   Obviously, Rev. Moss was endeavoring to head off some unacceptable conse-quences of failing to take issue with me about my on-the-level-baboon choice of words in various articles.  Having no intimate knowledge of the preferences of his circle of friends, however, my effort was to make Egyptian polytheists think harder on certain topics.  This group has few prejudices.  Still, those with whom we must deal in our everyday lives are certain to have quite a few.  To have a modest life-style, yet move, function, and edify in polite circles is the calling of a priest in today’s world, no matter what religion he may espouse.  Thus, I will not harp on motives that will always remain a mystery to me.

   It was quite a study in civility to look at the internet-published exchanges be-tween Martin Bernal and Mary Lefkowitz.  The lady raises many valid questions about the ethics of creating new directions of academic inquiry, and how some concepts lend themselves as grimly ready fuel for the applied psychologist.  The gentleman shows that he understands her concerns, then proceeds to use his vast knowledge to dispose of many of them.  Certainly, at times, their use of extra-ordinary personal skill and remarkable intellectual resources sets a model of how the clash of ideas can give birth to a clearer picture of such truth as we may come to understand.  The role of subjectivity in the birth of new perspectives is clearly illustrated, as is the importance of objectivity in testing their validity and increasing their clarity.  Their exchanges, even when a bit heated, show them to be responsible toward their cherished points of view.  Any truly important issue deserves the sponsorship of someone sensitive to the constraints of courtesy (wits like La Vey excepted).  As Satan’s spokesman notes, however, any idea with an enhanced reality is going to make some people nervous.  

   What I should do is to explain that there are numerous occurrences of the full writing of J(hw in hieroglyphic orthography, and my full reading is based upon this fact.  Many conventional renderings of Middle Egyptian words are based on Coptic and Greek derivations.  To assert them over a more careful one is an abuse of Egyptian culture.  There is no special ending in Egyptian for masculine singular nouns, and many end in –u:  Khonsu, for example (actually a later name for the same moon god).  Furthermore, as deTraci Regula states, the Egyptians of the dynastic age regarded the moon as essentially male, though our modern experiences certainly lead us to see that Bast and Isis can exhibit the powers attributed to Artemis and Hecate.  Thoth priestess Eleanor Harris explains that demotic spells of the late period that feminize the moon are of Greek extraction.

Let us not overlook the essential value of approaching Egypt on its own terms.

   In the notes to an album of love songs, Hossam Ramzy explains that Egyptian women wield influence in their men’s lives that Americans would find amazing.  Omar Sharif has pointed out, though, that Egyptian women are gentler in the use of their power, which Ancient Egyptians saw as basically apotropaic in purpose (as even the furious Sekhmet is a Protectoress of Life).  I was once invited to lunch at the home of a native Egyptian lady professor.  When she appeared from the kitchen with the first course, she poured the soup with a gleeful, “Men, first!”

