventually reached
the conclusion that be had to judge Freud according to his own standards.
Was it just a coincidence that the creator of psychoanalysis was a Viennesc
Jew of the generation of assimilation, who hoped Lo find a solubon for his
own ills in the obliteration of his Jewish self? Shalorn had no doubt that

the repressed Tudaism of Freud and his generation was the toot experience
behind his theory:
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16 Eran [ Rolnik

community as Zionism was beginning to shape the discourse on the polit-
ical legitimation of this conumunity and its self-understanding,

Zionist discourse deemed especially importanl those scholarly works
that could offer allernatives to the traditional religious explanations for the
existential plight of the Jewish people. Translations of Freud's essays into
Hebrew were only second to those of Theodore Herzl and Max Nordaw in
the four decades that preceded the establishment of the Jewish state, Many
of Freud's eritics in Jewish Palestine had a penchant for speculating on the
telationship between the Jewich origins of the creator of psychoanalysis
and his theories. Some even went so far as to claim that his conce pt of
repression should be viewed as an acknowledgment of his faith. The local
debate over the Moses essay conflated a number of debates of historical
significance. It could therefore be regarded as a particular case study for an
interpretive community debating a new Treudian text; without indsight,
refracted through differing historical, ethical, and ideological sensibilities.

The members of the committee that in 1942 awarded the Tehemikovsky
translation prize to the Odessa-born Zvi Wislavsky for his Hebrew
rendering of The Pspchapatinlogy of Everydiay Lifs emphasized that the excel-
lence of his translation of Freud's book lay in its use of the language of
the Mishnah and midrash, creating an illusion that “ore of our ancients”
wrote the original! The committee’s statement displayed the prevailing
tendency of local infellizenziz to view Freud's theory as a manifestation of
his Jewish origin (Rolnik, 2012). The desire to impart Freud's teaching to
Hebrew-language readers in a prophetic-biblical style, and to urm him inte
a kind of anciend prophet, reached its climax during the 1940s, a formative
period for Hebrew culture. The purpose was to make Freud's works part of
the Helbrew literary canon, rather than something created outside it, True,
since the publication of Moses and Monotheist, Treud’s works were read
eagerly but were not given easy acceptance, even after being “converted”
by their translators. In fact, to Hebrew readers, il seemed that the doctor
from Vienna who coined the term “repression” had already given away, in
The Psychopathologyy of Everyday Life, his nerosis regarding his Jewish des-
cent. When the translation came ouit, the poet Shin Shalom (Shalom Yosef
Shapira} published an angry articie with the headline “Freud's repressed
Judaism.” Bhalom wrote of Freud's “repressed fundamental experience,”
manifested in his theory of self-disclosure and confession. He described
how he himself broke free of the “initial intoxication” he had fclt upon
making an acquaintance with Freud’s theory, which gave the concept of
Tepression a central place. Shalem related thal he had eventually reached
the concluston that he had to judge Freud according to his own standards.
Was it just a colncidence that the creator of psychoanalysis was a Viennesc
Jow of the generation of assimilation, who hoped to find a solulion for his
own ills in the obliteration of his Jewish sebf? Shalom had no doubt that
the repressed Judaism of Freud and his generation was the root experience
behind his theory:
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“The Jewish Offensive” 17

The gencrational cry of the anguished Jewish nation that was com-
pelled to repress and conceal its birth and its explicit name, its desire
and its mission, in arder to give in to the forceful ruling gentile reality
of the world and all that is in it is what gave rise to the crushing and
broad wings of this theery Herzl, a member of Freud's generation
and a party to his fate at first, was in fact the great discoverer and
great redeemer of that depressed fundamental experience that Freud
himgelf, originator of the thaory of repression, could rot comprehend.

(Shalom, 1942, p. 318)

Hezz] and Freud, each in his own way, were products of the repression
experienced by the Jewish people. But while the former ernancipaterd the
Jews from being ruled by gentiles, Shalom maintained, Freud's theory was
an expresston of the way in which the Jews repressed their true desires. In
Freud’s text Shalom found the tragedy of the Jews of the West and of the
entire Diaspora, which “is compelled to repress its connection to itself, fo
fear both the priest and the warrior ... and to cast the rnewborn sen into
the Nile,”

Shin Shalom’s angry tirade about Freud's repressed Judaism was
writtent at the height of the Second World War, at a tme when man v of the
Yishuv’s leaders and intellectuals found if difficult to shed their ambiva-
lent attitude toward the Jewish immigrants from Central Europe, They
felt a need to leaven their display ol empathy and solidarity with no smalf
amount of condemmnation for the extent to which German-speaking Jews
had assimilated into German cultural Ife. But the watershed in the way
the Yishuv's intellectual circles of the 19305 and 1940s related to Freud was
the latter’s last great work, Moses and Mosmotheisns, a volume that seemed
to be aimed at reminding Freud’s Jewish readership that the ntellectual
horizons of the originator of psychoanalysis, and the pressing needs of his
fellow Jews, whether Fiomist or non-Zignist, could never sit well togcther.

Impaossible Confession

From the moment of ifs publication, Freud’s book on Moses has taken its
readers — analysts and non-analysts alike — by surprise. It addresses the
psychology of religion and biblical eriticism. It is also a novel that rewrites
a myth, a historical work on the emergence of the psychoanalytic ides, a
monegraph on the origin of neurosis in the individual and in society, as
wellas a political manifesto and a metaphaorical biography. Noting all these
elements tn Moses and Monatheisai, 1lse Grubrich-Simitis {1997) termed it
8 “daydream.” Edward Said (2003), for his part, aptly characterized the
book with a musicolngical term, calling it a Spéterk, a late composition,
the kind that the composer leaves incomplete and which he writes largely
for himsclf, leaving mcompatible clements as they are — temporal, frag-
mentary, unpolished. Interesting testimony that has net vet been cited i
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the large body ef work on Freud's Moses’ essay can be found i an art-
icle published in 1930 in a Hebrew jounal by Chaim Bloch (Blach), who
studied Hagidism and kabbalah.? Bloch reported a meeting with Freud
25 years eatlier at which they discussed Moses's origin and what might
happen should Freud publish his thoughts on the matter:

Fwenty-five years ago [ told Sigmmund Freud, the eminent scholar, Hial
his study of Moses and the Torah are abominable sarrifices to the anti-
Semitic demon. I pleaded with him net to mow down what he had
already planted, that the fife of the Jewish people depended on him,
and I wamed him that the end would be that our people’s enemics
would place him among the traitors and informers.

(Bloch, 1950, p. 101)

This was Bluch’s opening to an account of his two encounters with Freud,
during which Freud initially expressed his willingness to write an infro-
duction to a book Bloch had written. But the first meeting ended in a major
altercation, with T'reud stalking out of the room in anger. Their ronversa-
Hon had tumed to fudaism and Hasidism, Freud impressing Bloch iwith
his knowledge. The former then produced two typewritten manuscripts
and asked for his guest’s opinion. “My heart went hallow and tny hair
stood up,” Bloch reralled, “when 1 saw the headings ‘Moses was an
Egyptian born and bred,” "Moses's Torah is the creation of Egyptian magi,’
"The Jews killed Moses, no less. [ tead a few pages and my eyes filled with
tears” {ibid., p. 102),

Bloch's account of his meeting with Freud around 1925 suggests that
Freud already had in hand a manuscript that included the thesis that
Moases was an Egyptian who was murdered by the Tsraelites, If true, this is
evidence that Moses and Monatheism, the composition of which has alw Ay
been dated to the vears 1933-1938, was, in fact, wrilken some time eatlier.
Bloch wrote that he told Treud that publication of the manuscript would
be disastrous for the Jews, and Preud replied that “The truth causes nei-
ther a disaster nor danger.” Bloch iterated that “Every man creales what-
ever truth he likes for himself and that there is no truth in the world as
great as silence. The anti-Sermites will lick their fingers when they read
yout studies.” Freud responded that “he was repefled by the idea that we
are chogen and superior to other nations,” snd held forth on his negative
opinion of religion. To suppaort his claims, he quoted from Theodor Herzl's
Zigmist novel Altseuland. He also cited the claim made by the wiiter Max
MNordau, Herzl's partner m the founding of the Ziordst movement, that
the Holy Scriptures are a pile of superstitions and traditions from Egypt.
Frend linked his manuscript with Nordau’s writings:

[willnot deny that when | road [Nordau’s] book on consensual lies and
his sentence on the Holy Scriptures, I decided fo take up this problem.
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After all, it cannot be claimed that Nordau harmed our nation! To
the best of my knowledge the Jews admired Nordau when he was
alive and honor his memory after his death, Nordau did mot offer any
proof of his statement that the Torah contains Bgyptian traditions, but
rather based his arguments on commen sense alone. [ have baged my
conclusions on evidence fhat no eve has yet secn.

{ibid., p. 105)

At this point, the argument grew heated. Bloch claimed that Nordat had
repudiated his statements about the Bible and had regretted aflowing
himself to be carried away by gentile biblical critics. Freud claimed fhat
Mordau had never recanted. Bloch adduced evidence in support of his
claim, a conversation Nordau had with Reuven Breinin, a Zicnist jour
nalist and critic, during which he acknowledged that he had been mis-
faken. Freud preduced a letter he had received from Nordau in which
the latter congratulated him for “your courage to uncover the truth about
Moses and his Torah” and complained that the newspapers had spread a
ramor that he had toid Breinin he regreticd what he had said sbout the
Holy Scriptures. In the letter, Nurdau denied the allegation categorically.
Freud also showed Bloch the most recent edition of Nordau’s book The
Conventional Lies of Our Civtlization {1913) to demonstrate to Bloch that its
author had not revised his critical attitude toward the Bible, Bloch's tran-
scription of the conversation indicates that the argument went on for quite
some bime. Bloch expressed his reservations, censured Freud, pleaded
with him to file away his stidy of Moses — all to no avail. Freud even
argued that his new findings were nol based on vaghe ancieni seurces of
the type cited by the Hebrew author Micha Josef Berdichevsky, but, rather,
on new evidence that could not be denied.

Meax Nordau's The Converntional Ties of Gur Civilizalion, which condemns
religion as a falsehond, was published in 1883 and was a great success
(Gilman, 1993). The title does not appear in the bibliographies of Freud's
works, nor was it in the library Freud brought to London. Yet, if we take
Bloch's repart at face value, Freud was acquainied not just with Nordau's
book but also with Berdichevsky's wnting on the subject. This is a new
and interesting claim, especially in light of the fact that neither is cited
anywhere in the writings of Freud published so far. Freud was almost cer
tainly referring to Berdichevsky’'s great work Sinai and Grizing, in which
he sought lo prove that a critical reading of the Bible, Mishnah, Tannaitic,
Talmudic, and rabbinic literature throughout the ages reveals an unending
conflict between centers of power and spirttual leaders. It is hard to regist
the temptation to speculate sbout why Freud chose ot to cite Nordau’s
and Berdichevsky’s studies in support of his ideas. The most vbvious
answer is that the writings of these two men were part of a scholarly dis-
course of a particularistic Jewish nature debated within the comtext of the
Zionist movement. Citing them would have directed the debate over the
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figure of Moses from its inmovative psycheanalytic context and restricted
it to its traditional theolngical and historical aspects. Freud certainly must
have known, however, that, in the final analysis, this stralegy would not
safeguard his book from a “Jewish offensive,”

When Bloch saw that his claims had been countered, he tried another
strategy. “‘The measure that 2 man uses to evaluate others is used ko
evaluate him’,” he told Froud, quoting a passage from the Mishoah,
“Thousands of vears from row some mnvestigator will appear who will
provide murky evidence that Prof. Sigmund Freud, otiginator of psycho-
analytic sctence, was an Hryphan and his teachings are Egvptian, and
the members of his generation killed him.” Freud was not alarmed by
the possibility that some [iture schelar might similar(y conjecture that the
founder of psychoanalysis, was not really Jewish. “And so what # they
do?” he replicd. “May it be ~ fhe principal thing is that my theory endure.”
Furthermore, in his earlier work The Maoses of Michaelangelo {1914), it is
already apparent that one thing that attracted Freud to the figure of the
prephet and o identify with him was the fact that Moses reached the
highest spiritual level within reach of humankind: the ability to set agide
hiz personal emrtions for the good of, and in the name of, the goal to which
he had dedicated himself, Freud's equaninity induced Bloch to nffer a less
scholarly and more sarcastic rejoinder: “Have you also examined the fist
of births and deaths in Egvpt so that you have uhimpeachable evidence
that Moses wag of Egvptian extzaction and that the Jews killed him?*

Freud felt the sting. “T won’t write the introduclion to vour bock and
I don't want to see ¥ou again,” he snapped and strode out of the room.
Bloch was left in shock, When the two ran mto each other on the street a
few years Jater, Bloch was sti-prised to discover that Freud had forgotten
the episode; neither did he cven recall that they had ever met. He asked
Bloch to remind him what their conversation had been about aned why it
had ended so badly. Bloch tecounted the story and Freud recailected the
conversation. “I remember your insolence, and 1 mdeed don’t want to see
¥You again,” he said, and walked ofi.~ {ibid., p. 107

Much of the literature on Moses gid Menotheism mentions that a draft of
the manuscript included a subtitle: ~ A Historical Novel.” Freud's letters
to Arnold Zweig and Max Eitingon show that the subtitle was Eitingon's
saggestion, one of many he offered as “safely measures” ntended to

minimize the uproar that the book could be expected to set off among its
Jewish readers:

Since we live ata ime so close in its spirit to the time of the Inguisition,
it would be legitimate fo take the same precautions faken in Hhat
time. Let's equip Moses with a subtitle that will appease its dan-
geous opponents, such as for example “A Historieal-Psychological
Novel” We know, after all, the amount of trsth that novels coneeal,
Cne thing is certain - as oppased to Amold Zweig's advice, T believe
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esteicted that publishing this work privately or anonvineously wili not provide
Iy mnust sufficient protection, And another thing sbout which we ran undoubt-
uld not edly be cerfain: the work must come out in the framework of the

[psychoanalytic] publishing house. ... Still, the idea of publishing a
another boak by you In Palestine, privately, is a wonderful and entertaining
used o idea. Unfortunately, however, I must opposc the idea. It is stmply not
Lichnalt, prachical.
chio will (Eitingen to Frend, QOctober 14, 1934, i Freud & Eitingor,
paycho- 2¥M, p. 881}
a1, and :
med by Eitingon was apprehensive about how teaction o the book would
that the affect the acceptance of psychoanalysis in the Yishuv. Rumors about
b if they Freud’s plan to publish a boek abeut Moscs had already spresd through
ricdure.” Palestine’s Jewish community. Yehuda Dvir-Dwosts, whe had translated
14}, it is other works by Freud, wrote to him to ask: “In light of the great travails
e of the of the Jewish people in these times, has the time not come to answer
hed the the question with which yvou concluded the introduction to the Hebrew
et aside edition of your Introductory lectures on Psychoanalysis: What is i that
0 which makes me fewish?” (Dhvit-Uhwosis to Freud, Movernber 30, 1935 colttesy
fer a loss of Ora Rafael}
| the list In his reply to Dvir-Dhwasis, Freud dispersed some of the clouds of mys-
vidence tery that surrounded what he had written eight years previously:

m?" 1

ook and I have nothing to add or revise in what 1 weote then. The mysterious
£ T sentence to which vou refer relates to the question about the way in
 street a which our common tradition manifests itself in our psychic life — a
nrgotien complex problem of a purely psychological nature [...] My next book,
[= asked ' aboud Moses and monetheism, will be issued at the beginning of the
1 why it year in Buglish and German. Of conrse its translation inte the Holy
cted the ' Tongue will gratify me greatly, It is an extension of the subject
nt to sce i discussed in Totem and Tabeo, applied Lo the history of the Jewish
| religion. I ask that you take into account that the matertal in this work
 cdrafl of is particularly likely to offend Jewish sensibilities to the extent that
s letters these [sensibilities] are not interested in submitting themselves to the
tingon's authority of science.

nded to {Freud to Dvir-Dwosis, December 2, 1838: ARM)
mang, its

| And, on June 28, 938, Freud wroke to “Meister Arnald” {Zwrig), argue-
ably his favorite émigre interlocutor during the 1930s, who was living n

uisitien, Haifa: “Could vou imagine that my arid essay could, even if it were to fall
 in that into the hands of a man whose heritage and education had made him into
its dar- a believer, unsettle his faith?” (Prend & Zweig, 1970, p. 163).

okogical The responses to Mozes gnd Monotheism from  intellectuals and
conceal. psychoanalysts around the world spanned the spectrum. But the bogk

[ believe ¢cleatly reverberated particularly strongly in the Yishuv years before it
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became a popular subject {or debate in the historiography of psvche-
analysis. The reactions came in the form of letters and critical articles
written by scholars, personal letters from psychoanalysts to Freuwd, and
a lively public debate carried out in the Hebrew press. There was even
one public letter written by a vitrus grower, which e publiched in the
country’s most important literary magarzine, Yisrael Doryon, a Jerusaleni-
bascd writer and physician who was then working on a book en the
Austrian philosopher Josef Popper-l ynkeus, immediately wrote to Freud
to report that he had discovered an identical idea — that Moses was an
Fgyptian — in Tynkeus's book The Fantasies of @ Realist. Freud related to
Doryon that it was a great honor to discover that he owed his idea about
Maoses's Egyptian origins to Lynkeus. He was unable to tell Croryon
with certainty “exactly how Popper-Lynkeus's Fantasies” had found its
way into his work, but he reminded Doryon that the innovativeness of
his book on Moses lay not in its conclusions, but in the way he reached
them {Doryon to Freud, September 15, 1938; Freud to Doryon, Oclber 7,
1938 FCLC).

Indeed, the matter of Moses's true identity is not central in the work.
Its principal contribution lies in the role played by Moses in bringing the
monotheistic docirine to the Hebrews, and the way that that belief shaped
Jewish identity through the mechanism of “inheritance of memory-traces
of the experience of our ancestors, independently of direct commurtica-
flon and of the influence of educalion by the setting of an example”; the
“assertion that the archaic heritage of human beings comprises not onty
dispositions but also subject-matter — memory-traces of the expericnce of
eatlier generations.” Without using the term Nachtraeglichkeil explicitly in
the Moses study, Freud used the historical riddle concerning the origing of
Jewizh monetheism in order to make a revolutionary link betiveen the pEV-
choanalytic clinic and the theory of history, individual and group psych-
ology. The results, however tentative, ate far reaching for both the theory
of history and psychoanalysis. The development of Jewish monotheism
aver the generations is akin to the clinical course of frawmatic neurosis
over the life of an individual, where dual temporality of the trawma and
the latency period are the crucial moments {Rolnik, 2001; Eickhatf, 20061,
Equally sophisticated is the essay’s contiibution to the understanding of
anli-Semitism as a trans-historical uncomscious and overdetermined social
phenomenon. Freud used the figure of Moses to ierate his claim that
racial and intellectaal differences, nat Jewish religion and practices, stood
between the Jews and their Christian environment. These differences ket
the Jews distinct feom all other nations in a way that does not Permit com-
plete integration, but only superficial cultural assimilation (Rolnik, 2016).

Why did Freud devote his final strength to a speculative Lhesis about
the extraction of the leader of the Hebrews and the implications of Moses's
life for the destiny of his people? One of the answers o this question
can be provided by another Jewish thinker, perhaps not so well known

to peychoanalytic

as a critical nexus
In many wavs, Fr
{Asher Ginzburg),

that religion and t
uncover the decpe
bmagination. If thi
we will be able to L
tithes, revealed to
hloses, like Freud'
his creative power
ology and history. |
the trizth Fretird ser
figure of Moses shy
view, it made <
leader named Mos
wha reflected the |
not an archaesolog
menwlous influerce
fixed in the nation®
aeological figure, T

Surcly itis oby
who have bec
Crete Persons |
man in histors
entirely differe
tion, created I
that is the real
rases for thous
lived a brief p
rmasses inhis t

The most salier
is that he is a “maz
he is a person wh
believad i, and w
sublime walues, T
ubjectivity, the fac
wnrld, THvine trut
of an individuaat, !
provided a Freudi,
revelation af the
voire of God, was




f psycho-
ral articles
Freud, and
WS EVETL
hed in the
Jeruzalem-
ok on the
i to Freud
o5 Was an
| relaled to
idea about
2l Doryom
1 found its
hveness of
he rcached
Oictaber 7,

, the work.
ringing the
fief shaped
oy -lbaces
DITUMUITILCE-
imple”; the
25 rot only
petience of
xplicithy in
e origins of
en the psy-
oup peveh-
: the theory
reriotheism
ﬁc NEUroRIs
rauma and
hoff, 2006).
standing of
nined social
| claim that
tices, stood
rences kept
berInit coml-
Inik, 2016).
hesis about
b of Moses's
i5 question
poell known

“The Jimwish Offensive™ 23

lo psychoanalybic readers, who also viewed Moses, in his 1912 essay,
as a critical mexus of mythes and logos, rationalism and religious failh.
In many ways, Fread's answer is surprisingty like that of Ahad Ha'amn
{Asher Ginzburg), the founder of spiritual Zionism. Both men maintained
that religion and tradition should be examined scientifically in order to
uncoveT the deepest levels of the human psyche's thinking, feeling, and
imagination. If this is done consistently, without anti-religious prejudices,
we will be able to uncover the depths of human truth that were, in anwiert
times, revealed to humankingd as divine truth. Ahad Ha'am’s essay on
Moses, like Frend's work on the same figure, shows him at the peak of
his creative powers.” [t opens by making a distinctien between archae-
ology and history. [n his view, archaeology is the study of “mater:al truth,”
the truth Freud sought in his book. But, wrote Ahad Ha'am, the biblical
figure of Moses should not be seen as a “true” archaeological figure. In his
view, it made neo difference whether or not there actually was an ancient
leader named Moses. The Moses of the Bible was a mythological figure
who reflected the Jewish nation”s ideal view of itself. The fact that he was
not an archaeological figure did not in any way diminish the figure's tre-
mendeous influcnce, The prophet as porirayed in the people’s imagination,
fixed in the nation’s collective consciousness, was mote real than any avch-
aeological figure. It shaped Jewish expertence and its historical path:

Surely it is obvious that the real great men of history, the men, that iz,
who have become forces in the life of humanity, are not actual, con-
crete persons whe oxisted in a cerfain age. There is not a single great
man in history of whom the popular fancy has not drawn a picture
entirely different from the actual man; and it is this imaginary concep-
Hon, created by the masses to sult their needs and their inclinations,
that is the real great man, exerting an influence which ahides in some
cases for thousands of years ~ this, and not the concrete original who
lived a brief period in the actual world, and was never seen by the
masses in his true likeness.

{Ahad Ha’am, 1912, p. 306}

The most salient characteristic of Moses, according to Ahad Ha'am,
is that he i3 a “man of truth” and a “man of extremes.” In other words,
he is a person who saw life as it really is, who adhered to the path he
believed in, and who rose above his selfish interests in order to realize his
sublime values. The sublime validity of these values derives from their
objectivity, the fact that they express a realistic and precise view of the
world, Divine truth is simmple, absolute, obfective truth. It is not the truth
of an individual, buf, rather, the truth for everyeme, Ahad Ha'am cven
pruvided a Freudian psychological explanation for Maoses's experience of
revelation at the burming bush. He argued that the voice Moses heard, the
voire of God, was the voice of the national spirit that Moses bare in his
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heart from the time of his forgotten childhood, which was later, following
his education in Fharaoh’s palace, covered up and shunted aside in his
adult life. This repressed memory suddenly surfaced in Moses’s psyche
in the wake of lwo incidents, The first was when he killed the Egvptian
taskomaster he saw beating a Hebrew slave, and the second was when he
encountered two Hebrews fightin g each other. In the latter instance, when
Moses told them to stop, one of them castigated Moses for murdering the
Egvptian and brying ko conceal his crime, As a result, Moses fled for his
life. He tried to forget what had happened but did not succeed. His flight
weighed on his conscience. But then came the most important event of
all: he awakened from his “lainting fit [and] temporary loss of conscious-
ness” and understood that he had fled not from his personal destiny but
rather from that of his people (cf. Schiveid, 1985), Clearly, the Moscs of
Ahad Ha'am epitomizes a pest traumatic individual in the analytic sense
of the word.

In the monclogue with which he concludes his book Freuds
Meoses: fudaism Terninable and Inleminable Yosef Hayim Yernshalm; {19913
winte that the theory of Osdipal morality that Freud put m fnal form
m his book un Moses is incontrovertible proof of Moses’s “non-Jewish”
origin. The interminable repeliion of the repressed, Yerushalmi argued,
is the precise opposite of the Jewish telos that looks to a specific future,
Yerushalmi‘s sweeping conclusion was that Freud hoped that psychg-
analysis would gradually become an alternative Jewish reli glom, devoid of
all transcendental, metaphysical, and irrational components,

I think that in vour innermast heart you believed that psychoanalysis
is itself a furthes, if not final, metamorphosed oxtension of Judaism,
divested of its ihusory religious forms, byt retalning its essential
tnonotheistic characteristics, at least as You understood and described
them In short, | think ¥ou believed that just as ¥ou are a godless Jew,
psychoanalysis is a godless Judaism,

CYerushalmi, T991)

Just as Proud s Egyptian Moses is the outsider who brings the Israelites
the tidings of monotheism, Freud the Jew is the ouksider wha brings psy-
choanatysis to the world, More recen thy, in Or the Psychotheo! 9gy of Everyday
Life: Reflections osr Frepd and Resettziwelg (2001}, Eric Sanimer has taken a less
radical approach to the psychoanalytic project, one that reconeiles it with
the philosophy of Franz Rusenzweig, a German-—Jewish philosopher of the
eally twentieth century. Sanmer proposed that these two post-Nietzschean
thinkers were classic representatives of secular theology. If there was ary
inherent Jewish dimension to psvchoanalytic thinking, it was reducible to
the concept that psychichealing is a type of Exodus fram Egvpt, in a more

general way — it means EIVIng up the national project and the scarch for z
“home” [Santner, 2001y
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Edward Said reached a similar conglusion in his essay Frewd and thie Non-
Furopenn (2003). For Said, Moses became paradigmatic for the encounter
with the Ofher, o, to use Said's post-colondal language, with the “non-
Turopean.” Both Moses, the founder of Jewish self-awareness, and Treud,
the founder of psychoanalysis, should, thus, be placed among those “non-
Jewish Jews” (Deutscher, 1968) such as Spinoza, Marx, and Heine, who
operated simultanecusly from within and outside their Jewish identities.
These writcrs not only stress the universal imperative within their self-
congeption &s Jews, but also matk that intermediate space in which the
concept of identity manifests itsclf in general, In their reading of Freud
both Said and Santner countered the banal claim that Freud's search for
his roots in a tribe that adopted Moses 25 a leader was no more than an
cxpression of breud’s yearming to return to his and his parenis” childhoad
home and fo the Jewish tradition he had shed during hizs adult life, In
so doing, both Said and Santner did, in my opinion, more justice then
‘ferushalmi to the Freudian cutlook on the concept of identity and on the
role that a psychoanalytically informed leadership can play in the forma-
tion of growps, nations and in politics in general. Freud’s Jewish identily,
like Moses's, was, a partial, broken identity that acknowledged that the
pevchology of the individuoal, like that of the collective, contains within
it heterogeneous and fortuitous elements and identifications that have
their source n influences lying outside consciousness and personal his-
tory. The paradox in the Frewdian conception of identity derived from the
inability of a whole and integrated identity to be achievable via a nar-
ciasistic search for the like, aided by the expulsion or evacuation of the
different. Rather, the Jews elevated their capacity for abstract thinking and
spirituality through the incorporation of the foreign, different, stresshi,
and unpleasant within the boundaries of the self, or fhe group. If there
is a lesson to be learnt from the history of the Jews is that ldentity is pos-
sible unly if we mitigate the individual as well as the group’s propensity
for disavowal and acknowledge the presence of the foreign {or the Other)
within its boundaries.

It follows that when Treud sarcastically declarcd that he intended ko get
at the truth behind Meoses's “truc identity,” even if it meant undermining
his people’s “national interests,” he might have thought that his Moses
essay would not only shed light on the rise of anti-Semitism, but would
also help mitigate a particular Jewish nationalist response to it: Zionism’s
solipsistic tendencies. That such tendencies existed was proved by the
Yishuv's reaction to the book.

The Jewish Offensive

A few months after Feeud received Dvir-Dwosis's letter, Max Eitingon
{who founded the Palestine Psychoanalytic Society in 19345 reported to
him thal the Yishuv was awash with rumors about the content of his new
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book, and that he had gained opponents even though none of his critics
had vel read it in its entirety. Shortly after the publication date, Eitingon
met for the first time with Martin Buber, whom he considered one of
the maost influential crifics of paychoanalysis on the Yishuv's intellectual
scene. Following the meeting, he notified Freud that, while he thought
he had got through his incisive conversation with the philosopher with
his honos intact, there could be no deubt that psycheanalysis in Patestine
had a determined nemesis in Buber. While Treud's assutnptions about the
etiology of the dream or on totemism were unacceptable to Buber, he saw
no need to voice his views. But when it came to Moses and Monotheism,
Buber informed Fitingon that he “could no longer temain silent,” and that
he intended to come out with a public statement condemning the book
(letter dated February 16, 1939, in Freud & Eitingon, 2004, pp. 916920}
Buber and “his sanctimornious proneuncements” against the psychoana-
lytic theory of dreams did not cost Freud any sleep. “Moses is much more
vulnerable and I am preparcd for the Jewish offensive on it,” he assured
Eitingon (Freud to Eitingon, March 5, 1939, ibid., PE- 9209211 In 1945,
when Buber published s own boek on Mases, he rejected the approach of
Bible scholars who cast doubt on the historicity of this Hebrow leader and
wrote “that a schelar of so much Importance in his own field as Sigmund
Freud could permit himself to issue so unscientific a work, based upen
graundless hypotheses, as his Moses and Monotheism (1939), is regrettable”
{Buber, 1958, p. 7).

Eitingon himselfhad ahard time with Moses g Monotheism. Apparently,
he read drafts of the manuscript prior to publication. His letter of thanks
to Freud betrays the bewilderment of even Freud's most loyal admirers,
especially his disciples in Palestine, over this wark, Eitingon’s ambiva-
lence was evident between his lines of praisc. He seems to have realized
that the book could shut the door on his teaching psvchoanalysis at the
Hebrew University. Establishing a chair in psychoanalytic studies now
seemed further away than ever.

Yhere is something exceptionally symbolic in the fact that ¥ ol
book on Moses arrived here on the Passover holiday, about which
the Haggadah relates that God took the jews out of Egypt “with a
streng hand and an outstretched arm*” [Eitingen wiote this phrase in
the original Hebrew, but in German letters], One can somehow sense
the analogy in your book. Pietcing logie, and a charm that cannot be
withstood. That is how you bring the reader close ko yout in the final
section, repeating for him the difficult arguments vou make in Pagt IL
It is a fine book.
(Eitingon to Freud, April 11, 1939, in
Freud & Eitingon, 2004, p. 923)
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Two weeks later Eitingon informed Freud that “some excitement” was
evident in the publics reaction to the book {letter dated April 30, 1939,
ibid., pp. 924-925).

In May 1939, the Palestine Psychoanalytic Society convened a special
meeting at which its members heard a lecthure on the volume by Erich
Gumbel, at the time Eitingon's senior candidate in training, who would
soon become the Jerusalern Psychoanalytic Instifute’s first graduate
{Gumbel to Freud, May 22, 193%: Archives of Froud Museum, Londond.
The task of surveying this complex work was not an easy one. Fven
readers accustomed to reading Treud found that this book upset them. Tn
his speech at this exceptional meeting, Fitingon intimated that the fime
might come when people wouwld be skeptical of Freud's Jewish origing
(Eitingon, 1930),

The Tel-Aviv bascd analyst Moshe Wullf (a2 former member of the ana-
lytic: socicties of Vienna, Russia and Betlin} was the first member of the
Jerusaletn Soctety to publish his impressions of the work. He noted that
the beok’s stracture and the wealth of subjects addressed made it much
different from the rest of Freud’s writings. While in his other books Frend
had conveyed to his readers a feeling that he was lotally on top of the sub-
jectat hand and that the main issues he faced as a writer were stylistic and
sesthetic, in Moses and Monothelsm Moses had “overwhelmed” Freud and
suppressed his organizational and conceplual abilities. “T must acknow-
ledge,” Wulff wrote, “that T have never been so profoundly affected by a
work of Freud's as I have been by this one.” And Wulff ended his paper
with a discussion of the “eternal question” of truth: “And so Freud called
his boak the "Maoses Novel” Such things do occur in novels and in art: the
Whole may even be fictitious, invented, the fruit of phantasy from top to
Bottom, vet it nevertheless remains the highest and most profound truth,
an inner fruth of the buman soul” (Wulff, 1930, pp. 124-142),

The Hebrew press seethed and only with difficulty was able to provide
space for all those who wanted fo fulminate about the book. “Freud’s war
against Maoses!” shouted a headline in the religious Zionist daily Hatzofeh
(Baminka, 1939). Moses defenders came from all walks of life: a cifrus
tarmer, Nachum Fetlman, was deeply affected by Freud's book. He sought
to link his critique to the campaign then under way 0 persuade Jews to
buy goods grown or manufactured in the Yishuv. Did the campaizn, he
queried, relate only to matcrial items, or should not Jews also boycott intel-
lectual and spiritual Imports which undermine Jewish national interests?
In an open letter to Freud published in the Yishuv's leading literary maga-
zing, Moztayyit, beadlined “Trofessor Freud and buying local,” Perlman
rebuked those who allowed themselves “to cast into the depths of the
sea our spirtual possessions and, in spiritual matters, to open all gates
wide lo concepts entirely foreisn to Judaism® (Perlran to Freud, July
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2, T939: AFM). Perhman did not simply write his open letter to Freud in
Hebrew. He translated it into German and sent it directly to Freud, adding
a covering letter:

[ presume to address vou, sir, as I do below, despite bemmg noe more
than a layman with regard to your scientific profession. I write from
the point of view of a Jew who has lived in the Land of lsrael for
the last thirtecn vears, not by coincldence, bt because he feels that
the continued existenice of the Jewish peopic is something valuable
for all of humanity. But because [ am, s, as I have already said, no
more than a layman, I do not permit myself to criique vour book
Moses but only to ask vou one question. You must certainly know,
sir, that at this time a large number of our brethren view the results
of Biblical criticism as the actual centent of the Jewish people’s litera-
ture, without thinking through to themselves that in deing so they
ate cutting off the hranch on which they 4it, a thing that is on the one
hand consistent, since it s known that we, the Jews, are “air peaple
{...] But not only does the reading public welcome this science, so do
intclligent people and well known Jewish writers among those who
steer them, without considening the fact that all the archacological
cxcavations that have been conducted so far that contain any sort of
indication regarding the Torah all confirmn the words of the Bible and
prove the flimsiness of Biblical criticism.
(Perhman to Freud, July 2, 1939%: Archives of the
Freud Museum, Londom)

Was not atfirmation or repudiation of Biblical criticism by Jews interded,
whether they were aware of it or not, to justify their betrayal of the
foundations of the Jewisk religion and the Torah's commandments,
Periman asked I'reud. He answered the question himselt:

I belisvo that you, Herr Professor, are the besl man to offer a full
answet o my question, and [ believe that in answering this question
vou will have the privilege of doing more for Jewish existerce than
you did with your book Moses.

(ibid.; the criginal letter s reprodueced in Rolnik, 2010}

Raphacl DaCosta of Jerusalen also wrole Lo Freud after reading the
book. Unkike Perlman, he enjoved it immensely. Nevertheless, he was
of the opinien that the evidence Freud had adduced was insufficient,
Frcud based his claims on the thesis that the figure of Moses was actu-
ally composed of bwvo different men, cach of whom represented a dis-
tinct set of heliefs. This had to be the case, Freud mamtamed, because the
differences between the two delties represented In the Torah are so huge
that it would be difficult to conceive thal they had been put forward by
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a single priest. DaCosta wrote that he would have accepted this prop-
osition had it not implied that the Israelites had chosen the wrathful
Egyptian priest. The other priest, the merciful man from Midian, was not
appointed ko represent Aton, the civilized sun god (DaCosta to Freud,
April 23, 1939: AFM).

Freud took the reservatons of this Jerusalem reader seripusly, arnd
seems even to have regretled his speculative propesal that the biblical
Moses was actually a composite of two men, a “good” priest and a “bad”
priest. He replied ta DaCosta:

There is indeed a difference in the natures of te two figures ralled
Moses that T am unable to explain, but it could be said that the matter
1z not of great significance. We know very little about the second
Mases, who is of course an invention of mine, and I sould have made
do without the comment about his everl-lemperednrss,

{Freud to DaCosta, May 2, 1939; AEM)

Another point DaCosta made to Freud concerned the implications
the book should have for the Jewish view of the world, He asked Freud
whether the two beliefs, in religious truth and in scientific truth, were
rutually exclusive. In other words, is there a way to reconcile ration-
alism with faith? Would Freud permit his fellow Jews to maintain their
theological truth along with material truth, or did he insist that histor
ical truth, which he recreated in his psychoanalytic studies, replace reli-
gious fruth?

In The Future of an RBlusion (1927), Treud had already taken a firm pos-
ition on the order of precedence of varying truths, He claimed that reli-
gious thinking of all kinds was simply the civilized incarnation of infantile
sexuality, and that religion was tantamount to a neurosis that needed to
be overcome. Freud tepeats this position in Civslization and fts Discosttents
{1930}. But Freud’s work on Moses secms to have led him ta a somewhat
more nuanced view, Implying a certain revision of his conception of reli-
gicus faith, In Moses and Monotheisimn, he acknowledged two truths, one
religious and subjective, and the other archaeological and objective. He
did not present these as centradictory, but rather as complementary two
pesitions that a person can move between, In the newer work, Freud
gave historical truth itself the special status of being able to include sev-
eral truths, It did not derive from an unambigugus rational decision of
any type, but, rather, from an ongoing process of give and take that also
allowed phantasmic, mythelogical, and subjective elements to play a role
in @ dynamic representation of reality. The grafting of relizious and his-
torical truth to each other {in the absence of the ability to recreate lost
material truth in the positivist sense) constituted one of the mast Important
goals of the psychoanalytic project. The ability to tolerate doubt did not
deprive Freud of the right to feel that he was persuaded of the triuth of
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his conclusions. Freud repeatedly addressed the question of certainty vs.
skepticism throughout Maoses and Monotheism, and, in doing so, re-enacted
and demonstrated for his readers the convoluted nature of psychoanalytic
epistemology. As Blass (2003) has peinted out, hoovering between cor-
victiom and doubt, Freud's Meses, and in particular bis employment of
the Puzale metaphor in the text, is a contribution to psychoanalytic epis-
temology and clinical theory. [§ s in this later work of his that Freud gave
final expression to the dialectic view of the concept of “uth” in its unique
psyechosnalytic form. He stressed the tentative and speculative nature of
his account, but did not let this prevent him from recognizing that he was
approaching the truth, Indeed, his reply to DaCosta shows that as soon as
he reached conclusions about bistorical truth, he coudd not put in its place
another ruth simply because the later was worth believing in from a reli-
sious puint of view. Freud wrote to DaCosta:

[ am amazed at the way you succead in beinging together fhe findings
of sclentific invesligaton and belief 1 the accuracy of the biblical
account. I myself would be mcapable of such acrobatics. But whao gave
you the right to grant the Bible a monopoly on the truth? Al you are
saving js that I believe bacause Thelteve.

(Letter dated May 2, 1939 AFM)

The question, then, is what is fhe nature of that truth that Freud
proclaims? He opens his book hesitantly, qualifying his assertions, but, as
the book proceeds into the third and final part, he seems to become moge
and more certain of himself, until, by the end, he states his thesis unam-
biguously. Did Freud convince himself on purely seientific greunds, or
was he asserting a belief? After all, the scholar must have no less faith in
historical and scientific truth than the religious person has in biblical truth.
Freud tried to resolve this paradox by skipping back and forth between
two of his favorite genres, the historical novel and the clinical rase study.
It becomes clear to the reader that Moses and Monotheisnt is neither a posi-
tivist historical account nor speculative psychology. Rather, it is a readers’
response text devoted to examining the theory of psychoanalytic epistem-
ology and the persuasive force that the truth — whether about the iden-
tity of the Hebrew leader or about the true value of the autobtographical
memory that emerges during psycheanalytic treatment — can elieit from
the person who seeks it Freud thought that the historical novel genre
could enable lam, even though he viewed himself neither as a historian
nor as a novelist, to address the question of the identity of this biblical
figure in accordance with the rules of the clinical case study, in which the
act of reconstruction is accomplished through the integration of historical
and chinical evidence into the subjective narrative. Froud's biography of
Meoses can, thus, be scen as the last case stucy left to us by the creator of
psvchoanalysis,
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“The fewish Offensive” 31
Concluding Remarks

“Ihere is something ridiculous about an ancient nation,” writes [sraelj
novelist A. 3. Yehoshua, “that is stll, alfer some 3,300 years, hammering
an intensely and so obsessively at the enigma of its identity, tirelessly
searching for more and more explanations, definitions and versions of
it" (Yehoshua, 2005), Treud’s explorations of the “true identity” of Moses,
leader of the Tewish nation, address this VEry conundrum. ldentity, Treud
told us, whether histrrical or psveholegical, of an individual, a graup or
a ntation, is the product of mixture and borrowing, and always includes
splits and repressions. Freud's frachured Jewish identity could thus serve,
if notas an example, then at least as a metaphor for the yvawning abyss sCp-
arating the ideal of pure identity that nurtured the Zionist project and the
psychoanalytic project, born in Hie Driaspora, Unlike the Zionists, Freud
never rejocted the Jew of the Exile, and, wunlike the sociabists, he never
rejected bourgeois life. He did not pretend to be designing a “new man”
free from the constraints of frustration or guilt, much less a “new Jow.”
Ironically, in this sense, the philo-psychoanalysis of the Yishuy's immi-
grant society, despite its contradicHons and paradoxes, testified lo the
immensity of anxieties, angush, and dovibts that were the lot of those whn
ticd their personal redetnption to reborn Jewish nattonalism in the Land
of Istael. Zionism, to put it simply, might not have agreed with Freud, but
very badly needed him,
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