EBREW UNION COLLEGE - JEWISH INSTITUTE OF RELIGION
NEW YORK SCHOOL

INSTRUCTIONS FROM AUTHOR TO LIBRARY FOR THESIS

wtHOR: _ C Wheees Kann Bristia
JITLE: FTAMDNGE e TR Svsmit’

Were Sewwry Hfe Aup Caagidiion T2 FARLY &
SN IAER eAn Dloagsmn

TYPE OF THESIS:
RABBINIC Q)/ SSM () D.H.L. ()
D.MIN. () MARE. () M.AJS. ()

1. (V)/ . May be used without my written permission.
2. @ My written permission is required for use during the next years.

Note: The Library shall respect restrictions placed on theses for a period of
no more than ten years.

I understand that the Library may make a photocopy of my thesis for
security purposes.

3. The Library may sell photocopies of my thesis. /

yes no
ERPEY M%

Date Signature of Author

March 8, 1996




Standing on the Summit?:
Wolf Schur’s Life and Contribution to Early American Zionism

Charles K. Briskin

Wolf Schur was one of the leading figures in Early American Zionism. Shortly

after immigrating to the United States, he established Hapisgah, an influential weekly

Hebrew newspaper, read by leading Zionists, Hebraists, and maskilim of the time.
Hapisgah was in circulation from 1888 to1892, then again from 1897 to 1901. From
1892 101896 Schur completed Netzah Yisrael, an exposition designed to demonstrate the
superiority of traditional Jewish practice, and haskalah ideology, over all other religious
practices, specifically Christianity, and non-traditional Judaism, including Reform
Judaism.

This thesis is designed to revive the memory of Schur by shedding light on his
literary contributions. It is divided into three chapters, plus an introduction and
conclusion. The chapters include: 1) an exploration of the life and work of Wolf Schur

through a biographical portrait. 2) His attitudes toward Reform Judaism in America, with

special focus on a chapter of Netzah Yisrael. 3) His evolving Zionist ideology, from a
spiritual focus to a political one, with special attention to a few unsuccessful movements
toward greater colonization of Palestine in the early 1890s.

Selections form Hapisgah and Netzah Yisrael serve as the primary-source
material. Secondary-source material is limited. It includes Hebrew biographical
sketches, several books, and articles drawing attention to Schur’s involvement with early
American Zionism. Most of the pertinent secondary source material is between 30 and

70 years old, indicating that little has been written about Schur in recent memory.
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Preface

My journey through the process of writing this thesis resembled, in some ways,
my subject, Wolf Schur’s. I began my study last May in Eastern Europe as | prepared to
explore the Zionist ideology of leading Eastern European Orthodox rabbis. But. in hopes
of finding richer treasure elsewhere, I decided to immigrate to America. Once I arrived, |
encountered difficulty establishing a foothold in this topic because finding Hebrew
source material on American Zionism was not easy. Several months passed until
serendipity led me to Dr. Jacob Kabakoff—one of America’s leading Hebraists—who in
turn directed me to Schur and his weekly newspaper, Hapisgah. Once I discovered
Hapisgah in the collection of the HUC-JIR libraries in New York and Cincinnati, I was
ready to begin my work.

Wolf Schur and Hapisgah did not leave a deep impression on the landscape of
early American Zionist history—the area for which he is most known. Neither his
newspaper, nor his book Nerzah Yisrael reached a large number of people. He left no
personal archives, nor kept a journal. The only direct linkto Schur is through his
published material and a limited number of correspondence. Furthermore, since there is
only a scant amount of extant biographical source material, little is known about his life
outside of his writings.

It is the sincere hope of the author to introduce Schur and his literary endeavors to

a wider audience in an effort to honor his memory and create a legacy for his small, yet

vital contributions to the history of early American Zionism.
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This thesis would not have been possible without the help and support of several

people. First, I would like to thank my advisor, Dr. Carole Balin for her constant support,
encouragement, and counsel. She kept me focused on my research—especially in times
of frustration and discontent, provided thoughtful comments to early drafts, and issued
careful and concise editorial commentary. Second, I would like thank my Hebrew tutor,
Henry Resnick. He helped turn my garbled translations into recognizable prose.
Furthermore, his insight into the mindset of the Orthodox maskil illuminated the material
in ways 1 did not anticipate. 1am very grateful for the many hours we spent learning this
material together and am confident that his guidance strengthened this thesis. Lastly, |
would like to thank my incredibly patient wife, Karen. She shared my travails and
triumphs throughout this entire process, and tolerated with grace and aplomb mood
swings, unreascnable demands, and a very cluttered dining room table. For her support

and encouragement from beginning to end, I am forever grateful.
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Introduction

The prominent Hebrew author, Micah Joseph Berdichevsky perhaps summed it up
best when, with a sense of nostalgia remarked, “Who remembers Wolf Schur?”' A
staunch supporter of Zionism, a passionate advocate for the revival of the Hebrew
language for use in modern society, a harsh critic of Reform Judaism, an anti-
assimilationist maskil —that is, an adherent of the Jewish enlightenment movement. These
are just a few of the labels worn proudly by Ze’ev Wolf Schur (1840-1910). Schur
earned a good reputation due to his talents as a writer and editor. He worked with
zealous determination, tirelessly promoting his ideas and the ideas of other maskilim in
the pages of his weekly Hebrew newspaper, Hapisgah,” published in the United States
between 1888 and 1899. Schur was one of the earliest proponents of Zionism in the
United States. He maintained his affiliation with the Hovevei Zion (Lovers of Zion)
movement even after immigrating to the United States. He was captivated by the holy
tongue of the Jewish people, and actively promoted the acquisition of the Hebrew
language among the new Jewish immigrants to America.

Indeed, Schur was a passionate and zealous iconoclast. From his maskilic perch,
Schur launched attacks against, what he viewed as, the assimilationist and anti-Zionist
Reform rabbis, who sought to “dig up the roots of Judaism.” Moreover, Schur also
attacked Orthodox rabbis who buried their heads in tradition without examining the
scientific and natural world around them. At the same time, his newspaper became the

voice for the early Zionist movements in America. He attracted the attention of Theodor

' The Berdichevsky quote is part of the biographical overview to a collection of Schur’s letters in A.R.
Malachi, /ggrot Sofrim (New York, 193) p. 83. The original source of Berdichevsky’s quote is unknown,




Herzl and Max Nordau, the financial support of some of the leading businessmen in New

York and Chicago, and his newspaper attracted articles, editorials, and poetry from some
of the leading intellectuals of his time. (Schur was the first to publish a literary piece
from the then-unknown aspiring writer named Saul Tchernichowsky).

Schur spent most of his life journeying from one place to another. Financial
insecurities plagued him throughout his entire career. While respected as a writer and
editor, he never held a leadership role for any length of time in any of his organizational
enterprises, from Hovevei Zion to Shave Zion, to the Federation of American Zionists.
Yet all the while, he did fancy himself a modern day Moses, leading his reluctant people
around the twin deserts of total assimilation and total separation from the modern world.
He named his newspaper Hapisgah, as if, like Moses he meant to lead his people to the
summit upon which they would gaze out into the promised land. Did Schur ultimately
reach Hapisgah? Has Schur been remembered as a modern day Moses in America? No.

This thesis is designed to shed light on the literary contributions of Wolf Schur.
Today, Schur and Hapisgah have been relegated to the footnotes of American Zionist
history. However, Schur’s continual efforts to promote early American Zionist efforts in
Hapisgah, and his unwavering belief in the idea of Jewish nationhood helped pave the
way for later, prominent American Zionists to preach their ideology to America and the
world. Indeed, no other American journalist at the time did more to publicize Zionism
than Schur. Of course, Schur did not limit his writing to the Zionist cause. He was also a

critic of Jewish life in America, especially the non-traditional practices of Reform,

? Hapisgah was published from 1888-1899. Its name was changed to Hatehyiah in 1899 and ran for 59
consecutive issues. All of the references in this thesis, unless otherwise noted will be to the original paper,
Hapisgah.

3 Wolf Schur; Netzah Yisrael {Chicago 1896) p. 241.




assimilated, and Socialist Jews. This thesis will explore the life of Woif Schur. his

religious and cultural clashes with late nineteenth century Reform Judaism. and his
unrecognized contributions to the Zionist movement in America. The contents of this
thesis should reassure Berdicehvsky. Wolf Schur will be remembered, by future

generations, as he ought to be.




Chapter I
A Portrait of Wolf Schur
Biography

Ze’ev Wolf Schur was born in Outian, near Kovno, Lithuania in 1840. His father,
Tuvia— a well respected scholar in Outian— influenced Schur’s life’s passions for
Torah, Zion and Am Yisrael. Tuvia’s prodigious intellect enabled Wolf to receive a
Jewish and secular education simultaneously. Schur had considered entering a rabbinical
seminary in Vilna but an unspecified illness grounded him in Outian.

Schur found his way to Abraham Mapu, the first Hebrew novelist, during his
early adult years. One can only imagine the conversations between the two that helped to
give form to Schur’s thoughts and ideas. Mapu encouraged Schur to complete his studies
abroad, so in 1868 he enrolled at the Beit Midrash L 'moda’ai Ha'Yahadut in Berlin,*
where he remained until 1870. Yet despite his intellectual gifts he was unable to settle
into a productive career as an intellect or writer at this stage of his life. Rather, Schur
became the consummate itinerant intellectual, traveling from city to city, studying with
some of the brightest minds in Europe, yet never able to secure a professional or personal
niche for himself for any length of time. His lack of professional and financial security,
and his evident wanderlust enabled him, or perhaps drove him, to spend thirteen years

traveling throughout the world, exploring unusual and far-flung communities.

* This institute was not likely the Hochschule fur die Wissenschaft des Judentums (College for Jewish
Studies) in Berlin. Although the Hebrew name is a translation of the German and English, and the city is
the same, the Hoscshule did not open its doors until 1870. Schur left Berlin in 1870. Furthermore it is
unlikely that Schur would have studied in a Reform seminary,




Schur turned his attention eastward, and from 1870 to 1883 journeyed to Turkey.

Greece, Africa, India, East Asia, and Egypt and Palestine. The only source of
information regarding Schur’s travels are found in a travelogue he wrote entitled
“Mahazot ha’Hayyim” [Scenes of Life], which emerged from a series of articles that were
first published in the European Hebrew newspaper, Hashahar. Of course, since the
articles that formed the book were written after his return, the reader is privy only to a

retrospective report. Diaries, letters, and correspondence from the trip do not exist. Itis

up to the reader to imagine what Schur’s travels must have been like.

Upon his return to Europe in 1883, Schur settled in Vienna and was soon
immersed in the Jewish intellectual life of the city. It is not clear what he did to support
himself while living in Vienna, though he did receive minimal payments for his articles,
and he was earning some royalties from his book. We do know that he devoted much of
his time writing about Jewish settlement in Palestine. Also at this time, he became
associated with Hovevei Zion [Lovers of Zion], and developed a passion for the land of
[srael that influenced his writings and activities for the remainder of his life.

With Schur’s newly-budding Zionist tendencies, some of which might have been
formed during his earlier visit to Palestine, one might imagine that he would take
advantage of any opportunity to settle there. Yet when offered a position as the secretary
to Kalman Zev Wissotsky in Palestine, he declined the offer for unknown reasons. After
spending five years struggling to make a living as a writer in Vienna, Schur decided to
take his chances on the Jewish intellectual community then developing in New York. In

1888, Schur immigrated to the United States.




Hapisgah

It appears that Schur had one objective upon arriving to these shores: to become
an independent publisher of his own newspaper. Schur had spent many years
contributing articles to many of the leading European Hebrew newspapers of the time.
including Hashachar, Hayom, and Hamelitz, earning a good reputation among the Jewish
intellectual elite in Vienna for his keen mind and his solid writing. * Schur decided that
the dissemination of articles, editorials, and general opinions on behalf of the important
Jewish causes he thought were relevant to the survival of the Jewish people in the new
land should be under his complete control. From the moment he set foot in America,
Schur began drawing up plans for the future publishing and distribution of a Hebrew
weekly newspaper, of which he would be the editor and primary contributor.

At first glance, Schur’s desire to publish a weekly Hebrew newspaper in late
nineteenth-century America seems misguided. Who would form its core readership?
After all, how many Jews in America in the 1880s possessed proficiency in Hebrew and
might benefit from his articles? Financial and security concerns, rather than ideology,
primarily motivated hundreds of thousands of Eastern European Jews to immigrate to
America in the late nineteenth-century. The staunchest Hebraist and Zionist ideologues
made alivah. Most others came to America to find security and hopefuily achieve a
measure of financial success. America was not regarded as the spiritual center of the
Jewish people, of a new Zion, but rather a refuge for poor persecuted Jews. Few
maskilim numbered among the early flow of Eastern European Jewish immigrants.
Certainly Schur would find only a small intellectual community with whom he would

affiliate in America.




Schur’s early activities indicate an aspiration to transfer his European way of life
from Vienna to New York. His newspaper, Hapisgah, was modeled after other European
Hebrew newspapers. He continued his affiliation with Hovevei Zion, a Zionist
organization whose roots and ideas were distinctively Eastern and Central European. He
cultivated relationships with other members of the European Jewish intellectual elite who
too had immigrated recently to the United States. Schur came to America to take
advantage of the financial opportunities the new land. but retained the inteliectual and
cultural environment he had grown accustomed to in Vienna. Initially, he did not desire
to become fully integrated into the cuiture of his new land.

Despite Schur’s dreams of a lucrative and influential career, most of his life in
America was fraught with financial insecurity while he struggled for his voice to be
heard. Hapisgah (then Hatehiyah) was published intermittently between 1888 and 1901.
Indeed. there were many gaps in its distribution, including one that lasted close to four
years (between 1893 and 1897). Though Hapisgah was distributed from several cities,
including New York, Boston, Baltimore, and Chicago, he always hoped to garner solid
financial support in each of these cities and others, as well.

Schur had competitors like Ephraim Dinurd and Levi Rodkinson, both of whom
tried to establish their own Hebrew weeklies, Haleumi and Hakol respectively.® However,
Schur proved far more successful in his efforts. His relative success is attributed to the
superior literary quality of Hapisgah and the editorial talents of Schur.” Furthermore,

Hapisgah was recognized as the semi-official news organ of the Hovevei Zion. Thus,

* Jacob Kabakof¥; Halutzei Hasifrut Haivrit Ba'america (Yavneh Press, Tel Aviv, 1966) p.133.

® These journals failed due to a lack of financial support and an inability to reach a large audience. The
market for Hebrew newspapers was limited, therefore competition was fierce.

7 Ibid., p. 136, fn.7.




Schur already had a small, yet guaranteed, readership base. Despite these limited
advantages. Hapisgah never established solid financial footing, and it never had a large
circulation.”

In addition to Hapisgah, Schur’s other notable literary achievement was his book
Netzah Yisrael, written during the longest hiatus of Hapisgah--between 1893 and 1896.
In both of these venues, Schur sought to establish and promote his vision for the Jewish
community in America and the world. Schur’s first editorial in Hapisgah adumbrates his
hopes for this new land. Using religiously inspired language and imagery, Schur
explained to his readership the title of his newspaper:

We will stand on top of ‘The Summit’ to see and to protect in order that they not
deviate from the path of Zion. We will try in all that we find to attract and unify
those who are far away and separated from us. We will lift up our eyes in all
directions like a scout from top of a tower to warn and to look out upon all those
within the border of 4m Yisrael to warn them not to go astray.’

By calling his paper Hapisgah, Schur fancied himself a modern day Moses, leading his
people away from the Egypt found in America--embodied specifically within the

assimilationist attitude of new immigrants--and leading them to a righteous and pure

Judaism, one that biended modern thinking with traditional Jewish practice.

In the first editorial of Hapisgah'®, Schur laid out his vision for the Jewish

community in the new land. He adopted the attitude established by other early Zionists,

especially Ahad Ha’am, envisioning Eretz Yisrael as the spiritual center of the Jewish

® There were never more than 1000 subscriptions to Hapisgah at any point. Many of subscribers failed to
ay their dues, thereby maintaining the ongoing financial insecurity of the newspaper.
|ufﬁ:pi:,;galh; vol. I, no.1, (14 September 1888), p. [.
Ibid.




people. never expecting that all of Diaspora Jewry would be settle there at any point
soon. Thus. he argued, within America there needed to be some unifying traits that
would help disparate Jewish communities come together under several common goals.

For Schur, the primary objective of his newspaper was for it to be a vehicle of the
Hebrew language that would be just such a means of unification. The holy tongue. which
was just then entering a modern day renaissance. was the singular channel for bringing
Jews of different lands and of different ideological persuasions together.

Throughout Hapisgah's first year, in editorial after editorial, Schur stressed the
importance of establishing Hebrew language societies and colieges for teaching the
ancient tongue. Through his writings, Schur pleaded with his readers to spread Hebrew,
especially among the younger generations. Schur issued a warning indicating his opinion
that,

[I]f the desire to promote and use the Hebrew language is not aroused, and if there

is little understanding of the relevance of the holy written language of the Jewish

people, then the Jewish national ideal and the Jewish people will fall, ceasing the
continuation of its growth.'!
For Schur, Hebrew was the crucial link joining past generations to the current one, and
forging a link between his generation and ours. Although learning Hebrew was viewed
as largely irrelevant and impractical to scores of new immigrants, Schur always
maintained a strong desire to make Hebrew come alive again, thus serving as a unifying

force for the Jewish people.

" Ibid., vol. 11, no. 1. (11 April 1890), p. 1.
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A second major theme emerging from the first edition of Hapisgah is an urgent
call to, “awaken the love for our Holy Land in the hearts of all humankind.” * Schur had
been writing on the theme of Love of Zion for some time. He was promoting the
ideology of Hovevei Zion as it had existed in a much larger context in Europe. and in a
smaller context in America. In fact, Schur was one of the first to actively promote
cultural Zionism in the United States, often in contrast to the majority of Reform rabbis,
whose movement was the most dominant force in the American Jewish community in the
1880s.

Schur kept Zionism on the front page of Hapisgah for its entire run, even when
Zionism barely registered on the radar screen of the rapidly growing and developing
American Jewish community. Surely, Schur was able to resume publication of Hapisgah
in 1897 on account of the successful meeting of the First Zionist Congress in Basle in
August 1897. This influential meeting spawned a need to create various venues for
discussion of Herzl’s political Zionism in Europe and America. Schur’s newspaper was a
likely candidate for the job in the United States. It had all along been a vehicle of the
Zionist agenda. Once Hapisgah resumed publication in 1897, an ideological adjustment
was noticeable. Some of Hapisgah's editorial comments shifted away from cultural
Zionism in favor of Herzl’s political Zionism, which enabled the newspaper to regain its
position as a touchstone for American Zionists.

Nevertheless, Schur struggled continuously to maintain the financial viability of
newspaper. He was always working to cultivate new sponsors, both in the business and
the religious communities, and was always seeking new literary talent especially from

Europe. He received support from St. Louis businessman Moshe Falk Mervis, Cl;icago

" Hapisgah; vol. 1, no. 1. (14 September, 1888), p. 1.
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writers and orators Hillel Malachovsky and Zvi Hirsch Masliansky, and from European
writers. including Micah Yosef Berdicehvsky. and Joseph Klausner."?

Schur also sought to increase his audience. One example of his effort to increase
circulation can be seen just in the shifting vision of Hapisgah. In the very first issue of
Hapisgah. written just under the masthead is the following statement of purpose:
“Hapisgah: The Only Hebrew literary Weekly in America for the purpose of promoting
the knowledge of the Ancient Hebrew Language among the Jews.”'* By the 49" issue of
volume II (17 April 1891) the masthead changed to read, “Hapisgah: A Literary Weekly
devoted to the advancement and development of the Ancient Hebrew language among the
American Israelites. It is the organ of the most intelligent class of the Jewish Immigrants
and the Jewish Clergy.” By the time Hapisgah returned to the scene in 1897, the
masthead was changed once again to read, “A Hebrew literary WEEKLY in America for
the purpose of promoting a knowledge of the ancient Hebrew language and literature, and
to regenerate the spirit of the nation.” (Vol. V, no. 1, 22 October 1897).

Schur’s primary objective remained promoting the Hebrew language. But he
targeted his audience in subtle ways over the years. At first Hapisgah, according to its
masthead, was targeted to Jews, with no qualifiers attached. As time passed the target
audience was refined with a focus on those who were part of the intellectual immigrant
and clergy community. In its later issues, Schur did not include a specific target
audience, rather a call to “regenerate the spirit of a nation.” One thing never changed over
the entire run of Hapisgah: It was always intended for the Hebrew speaking Jewish

intelligentsia, most of whom were Eastern European immigrants and maskilim. Schur’s

" Kabakoff, p. 140.
" Hapisgah, (14 September 1888) p. 1. Emphases are Schur’s.
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blend of traditional religious practice and enlightenment ideals was attractive to the
Eastern European immigrant maskilim. Therefore, Schur took steps to attract these new
immigrants and provide an intellectual and cultural forum for them to participate in some
of the ideals that he was promoting. specifically Hebrasim and Zionism.

Schur spent the bulk of his career trying to be a successful editor. When lack of
funding forced him to cease publication of Hapisgah in the spring of 1893, Schur might
have ceased sharing his observations of Jewish intellectual life in America on a weekly
basis. Yet he continued to write and advocate for his causes. During the early years of
Hapisgah. Schur had written a regular column under the title, Netzah Yisrael--Eternal
Israel. When Hapisgah, ceased publication in 1893, Schur returned ro Netzah Yisrael,
collecting his earlier essays, expanding them then publishing them into a book by the

same title in 1896.

Netzah Yisrael
In Schur’s words, Netzah Yisrael,'” was meant to demonstrate that:
The people of Israel are eternal, because of their Torah, which is eternal, because
its source is a source of divinity, a source of understanding. happiness, laws. and
justice.”'®
Indeed, this collection of short essays extols the virtues of traditional Judaism, rooted in
Torah and Rabbinic law, and its superiority over Christianity. He offered sharp warnings
against assimilating into the predominant Christian culture through direct associations

with Christians, or through other groups that promote assimilation such as socialists,

5 The name is derived from a citation in I Samuel, 15:29, *The Eternal One of Israel does not lie and does
not relent.’




anarchists, and especially Reform rabbis, to whom he devotes an entire chapter that will
be examined closely later in this paper. He proclaims:
Thus, it is our duty now, for the time and place require it, to willingly debate and
demonstrate the naked truth . . . of the will of our people and present the truth to
them . . . because in our day enemies of Judaism have multiplied, both inside and
outside the house. Each one of them is dangerous for us—two camps of enemies
in the new land."”
His language is unambiguous; the dual fronts of Christianity and assimilation have the
potential to destroy Judaism. Schur, religiously traditional as he may have been, was
also the consummate enlightened Jew, which explains the attacks levied against the,
Eastern European rabbis who try to erect fence after fence, rule after rule [around
Torah]. They don’t understand Jewish enlightenment and cannot function
properly in these days with a world view based in Medieval times.”'®
Schur desired a community of Jews committed to haskalah and tradition, with eyes
looking eastward toward Zion. This tripartite identity was not easy to find in the New
World.
Schur’s ideology was similar in some respects to Ahad Ha’am’s—who was
known as the ‘agnostic rabbi.” Though the two do not always agree, some points of
intersection are found within the pages of Netzah Yisrael.'® Even before the First Zionist

Congress, both agreed that Palestine should serve at the spiritual homeland for the Jewish

people, “a place where the Jewish cultural heritage would find free expression, receptive

' Netzah Yisrael, title page.
"7 Ibid., p. 1.
'® Ibid., p. 246f.
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to the best currents of enlightened modernity yet faithful to its own individuality.”* Of
course Ahad Ha’am’s ideas would receive far greater attention than anything Schur ever
promoted.

Schur hoped that Netzah Yisrael would provide an answer to Christians inviting
Jews to join their faith, as well as Jewish non-believers. He attempted to show that
Judaism was based not only on faith, but on understanding and knowledge, righteousness
and justice.”!

Schur tried to prove that traditional Judaism is superior to ali other forms of
religious expression??, and haskalah is the most rational approach for addressing issues of
modernity, science, culture, and politics. Schur shared his views on the mission of Israel
through the lenses of the haskalah and traditional Judaism. He truly believed that anti-
Semitism would always be a barrier prohibiting Jews from resting secure in a ‘foreign’
country. Thus he wrote passionately:

We can find rest only in a country of which we could justly demand that it open

its gates to us. And only Zion shall be redeemed with justice, for it is the

inheritance of our fathers.”?

Zionist Activities
Schur’s Zionist affiliations were primarily with the Hovevei Zion movement. Yet

he reacted favorably in the pages of Netzah Yisrael to the ideas presented by Herzl in The

' Schur contributed an analysis of the differences between religious development and religious reform

(tikkunim and hitpachot), based on Ahad Ha’am’s essay entitled, ‘A/ Parashat Derachim." See Netzah

Yisrael, pp. 254-256.

;‘l’ (lijideon Shimoni, The Zionist Ideology, Brandeis University Press, Hanover, MA. 1995, p. 108.
Ibid., p. 148,

*2 Schur would include Reform Judaism as a different form of religious expression.

¥ Netzah Yisrael, p. 265.




Jewish State (1896). Schur was able to recognize the advances that political Zionism

R Bt S Yoot w wer v, TR

could make even over cultural Zionism. While Schur did accept most of Herzl's ideas,

he found Herzl's failure to list the Hebrew language as a unifying factor for world Jewry

to be a major flaw in his thinking.”* At the same time, he disagreed with Herzl on the g
exact nature of the future Jewish state. Herzl was a proponent of Western European é
enlightenment and sought to root future settlements in Palestine in this ideology. While %
Schur supported this facet of Herzl’s plan. he believed wholeheartedly that a traditional :
base of Judaism had to be established as well. Herzl was an assimilated Jew who could i
not envision a religious identity in the future Jewish state. Schur reacted sharply to |

Herzl's omission, advocating for a state in which Jews trained in the sciences,
humanities, and halakhah would live according to the highest scientific and religious
values of the day.

In addition to his writing activities, Schur was highly involved in a number of

Zionist organizations. He began his association with Hovevei Zion in Vienna in the mid-

1880s, and he continued this association in the United States. When he arrived in

America, Zionism was a very minor movement. Although Hovevei Zion organizations

had been established in a few cities throughout the United States, there was by and large

N
M Al

an attitude of apathy or even antipathy towards Zionism at that time. A subtext of dual

T

loyalty seemed to pervade much of thinking of the active opposition to Zionism,

R GA I I -2

especially among the Reform community, and Zionism was not a major concern to the
majority of newly-arrived Eastern European immigrants.
Despite the limited support for Zionism, Schur maintained his passionate

advocacy for the Jewish national idea. He joined a group who purchased land in

2 Kabakoff, p. 149. 5
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Palestine in 1890 in order to establish a settlement, and he employed the pages of
Hapisgah to encourage individuals or Zionist organizations to do the same. He spoke to
various organizations about the need to learn and use Hebrew, as this would be the
language of the future Jewish state.”® Schur looked toward Palestine as the center for
world Jewry, at least in the spiritual ideal if not the physical reality, and he wrote about
the need to make Zion a religious center.

Because of Schur’s tireless activism, and his continual advocacy of Zionism in
Hapisgah and other Hebrew journals, the European Zionist community recognized
Schur’s journal as the organ and address of the movement in America.”® Although
Hapisgah was not in circulation at the time of the Zionist Congress, Herzl still looked to
Schur as the person whom he thought could most successfully promote the First Zionist
Congress to the smalil and fledgling American Zionist community. Although Hapisgah
was not being published, Schur was still spreading his ideas through public speaking
engagements and articles to various newspapers, including Haivri. He primary aim prior
to the First Zionist Congress was to encourage American Zionists to participate in it as
official delegates. Despite Schur’s best attempts, only one official American delegate
participated in the First Zionist Congress in Basle, in 1897.%

After the First Zionist Congress, a new wave of enthusiasm for Zionism came to
American shores. There was an increase of activity, more people were participating in

the cause, and more groups were being formed. Riding this wave of popularity, Schur

% Schur’s belief that Hebrew should be the national language contrasts with Herzl's belief that each Jew
would continue to speak his or her own mother tongue. Hebrew language acquisition was not part of
Herzl’s agenda.

25 Kabakof, p. 154

" The delegate was Adam Rosenberg, a leader in the Hovevei Zion in New York, and a founder of Shave
Zion.
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was able to revive Hapisgah, and it quickly became recognized once again as the semi-
official organ of the various Zionist societies.®

Hapisgah was now being published in Chicago, where Schur had resettled a few
years earlier. In Chicago, Schur became instrumental in helping to form Zionist
organizations devoted to political Zionism, rather than cultural Zionism. In the new spirit
of political Zionism that Schur was now advocating, he was able to fuse policies of
Herzl’s plan with some of the ideals found within Hovevei Zion, despite the strong
opposition to this fusion by many of the established leadership of Hovevei Zion. Schur
felt that Zionism should be a means not only of political but spiritual redemption.”

In 1898, a call went out among certain Zionist leaders to centralize all of the
disparate Zionist organizations throughout the country and place them under one heading.
Thus was born the Federation of American Zionists. Although the established leadership
of the Hovevei Zion movements were reluctant to join forces with the FAZ, Schur
advocated cooperation, and he used his paper to publicize their events and programs. This
policy of cooperation led some of Hovevei Zion's leaders to protest against Hapisgah.

Although it is not clear what the objections were, one could surmise that in an era
of small and disparate organizations vying for power, coupled with the ego driven nature
of many of the leaders, any attempt to wrest power and control away from Hovevei Zion
might be perceived as a threat to its leaders. Furthermore, for the first time established
Central and Western European Jews such as Gustav Gottheil, rabbi of Temple Emanuel

of New York, his son Richard Gottheil, a professor at Columbia University, Rabbi

Benjamin Szold and a young Rabbi Stephen S. Wise were taking visible roles in the

* Ibid., p. 157.
* Ibid., p. 158.
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resurgent Zionist movement. Thus, general ideological, cuitural. and religious
differences among the newly recognized leadership. along with individual styles and
personalities of the existing leadership, contributed to the division between the two
groups.

Nonetheless, Schur maintained his support of the FAZ, and in turn the FAZ
continued to recognize Hapisgah as its official Zionist newspaper. Schur was initially
given honorary membership in the FAZ, perhaps as a favor his continuing support of the
FAZ editorially in Hapisgah. He later became a delegate to its conferences, speaking
openly about his concern that the Federation was failing to emphasize the Hebrew
language and culture in its program.

From the time the FAZ was established in May of 1898 until October of 1899,
Schur’s relationship with Hovevei Zion deteriorated. Some of the older leadership had
publicly protested against Schur’s support for FAZ, and many of the ideological and
personality differences between Schur, Hovevei Zion, and the FAZ continued to go
unresolved. In December 1899, Schur formally left Hovevei Zion to form a new group
called L 'maan Zion—For the Sake of Zion. The goals of this new organization were
unclear and there is little indication of this new organization’s was success.

Despite Schur’s growing recognition within the American Zionist movement from
the First Zionist Congress in 1897 it appears that Schur was never truly part of the inner
circle of the Zionist organizations with which he was affiliated. While the FAZ first
made him an honorary member and later its Hebrew secretary, the FAZ’s limited vision

regarding the use of Hebrew makes the latter position seem trivial. Schur’s role as

Hebrew secretary seems to be a token position rather than one of authority or leadership.
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So. too, though Schur had been associated with Hovevei Zion since his days in
Europe, he never held a position of leadership. Considering all of the various Zionist
organizations he helped form, or in which he participated. it is telling that very few
histories regard him as a pivotal leader within these groups. Schur’s leadership remained
limited to his roles, albeit in a very public way. of editor and publisher of Hapisgah.

Wolf Schur continued publishing Hapisgah (then Hatehiyah) until 1901, when a
debilitating illness suddenly paralyzed half of his body ending his career as a writer and
publisher. He lived another nine years, lonely and poor, virtually forgotten in Chicago.
Isaac Suwalsky, a Hebrew writer and editor of the British Hebrew weekly journal, Ha-
Yehudi found Schur, in this lonely and decrepit state in 1908. In a eulogy that Suwalsky
wrote for Schur in Ha-Yehudi, he recalled this visit with sadness and bitterness. He titled
his eulogy, “An Eternal Remembrance: The Hebrew and Zionist Legacy for the
Unfortunate Scribe,” a play on the title of Schur’s work, “Eternal Israel.” Suwalsky
wrote, *°

Jews of Chicago, whom in their midst lives and works Mr. Schur. When he was

healthy he published, his Hebrew weekly, Hapisgah, then Hatehyiah. And

afterwards when half his body became paralyzed he was suffering with great
afflictions. All throughout [his life in Chicago, the Chicago Jews] alienated him.

Schur was like a stranger during the days of his life and was alienated during the

days of his illness. It is a disgrace to say, that because in Chicago even the

maskilim didn’t know, “where does Schur live?”

* The following quote is excerpted from Malachi, p. 86.
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Conclusion

The fact that Schur lived his last years in physical isolation. suffering from
debilitating illness, reflects in some ways his professional life. Ultimately, Schur’s
prominence at any point in his life was tied to Hapisgah. During its heyday, Schur
played a prominent role on the Zionist stage. Throughout its hiatus, Schur was largely in
the wings. When Hapisgah recmcerged scrving as the semi-official journal for the FAZ,
Schur was once again in the spotlight.

Schur was determined to use Hapisgah as the central platform from which to
share his ideas, and those of his colleagues. He was a tireless fundraiser for his
newspaper; at times successful, other times, not. He spent every ounce of energy trying
to ensure the uninterrupted distribution of Hapisgah. He believed he was responsible for
disseminating, first and foremost Zionism to America, in addition to opinions related to
Jewish culture, and the revival of Hebrew for the Jewish community. In some ways, he
viewed himself as the one true leader, and the most honest representative, of Zionism in
America.

Unfortunately most of the recognized leadership did not view Schur this way. His
strong and sometimes controversial opinions made him an enemy of some leaders. His
stubbornness irked others in the movement. Hapisgah was the only venue in which
Schur exercised total authority and control. While Zionist leaders might have preferred
to ignore Schur, they could not. They needed him, and more specifically his newspaper,
to provide information, to spread ideas, and to keep the Zionist dream alive in the

consciousness of the American Zionist community. Schur’s newspaper was the only one
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able to maintain its circulation. and thus its readers, many of whom were leaders in the
Zionist movement found it imperative to maintain its solvency.

Once Schur became ill and ceased publication of his newspaper, he virtually
disappeared from the Zionist scene. It is as if he was appreciated only when he provided
a forum for others to share their ideas and plans for perpetuating Zionism in America and

Palestine. Suwalsky and Berdichevsky's observations are thus peignant. In his iliness,

then in his death, few people took notice of Wolf Schur, and his legacy barely endures.
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Chapter 11
Schur’s Attitudes toward Reform Judaism in America
Introduction

Wolf Schur was a product of the haskalah. He was also a traditional Jew. His
writings often reflect the tension between these two ideologies. I1e addressed evolution
and science in one paragraph while extolling the virtues of traditional interpretation of
text in the next. He linked the inviolable order of creation with the prevailing scientific
trends of his era. It is hard to determine if Wolf Schur’s identified himself primary as a
maskil or a traditional Jew.

Schur was also committed to the notion of Jewish nationhood. He lived looking
toward Zion. In America he did everything within his power to elevate the idea of Jewish
nationhood, Jewish community, and their by-product Jewish isolationism. Schur was not
interested in American national identity. Rather, he strove to protect his Viennese
acquired Eastern European maskilic identity. He protested frequently against Reform
rabbinic appeals for assimilation. He was appalled by the move in a limited number of
Reform congregations to offer services on Sunday. He was shocked to discover that
prayers for Zion and Jerusalem were removed from Reform liturgy. He was mystified at
the ease with which Reform rabbis eliminated halakhah— rabbinically mandated ritual
and ethical practice— as a binding force. In Schur’s mind, the Reform emphasis on
assimilation, including abnegation of Zionism in all forms, was one of the single largest

threats to the Jews in America.
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Frequent articles and editorials in Hapisgah denigrate the Reform movement.

However, the most coherent argument against Reform Judaism is found in Schur’s
manifesto, Netzah Yisrael. This work on a whole is not specifically an anti-Reform
diatribe. However, his strong statements favoring Judaism over Christianity, his emphasis
on Jewish national identity, his attacks on non-traditional Jews and non-enlightened Jews
all scrve to prove his thesis that the best form of Judaism blends modern enlightened and
progressive thought with a solid foundation of traditional Judaism. Progress and forward
movement is good, provided it happens within an unequivocal Jewish context.

Schur was an idealist who never found a solid and consistent ideological foothold.
Schur was a traditional Jew living in the world of the haskalah. He was never accepted

within the ranks of the lay leadership of traditional Jewish communities, and he spoke out

continually against the Reform rabbis and their brand of Jewish practice. Some of Schur’s

statements make him look like a strictly observant Jew, while other statements reflect

some of the reforming attitudes of his time. For example, Schur writes:

We have already demonstrated that religion was created for man, and not man for

religion. Our Torah is a Torah of life. It was given to us only in order that we

may live as a family according to [accepted] social and ethical mores. The first
great principle of Torah is, ‘Live by it so that you will not die by it.” But in
contrast to this principle is the idea that one cannot deviate from its source even
by one hair’s breadth. Torah’s second great principle is; It is impossible to
remove anything from Torah, because our Torah is eternal, and the Torah of God

; is not mortal . . . for without this great rule, we will not have Torah,*'

\ 3! Netzah Yisrael, p. 240.
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Schur’s first words. “religion was created for man, and not man for religion™ are radical
for a traditional Jew. He places humankind before religion, rather than religion before
humankind. Suggesting that religion is our servant places humanity at the center of the
religious world, rather than placing God at its center. This statement complements a
haskalah ideology that humankind, through its initiative, can achieve progress and
dominate nature, and that this progress elevates the human and social stature of the Jew.*?
Schur is naturalistic and scientific in his sentiment, yet he challenges his own words
stating that “one cannot deviate from [Torah’s] source, and that it is impossible to remove
anything from Torah.” Schur has planted each foot firmly in two camps: the traditionalist
and the maskilic.

Schur was not the only person making comments like this. However, Hapisgah
did not attract hordes of rabbinic and laic contributions who advocated such a balance. In
fact, most of the rabbis who contributed articles to Hapisgah, by and large, wrote articles
addressing Zionism rather than Jewish religious practice in the new land.

Schur’s religious affiliation is a mystery. His enlightenment ideas might have
been too radical for the more bbservant Jewish community. Yet he was appalled by the
“half baked [American] rabbis [for whom] Torah is like a soul and a spirit without a
body, without thoughts of Mitzvot.”>* Perhaps Schur was attracted by the enlightened
traditional conformist practice of Sabato Morais, Frederick de Sola Mendes, Benjamin
Szold, and other pillars of early Conservative Judaism.>* Yet except for some

communication between Schur and Szold relating to Zionist issues, there was no known

32 Encyclopedia Judaica, *Haskalah® {from the CD-Rom]

* Netzah Yisrael: p. 247.

* Michael Meyer; Response to Modernity: A History of the Reform Movement in Judaism (Oxford
University Press, 1988, Wayne State University Press, Detroit, 1988) p. 270,
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contact between Schur and the early developers of American Conservative Judaism, and
there is no evidence that Schur had any leadership roles or association with established
non-Zionist focused Orthodox communities of the era.

Although Hapisgah was primarily devoted to promoting Zionism, Hebraism and
haskalah in America, Schur devoted much column space to the negative influence of
Reform Judaism on American Jewry. Additionally, Schur attacked non-traditional
Jews— Reform Jews, Socialists and Anarchists— who were the primary targets of
Netzah Yisrael. What threat did Schur perceive Reform Judaism posed? Was his
antagonism based more on Reform Judaism’s religious practice, or on its disassociation
with the Zionist enterprise? Did he see Reform Judaism or Reform rabbis as the primary
threat? Schur shed light on these issues throughout the pages of Hapisgah and especially
Netzah Yisrael. The following chapter will explore Schur’s chapter of Netzah Yisrael,
‘Hanotzi Yashan Mipnei Hadash’[Shall We Through Out the Old In Favor of the New?]

in which Schur provides his most complete critique of Reform Judaism in America.

The Evolution of Judaism?

Schur believed that society was always evolving. In the opening words of
Hapisgah he stressed humankind’s duty to, “not rest for even a moment in our directed
activities of the soul and spirit, to move forward, always.” (Vol. 1. no. 1). This statement
reflects an enlightened, naturalistic world-view. If Schur thought ideas rooted science
evolved, one would think that Schur believed in religion’s ability to evolve as well. For
if, according to Schur’s words, “the forces of humankind, in whose nature it is to always

be active, reaches a state of rest and cessation, then it too [like the universe] will be a step
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backwards.” (Vol. 1, no.1) Based on this enlightened outlook, ought not religion evolve
too?

Although Schur believed in reforming and developing religion, he is vehemently
opposed to the methods applied by the leaders of Reform Judaism. He views Reform
rabbis as men who “pretend to be wise, who destroy and ruin [Judaism) from the other
side, thcy who are without law.”*® He devoted an entire chapter of Netzah Yisrael to the
negative influence of Reform rabbis on the religious identity of Jews.

Schur attacked the reformers on three fronts. First, he charged that Reform
rabbis’ emendations to Jewish law were not based on a deeply rooted understanding and
practice of traditional Judaism. He questioned, “how Judaism is able to accept reform and
change when it is done only from the branches of Judaism and not its roots?”*® Second,
Schur charged that Reform rabbis desired to elevate the status of Christianity within the
Jewish community. Efforts to reject nationhood in favor of denominationalism was one
way in which Reform Judaism tried to be ‘more Christian.” Schur claimed that Reform
rabbis, “see Christianity as the mistress and Judaism as the servant...[saying that Jesus]
stands on a higher ethical level, one that is higher than Moses, our lawgiver, and all of the
prophets.”” Schur believed that Reform Jews preferred Christian religious practices such
as the Sunday service, using choir and organ, and emphasizing the sermon. Furthermore,
he charged that the Reform rabbinic leadership advocated this ritual behavior. Indeed, he
maintained that Reform rabbis encouraged their congregants to be more accepting of
Christianity, stopping just short of adopting its tenets of belief. Third, Schur charged that

Reform Jews’ failure to support then-current efforts for national restoration placed them

3% Netzah Yisrael, p. 5.
% 1bid., p. 243.
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outside of the mainstream Jewish community. Schur specifically attacked the Reform

custom of removing liturgy that made specific reference to a Zion or Jerusalem from
Reform prayer books, and in context, the anti-nationalist position taken in the Pittsburgh
Platform of 1885.  How then, in light of these changes did Schur manage to advocate
on behalf of a developing and evolving religion? After all, were not Reform Jews a
group of modern and enlightened Jews making an henest and concerted effort to reform
Judaism for their time?

The crux of Schur’s argument in his chapter entitled, ‘ Hanotzi Yashan Mipnei
Hadash? ' [Shall We Replace the Old in Favor of the New] is based on his belief in the
inviolability of the Bible, the enduring authority of the Rabbinic tradition, and the lack of
any other recognized authority that could be in a position to overturn any established
laws.

Schur’s argument is very clever. Throughout the chapter he leads his reader to
believe that some of the emendations that the Reform rabbis have enacted are legitimate.
He asks early on,

If in the course of time, changing circumstances confront our people, and if one

finds that one or several laws of the Torah are not according to his needs, and do

not fit the conditions [of the time], is it permitted to change or fix these laws?"*
Schur acknowledged and endorsed the reforms of earlier Rabbinic sages. He pointed to -
the changing conditions of society that led to changes in the law were made.

Specifically, Schur lists four examples of change and reform to Biblical law: the

37 11

Ibid., p. 6.
% The fifth principle of the Pittsburgh Platform reads in part, “We consider ourselves no longer a nation,
but a religious community, and, therefore, expect neither a return to Palestine, nor a sacrificial worship
under the sons of Aaron, nor the restoration of any of the laws concerning the Jewish state.” Meyer, p. 388.

27




Prozbol of Hillel that overturned the commandment to cancel outstanding debts in the
sabbatical year; shtar iskar, which removed the prohibition against a Jew collecting
interest on a loan; the establishment of an eruv, which enlarged the boundary of one’s
domicile from his home to the entire community; and halachot ishot, laws that addressed
marriage, such as the right of a women to demand a get [religious biil of divorce].

In each case, circumstances warranted a change in the traditional application of

the law. For Schur, “laws are changed only for the good of the people, not for the bad.”™*"
Schur recognized the need for a community to address its changing relationship with
Biblical, then Rabbinic law. If a law designed to protect an ancient Israelite was no
longer applicable for a contemporary community, then changes could be made. The key
for Schur, with respect to Tannaitic and Amoraic emendations of Biblical law, was
ensuring that adaptations of Biblical law were made to better serve a contemporary
community rooted in Torah. Furthermore, only recognized and wise leaders of Israel,
whose understanding of Jewish law and own adherence to it was beyond reproach, were
qualified to enact religious reform. Legitimate authorities were thus the Rabbis of the
Sanhedrin, the schools of Hillel and Shammai and the great yeshivot of Sura and
Pumbeditha.

Schur, therefore, found fault with two legitimate matters in his own day. First, he
charged that the Reform rabbis did not have the requisite knowledge to enact reform.

American [Reform] rabbis have a larger worldview, they are enlightened, but

their Judaism is superficial. They do not know Judaism from its source because

Hebrew is a strange language and the Talmud is like a book sealed with seven

 Netah Yisrael, p. 241.
* Ibid., p. 243.
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seals. . .Torah is for them a soul and a spirit without a body, without thoughts of

mitzvot. *!
Second, Schur contended that universally-accepted reforms could only transpire with the
consent of a universally-recognized Rabbinic authority. While in the Rabbinic age, the
authority of the rabbis was immutable, in his day such authority does not exist. Schur
asks:
Who will enact urgent rulings on our behalf? We do not have rabbis in our day
who are recognized by all of the people, whose words are honored and upheld by
the entire community of Israel.*?
Therefore, in the absence of a Sanhedrin, or any other universally-recognized Rabbinic

authority, reforms to Judaism could not be enacted.

The issue of adapting and reforming Jewish law was not the only matter Schur

addressed. He was concerned as well about the laws Reform rabbis were attempting to
change. If he read the Pittsburgh Platform, he would surely have perceived Reform’s
“acceptance as binding only the moral laws, and maintain only such ceremonies as
elevate and sanctify our lives, but reject all such as are not adapted to the views and
habits of modem civilization,”* as a threat to established and enduring Rabbinic law.
Yet, Schur was likely attracted to the Reformers enlightened ideas of, “the realization of
Israel’s great Messianic hope for the establishment of a kingdom of truth, justice, and

peace among all men.”* But he was appalled by their rejection of the Jewish people as a

* Ibid., p. 247.

“ Ibid., p. 245f.

* ‘pittsburgh Platform’ (1885) Excerpted from Meyer, p. 388.
* Ibid.
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nation. So while he could respect certain elements of their enlightened approach, he was

likely horrified to discover how far their ideas drifted from traditional Judaism.

The Sunday Service
Schur’s most vitriolic attacks in this chapter are levied against the prominence of
the Sunday worship service, and against Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise for his rejection of the
divine authority of Jewish law. One of the most stunning and controversial discussions in
the history of Reform Judaism centers on the relevance of observing the Sabbath on its
Biblically appointed day of the week, Saturday. The issue was first addressed at the
Breslau Rabbinical Conference in 1846. One of its most radical participants was Rabbi
Samuel Holdheim of Mecklenburg-Schwerin. According to the historian Michael Meyer,
[Holdheim] developed a philosophical concept of the Sabbath according to which
it was one of the essentials of Judaism, but its meaning had changed in the course
of time. While in the Biblical period rest made up its substance, expressing
symbolically God’s existence beyond time, there later arose the additional notion
of the Sabbath as sanctification in a religious and moral sense. It was the in the
latter understanding that he found its true contemporary significance. But a

worthy sanctification of the Sabbath was no longer possible on the seventh day as

Jews lived within a Gentile society. He therefore made the radical suggestion that
in order to preserve the Sabbath for those who could not celebrate it properly on
its historical day it would have to be moved to Sunday.*’

Although Holdheim’s colleagues generally did not react favorably to his conclusion, the

idea was born that Sabbath observance was malleable, though sanctification was not.
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Perhaps with Holdheim in mind, Schur charged that Reform rabbis sought to
switch the Sabbath from Saturday to Sunday. It is not known how Schur determined that
the Sunday service was a widespread practice and a perceived threat to the foundation of
Judaism.*® Even in the limited number of Reform congregations that offered a Sunday
service-—replete with organ, choir, hymns, and a lengthy sermon—in all but three
synagogues this service was never intended to replace the traditional Saturday Shabbat.
Furthermore, the rationale for the Sunday service was never intended to align Jewish
Sabbath observance with Christian. Rather it was intended to serve Jews, who, due to
economic necessity were forced to work on Saturday. Very few congregations had
experimented with the Sunday service when Schur formulated his attack.

However, Sinai Congregation of Chicago—where Schur was living at the time he
published Netzah Yisrael—under the leadership of Rabbi Emil Hirsch, had actually
abandoned the Saturday service in favor of the Sunday service. If anyone had proposed to
‘switch the Sabbath to Sunday,’ it was Hirsch.'” Perhaps Schur believed that
Congregation Sinat’s Sunday service was the norm rather than the exception in the
Reform movement. The Sunday service was most often viewed as a supplement to, rather

than a replacement of, the traditional Shabbat service. The service’s liturgy was limited

* Meyer. p. 139.

* Michael Meyer provides an account of the generally unpopular trend to hold Sunday services. He
emphasizes several points. First, no congregation, including Chicago's Sinai Congregation used Sabbath
liturgy, or conducted a Torah service on Sunday. Second, the presence of non-Jews reduced the
denominational features of the service. Third, the success or failure of the service depended on the
oratorical skill of the rabbi. Hirsch’s service in Chicago was therefore very popular due to his renown as a
gified preacher. While three dozen or so Reform congregations experimented at one time with the Sunday
service between 1874 and after World War |, the practice never became widespread. The perception that
the Sunday service was typical was the result in part of several large prominent congregations that adopted
this practice. The more popular solution to the empty sanctuary problem was the introduction of a later
evening Friday night service, at a fixed time, which endures to this day. See Response to Modernity, pp.
289-292,




so as to highlight rich choral music and a lengthy sermon. The mood was more akin to a
concerto or an academic lecture. These services were not designed to be sacral. Yet,
these services were quite popular— with Jews and non-Jews alike— and attracted many
more people than Shabbat services. Perhaps Sunday services created a perception that
Sunday was the day when Jews went to Temple.
Schur took to task the rabbis who promoted this ideal. He began his attack in a
rather benign manner. He asks:
Why not make the day of rest on Sunday rather than Shabbat? After all the intent
of Torah is only, ‘L’maan yanuah (for the sake of rest)’[Exodus 23:12] to provide
one complete day of rest.”®
While here Schur seemed to provide a text-based rationale in support of the Sunday
service, he quickly changed his tack.
But that is not the only intent of the Torah, because the Torah states, ‘Observe my
Sabbaths and keep them, for it is a law between me and you for all generations, to
make you know that I am God, who makes you holy’ (Exodus 31 :13).%
The weight of the command, the relationship established between God and all of
humankind through covenant and sign, and its eternality nature provide a weightier

defense of Shabbat observance on its appointed day. Furthermore, the language of

Exodus 23:12 does not use the term Shabbat in its formal way. It reads in full, ‘Six days
shall you do your activities, and on the seventh day you shall stop [tish’bot] in order that

your ox and donkey may rest. . .” Exodus 31:13 refers to Shabbat in a proper noun form.

7 According to Meyer, Hirsch claimed to have transferred nothing, saying: 'l am ready today, tomorrow, as
I always have been, to preach on Saturday, but not to vacant pews, and not as a vicarious Scapegoat in the
wilderness of empty space.’ Response to Modernity, p. 290.

*® Netzah Yisrael, p. 244.




*“You must observe my Sabbaths. . .” 3,000 years of Jewish tradition have designated
Shabbat to be observed on the day we modern people refer to as Saturday. The
commandment from Exodus 31:13 provides a stronger and more logical argument in
favor of Saturday observance.

Schur then defended Shabbat observance on Saturday. He stated that Shabbat is a
sign for ali generations, that God created the world in seven days, and God rested on the
seventh day, and that an order of creation had been established. And it is inviolable.*
This last point is interesting because Schur here shifts away from a religious argument for
Sabbath observance and introduces instead a scientific argument. He supports the notion
of a natural order of creation, beginning with a liquid body and slowly developing into
mass and form. Indeed, here he promotes the idea of evolution. This is further proof of
Schur’s ability to blend two worlds—one of traditional religious conviction, and the other
of openness to science in a modern context.

Schur believed that Shabbat observance was inviolable, except in the case
established by the Rabbis, of saving the life of a human being. Schur acknowledged that
traditional Shabbat observance was challenging for many American Jews. The new-
world economy expected its laborers to work seven days per week. Middle-class
merchants felt an economic need to keep their shops open on Saturday. While working
on Shabbat might have been a matter of financial necessity, it was not a matter of life and
death. ‘Pikuah nefesh doheh et ha-Shabbar—to save a life, one may postpone Shabbat’
did not exempt merchants and laborers from the commandment to ‘Observe my Sabbaths

and keep them.” With regard to Shabbat observance, the force of Jewish law is

* Ibid.
30 Ibid.




immutable, and no Beit Din or other authority can change this law until, perhaps, the time

of the Messiah.
Schur’s feelings about Shabbat observance were clear. He was frightened of the

consequences of moving Shabbat to Sunday. He proclaimed unequivocally:
If Shabbat is delayed until Sunday, we will alter the intent of the Torah by
changing the order of creation as stated in Torah. If Shabbat is moved to Sunday
then a different religion will be established. If Shabbat disappears, so too will
Judaism disappear. . .Therefore, we need to answer the question: May Shabbat be
postponed from Shabbat to Sunday? In a voice of strength, might and power, the
answer is no! 1,000 times no! Resting on Shabbat is one of the most central
principles of Torah. [Shabbat] is one of its deepest roots in the forest of Judaism.
Shabbat is our holy day, and if we uproot Shabbat, the entire tree will fall, and its
people will cease following Torah, which is our soul and the spirit of our lives.
Our Torah is worth suffering for, and enduring pain for.”’

Shabbat is the essence of the Jewish people and the very notion of altering Shabbat

observance in any way was an affront to Schur.

For Schur, the Shabbat issue was just one example of Reform rabbis’utter

disregard for the heritage of the Jewish people. He wrote constantly about the rabbis who
‘turned Judaism upside down.’” He railed against what he perceived as their fundamental
lack of literacy:
With all that has been written about, we can determine that it is impossible to give
consent to the emendations of the American rabbis. many of whom know only

basic knowledge of Torah, and who do not know Hebrew or Talmud. Their
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reforms only serve to uproot Torah, as evidenced by the desire among many of

these rabbis to postpone Shabbat until Sunday.*?

He viewed nearly all of their actions as clear threats to the future of the Jewish people as
a race and as a nation.

Schur’s primary problem with these rabbis was their large measure of influence
on their congregations. In fact, Reform rabbis served large and prestigious congregations.
They published Reform ideology and practice in their English language newspapers.
Their arguments were convincing. Schur writes:

Had these rabbis not stood at the head of their communities, teaching the

pathways of Judaism, rather if they were private then their business would not be

ours. Each individual man would go along his path in a manner he found good
for him, and if he went astray, so be it. . .But if the man teaches this path to
others, he does not go astray alone, rather he leads others to go astray, and he has
brought disgrace onto all hear his voice. . .They have no feelings for Judaism and
they teach their communities ideas that are opposite the foundation and principles
of Judaism.*

Schur was less concerned with individual Jews practicing Judaism outside the boundary

of traditional Judaism. He was more troubled by rabbis successfully promoting Reform

practice, and what he perceived as, a full embrace of a new American style of Judaism
that undermined traditional observance. Would these Jews who were lured by the Reform
rabbis have remained connected to traditional Judaism? It is difficuit to say. Surely

Reform Judaism’s appeal increased over time, and more and more congregations were

5 Ibid.
*2 Ibid., p. 249.
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being established throughout the latter part of the Nineteenth century. Yet Reform
Judaism remained a largely Midwestern and Southern movement, and attracted far more
Central and Western European immigrants than was Eastern Europeans, the audience for
Schur’s newspaper. Afier all, most Eastern European Jewish immigrants did not flock in
large numbers to the Reform congregations. Rather they abandoned traditional Jewish

practice altogether.™

Doctrine vs. Law

In the pages of Hapisgah and Netzah Yisrael, Schur even accused particular
individuals within Reform’s embrace, including Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise, with heretical
beliefs and practice. In the chapter of Netzah Yisrael entitled ‘ Hanotzi Yashan Mipnei
Hadash,” Schur launched an attack on Wise and his article, “Why the Decalogue was
read after the Shema.”*

Schur used his critique of the article as proof that American rabbis were
destroying Judaism from its foundation. In the article, Schur drew on Wise’s practice of

reading the Ten Commandments after the Shema. The recitation of the Ten

Commandments served as a statement of faith for Jews, for Wise believed only the laws

of the Decalogue were inviolable. The bulk of mitzvot contained within Torah are only

% 1bid., p. 251.

5% Eastern European immigrants did, however, maintain close Jewish communities outside of religious life.
Educational and cultural centers were established to serve the community. Zionist organizations attracted
many non-religious Jews. Assistance groups for Jews from the same Eastern European community, called
Landmanscahfien were formed. In time, large numbers of Jews joined and led secular organizations. such
as the Socialist Party, the Anarchist Party. Jewish communal life remained integral, albeit outside of the
traditional framework of ritual observance.

%5 | was unable to find Isaac Mayer Wise's original article. However in an essay entitled, “The Law"”
presented at the Rabbinical Literary Association at Detroit, M1 in July of 1880, Wise outlined his approach
to law and doctrine contained within the Pentateuch. The essay is included in Isaac Mayer Wise: Life and
Selected Writings; David Philipson and Louis Grossman, eds. (Cincinnati, 1900).
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important to the individual Jew if the observance thereof is meaningful. Thus, according
to Wise, Jews no longer had an obligation to observe mitzvot other than the Decalogue.
Schur assumed the proof text for Wise’s argument was from the Babylonian Talmud,
tractate Tamid 32a which states, in part, that only the commandment of the Decalgoue
need to be taken to heart while there is no obligation to observe the other 603
commandments.

Schur based his argument on a number of Tamludic statements that reject the
proposition of reading the Decalogue after or before the Shema. Tamid 32a states, “read
the Decalogue, Shema, V’haya Im Shamoa, etc.” The Mishnah rejects Wise’s assertion
that the Decalogue should be read after the Shema. In Mishnaic times (1*-3" Century
C.E.) the Decalogue was read before, not after the Shema. However, early Christianity
adopted the practice of reading the Decalogue in their worship services. Their practice
led the rabbis to remove the reading of the Decalogue from Jewish worship so as not to
confuse Jewish worship with Christian worship. ‘Rabbi Yehuda said: Even within the
borders where it is required to read [the Decalogue] we have already cancelled this
practice because doing so many appear that there is mixing with the heretics.” (Berachot
12a) The custom of not reading the Decalogue was upheld for centuries, always in an
effort to prevent the common person [4m Ha 'aretz] from thinking that the Decalogue
emerged from a different Torah (meaning the Christian Bible). Schur charged that Wise's
reintroduction of the reading of the Decalogue into the synagogue service went far
beyond the boundaries of traditional Judaism:

For one thousand years the reading of the Decalogue had been voided [from

Jewish liturgy], but now comes one man who decided among the heretics of their




time. These are empty headed and light weight ideas from Rabbi Wise. {ideas

that] uproot Torah from its roots... he did not hear what the sages of the Talmud

had to say about this matter [regarding the reasons why the Decalogue was

removed in the first place].*®
Surely, Schur regarded Wise as an influential leader in the new American Jewish
community. Wise’s ideas indeed resonated with a growing segment of the community,
yet Schur believed that Wise’s ideology stood outside of the boundaries of what Schur
considered normative Judaism. Schur’s reaction to Wise, and his focused opposition to
him reflected a very traditional rather than enlightened approach to contemporary Jewish
religious belief and practice.

Schur also claimed that Wise's assertions had no foundation in traditional
Judaism. But to the contrary, Wise employed a number of logical and convincing
arguments to demonstrate his position. Wise f{irst estabiished a difference between law
and doctrine:

Law and doctrine are the two generic terms by which Judaism designates its

original apothegms. Law is commanded, doctrine is taught; law is obligatory,

doctrine is advisory; law is established, doctrine is accepted. Every law is based
upon one or more doctrines which it generalizes, as a law of nature is deduced

from phenomena, acknowledged by reason or authority or both. The doctrine is a

simple theorem. Therefore, every law suggests a doctrine, but not every doctrine
has become a law. . .Those who speak of the letter and the spirit actually mean

law and doctrine.”’

%8 Netzah Yisrael, p. 252f.
%7 Philipson & Grossman, p. 125.




For Wise. the fundamental law of Judaism was the Decalogue; everything else was
doctrine. Wise intuited that the panoply of mizvot contained in Torah were merely
teaching points—doctrine—that supported the law of the Decalogue. Wise believed that
the Decalogue was inviolable while all other laws were malleable. Wise pointed to
Rabbis who, throughout the ages, had expanded existing doctrine and law through the
application of accepted hermeneutic principles such as Kal V’homer, and Gezerah Sheva.
He similarly noted the same Rabbis who had compressed the laws of Moses. These
Rabbis changed the penal code,’® exempted women from observing positive time bound
mitzvot, and established rulings that laws relating to the land such as shmitah and peah
are obligatory in Palestine only.”® For Wise, the interpretation and application of Jewish
law had been debated throughout the centuries and was continuing in his own. To him,
the conflict surrounding the practice of “not adding to and not subtracting from the law,”
would be solved by the following four principles:

First. The Decalogue is the Torah in letter and in spirit, the eternal law
and doctrine, the exclusive source of theology and ethics, the only intelligible
categoric imperative. Therefore, it is called in the Penteteuch Had-dabar, the
word or the substance, the only true logos by which the moral world was called
into existence, and which as the Talmud states. existed before the creation of this

earth...In its totality it comprises the entire substance of theology and ethics; no

%% For example, they changed the punishment for physical damage from the severe “An eye for an eye,” to
the more compassionate, “Money for an eye.” Financial compensation for physical injury was a more
reasonable and humane punishment. Also, the conditions for which, “A wayward and rebellious son”
could be stoned to death were narrowed to the point that it was virtually impossible for any boy to be
convicted of the charge. These laws might have been appropriate in their appointed time, but were no
longer appropriate in the Rabbinic era.

** Ibid., pp. 128-130.




new category of law can be added to it and none can be taken away from it
without destroying its unity and perfection.

Secondly. The body of law contained within the Penteteuch is called
Torat Moshe, the ‘Law of Moses’ which reduces to practice the fundamental
concept of the Decalogue, provides the means to enforce it, and expounds and
expands its doctrines.

Thirdly. The Law of Moses is constituted of mitzvot, commandments
with a direct object; chukkim, ordinances of a ritual character and mishpatim,
statutes of a judicial character.*®’

Fourthly. Every law of the Pentateuch, whenever, wherever and by
whomsoever written, may justly be termed a law of Moses, as the whole Torah
may justly be styled the Law of Moses.®!

Wise reasoned that the only binding law in Judaism is contained within the Decalogue.
This revelation was the only one made directly between God and the people. All other
revelations were indirect, using Moses or a prophet. Wise believed that,
The covenant of God with Israel depends on the Decalogue and no other
document, commandment, revelation, doctrine, or precept.®?
Furthermore, he reasoned that,
Once the people of Israel lost its independence and its country, its temple and its
government a second time, the Law of Moses, as in the Babylonian captivity, lost

its obligatory force.®?

8 Chukkim and mishpatim are temporary applications of mitzvot, which are confined to the Decalogue.
Therefore, chukkim and mishpatim are temporary while mitzvot are eternal. The Decalogue for Wise is
mitzvot, while everything else is chukkim and mishpatin.

®! Philipson & Grossman, pp. 133-135.




In short, Wise interpreted the Decalogue as the only binding force in Judaism. The
Decalogue is law while all else is doctrine. Wise offered a series of proofs from the
Torah, Ezra and Nehemiah, Talmud and Codes to support his thesis. Despite Schur’s
accusation that Wise was ignorant, Wise indeed clearly demonstrated his facility with
sacred text

While one may not agree with his thesis, calling Isaac Mayer Wise ‘empty
headed’, and “filled with light-weight’ ideas was absurd. Obviously, Wise posed a threat
to Schur through his mix of erudition firmly rooted in Talmudic and scientific
interpretations of Rabbinic and Biblical law. In many ways, the two took identical
approaches to their interpretation, yet arrived at completely opposite conclusions. Wise
approached his theology and religious practice from a fully enlightened perspective that,
perhaps, stood outside the boundaries of normative haskalah. He applied new methods

rejected by most traditionalists, including Schur.

Conclusion

Was Schur more concerned about the threat to the religious life of Jews or to their
cultural and social life? It is apparent that Schur had little influence or contact within the
religious organizations being formed in America, yet, as far as one could tell, he was an
observant Jew. Did he pray three times per day? Did he don phylacteries or wear a
skullcap outside his home or synagogue? Did he observe dietary laws strictly, or

observed the laws of the Sabbath? We do not have the answers to these questions,

82 Ibid., p. 136f.
% Ibid.
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although based on his attitudes toward Reform Judaism and his passionate advocacy for
tradition, one could infer that he was an observant Jew.

Schur was deeply attached to the culture and heritage of the Jewish people. This
heritage, he asserted, was rooted in almost 2,000 years of Rabbinic tradition. He
regarded the proposals of the Reform rabbis as ‘half baked’ ideas that would uproot
Judaism—religious and cultural—from its foundations.®* He feared that continued
reforms would lead the Jewish community down a slippery slope toward complete
assimilation into the larger Gentile world in America. If the Reform rabbi or the Reform
Jew was active in Jewish communal affairs, such as the emerging Zionist organizations,
or was active in settiement and relief efforts for immigrant Jews, or was involved in
educational societies, Schur might have been more supportive, at least of their private
practice.

Yet it is clear that organizations aiding new immigrants were administered by
Eastern European, non-Reform Jews, and served similar communities.®® The Reform
Jew, through different modes of worship and practice had, in Schur’s eyes, removed
himself from the mainstream Jewish community. The Reform rabbinic leadership was at
fauit. Schur would do whatever necessary to attack those who led the Jewish people
away from the pillars of faith, language, and land. And that was precisely the charge
Schur levied against these rabbis.

Schur perceived Reform Judaism as the fastest pathway to assimilation, and
accused its rabbis of leading the charge. Assimilation, therefore, provided the greatest

threat to Judaism. With the exception of Rabbis Bernard Felsenthal of Chicago, Gustav

* These sentiments are found repeatedly throughout Schur’s writing.
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Gottheil of New York, and Benjamin Szold of Philadelphia, Schur had no collegial
relationships with liberal rabbis. ®® Schur emphasized isolation. while Reform rabbis
advocated assimilation. Schur was a new Eastern European immigrant, while most of the
Reform rabbis were Western and Central European, and had been in America a
generation or more. Schur charged Reform rabbis with neglecting their Eastern European
brethren in favor of building bridges with Christian organizations in America. Schur was
a zealous Zionist while Reform rabbis were largely anti-Zionist.

Schur believed that he had little in common with Reform rabbis and for the most
part he was right: he viewed himself as a ger— a stranger— in America. Unlike the
Reformers, his heart remained in Eastern Europe and he viewed America as an empty
nation, devoid of culture and ethics.®” In contrast, Reform rabbis wanted the new
American Jew to be a full participant in the American society. They wanted their
movement to be acknowledged as another religious denomination among the dozens of
existing Protestant denominations, rather than as a nation. Externally, their religious
services, whether on Friday, Saturday, or Sunday more closely resembled Protestantism
than Orthodoxy. Their Temples looked more like cathedrals than shtiebles (small, village
synagogues).®® They shaved their beards, removed their skullcaps, worked on Shabbat

and ate non-kosher food. Although Reform Jews were not the only Jews assimilating.

5 Some settlement and aid organizations received significant funding by Reform Jews, but their services
were provided primarily by Eastern European immigrants.

¢ Schur, Felsenthal, Gottheil, and Szold all shared strong Zionist convictions. These liberal rabbis
contributed periodically to Hapisgah, and Schur corresponded with them. The larger extent of their
relationship is unknown, however, it is likely that Schur and Felsenthal traveled in similar Zionist circles in
Chicago and thus had more direct contact. Beyond Zionism, Schur and Felsenthal share a support in the
revival of Hebrew as a living language. See Kabakoff and Malachi for selected letters.

87 The Chicago Pinkas (Hebrew) ; edited by Simon Radowicz (The College of Jewish Studies, Chicago,
1952) p. 50.

% By the turn of the century, however, Orthodox congregations were building large cathedral-like
synagogues of their own. The Eldridge Street Synagogue on Manhattan’s Lower East Side is a prime
example.




Schur believed wholeheartedly that Reform rabbis were the primary instigators of
assimilation. He regarded them as pseudo-religious authorities stamping their heksher
(approval) on this new type of diluted religious practice.

At the same time, of course, Schur was afraid of Reform rabbis. They had power,
prestige. and influence. They were products of the Jewish enlightenment just like Schur.
They were proponents of Wissenshaft des Judentums (the scientific study of Judaism)
just like Schur. However, they refuted the religious and cuitural values that so strongly
rooted Schur. In Schur’s opinion, Reform rabbis veered off on a course so fundamentally
opposed to the enduring tenets of Judaism—religious tradition, language and cuiture,
Zion—they stood outside of the pale of normative Judaism. Schur did not have the
ability to compete with them. He was enigmatic. His roots were embedded in traditional
Jewish practice, but his imagination enabled him to venture intellectually into the modern
scientific trends of his time. Perhaps if Schur had lived one or two generations in the
future, he might have become a leading Conservative Jew. But this was not his lot. He

would be subjected to the competing forces of tradition and enlightenment in America.
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Chapter 111

Schur and his Evolving Zionist Ideology

Introduction

In contrast to Wolf Schur’s sharp opposition to Reform Judaism, he came to
champion Zionism. He disregarded a Jew’s religious and political affiliation, if he was a
committed Zionist. Thus, Schur disparaged the practice of the Sunday service at the
Chicago Sinai Congregation, while embracing its Zionist rabbi, Bernard Felsenthal. His
friendship with Felsenthal and Rabbi Gustav Gottheil of New York stood in stark contrast
to his relationships with most Reform rabbis. Schur excoriated leading Reform rabbis,
including Isaac Mayer Wise and Kaufmann Kohler, for their views on religious authority,
ritual observance, and Zionism. While Schur viewed Reform religious practice as a threat
to Judaism, he regarded Zionism, in part, as a panacea for the lures of the modern, free,
and assimilationist culture of New World America. Therefore, Schur excused a Reform
rabbi’s lack of traditional religious observance if he supported Zionism.

Schur spent the second half of his life as a tireless advocate for Zionism. He was
part of the many changes that occurred in the Zionist movement. Schur commenced his
activity with the Hovevei Zion (Lovers of Zion) society in Vienna in the mid-1880s. He
supported of Zionist endeavors in America including Shave Zion and the Blackstone
Memorial in the early 1890s. He was one of America’s first outspoken supporters of

Herzl, and an honorary board member of the Federation of American Zionists at the close
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of the nineteenth century. Schur was associated with virtually every aspect of the early
Zionist movement in America.

From 1870 to 1883 Schur traveled the world. He toured countries that few Jews

had ever visited, encountering many interesting and diverse Jewish communities. He also
witnessed the difficult living conditions under which many Jews toiled, and heard tales of
persecution. During his travels, Schur visited Palestine as well, touring towns and

villages with their meager yet hopeful and growing Jewish populations.®® The
convergence of these impressions—persecuted Jews in foreign lands and the continuing
settlement of Jews in Palestine—struck a chord with Schur. He returned to Europe
infused with a passion for a newly developing modern ideology called Zionism.

Once back in Vienna, Schur affiliated with a branch of Hovevei Zion. He
published many letters and articles supporting Zionism in European Jewish newspapers,
including Hashachar, Hayom, and Hamelitz. Schur’s enduring love of Zion never
wavered. His ideology evolved over time from a cultural and spiritual Zionist belief to a
political Zionist ideology. Later, in America, Schur welcomed articles by Zionists of all
stripes to write for Hapisgah. He demanded only sincerity and integrity from his
contributors.

Schur was a committed and active Zionist from 1883 until his death in 1910, with
two particularly intense periods of activity: from 1888 to 1892, and from1897 101901,
when paralysis ended his career. Schur spent his early Zionist years promoting the
cultural and spiritual ideology of the Hovevei Zion movement in the pages of Hapisgah.
This ideology was loosely formulated around twin pillars of establishing a refuge for

persecuted Jews in Zion, and developing a spiritual center in Zion to actualize the dream
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of nationhood. Schur was also invelved with several nascent Zionist organizations, none
of which succeeded.”® From 1897. with the advent of the First Zionist Congress in
Basle. Schur shifted his allegiances to the political Zionism championed by the new
international leaders of Zionism, Theodor Herzl and Max Nordau. In America, Schur
forged partnerships with an emerging group of Zionist leaders, most of whom were new
to Zionism and represented a Central and Western European cultural viewpoint in
contrast to the Eastern European Orthodox framework of Hovevei Zion. Schur supported
the Federation of American Zionists and its leadership, including Richard Gottheil, Zvi
Hirsch Masliansky, and Marcus Jastrow.”' His newspaper became a forum for Zionism in
America when it reemerged onto the literary and cultural scene in October 1897, after a
four-year hiatus.

Schur’s writings reveal his shifting attitude toward Zionism. In early material, he
supported the idea a cultural and spiritual center in Palestine, as stated in the inaugural
issue of Hapisgah:

Another honored aim in our organization of this newspaper is to awaken the love

of our holy land in the heart of every man, whether he holds on to old ways or

goes forward to a spirit of the future day. toward attracting a national feeling
which has awakened in the past years in the heart of the people.
When Hapisgah first appeared in 1888, any Zionist efforts in America were concentrated
within the small and disorganized Hovevei Zion societies. So Schur used Hapisgah as a

means of publicizing Hovevei Zion's efforts to a larger audience. He favored the Hovevei

% Tales of Schur’s journeys are found in his collection, Mehazot Hahayim (Scenes of Life) Vienna 1885,
™ Failed Zionist organizations include Shave Zion, New York, 1891 and Hevrar Zion, Baltimore 1894,
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