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TOWARDS A LIBERAL ZIONIST PHILOSOPHY AND ITS
IMPLICATIONS FOR ISRAEL EDUCATION
SHIRA KOCH EPSTEIN

Summary

In five chapters, this thesis traces the development of Reform Zionism from the mid-19"
century until today, and seeks to determine the ideological bases on which Reform
Zionism can rest. Looking at liturgy, historical documents including rabbinic writings
and statements, Jewish educational curricula, and the scholarship of the ARZA Reform
Zionist Think Tank, this thesis looks towards the development of a cohesive ideology of
Reform Zionism, and what impacts such an ideology could have on Israel education.

The first chapter traces the early relationship between Reform Judaism and Zionism,
focusing specifically the liturgies of its congregations. The second chapter follows the
history of Reform Zionism from the dawn of the twentieth century through the founding
of the State of Israel, focusing on the platforms of the Movement leadership and the
writings of particular Reform rabbis. Analyzing Reform Movement curricula of the 20"
century, the third chapter addresses the major Zionist narratives that have influenced
Reform Jewish education. The fourth chapter addresses Reform Zionist theology,
looking at the theological writings of the first ARZA Reform Zionist Think Tank in the
early 1990’s, and seeks to answer some of the questions that Reform Zionism poses as it
dances the tense high-wire between the primacy of the sovereign self and a universalistic
vision for Reform Judaism, and the preeminence of the collectivity for Zionism. This
chapter addresses Reform theological responses to Zionism, focusing on the tension
between universalism and particularism, and the relationship between Zionism and
messianism. The final chapter presents some of the ongoing work of the ARZA Reform
Zionist Think Tank, of which I am the coordinator. In this chapter, [ begin to propose
some narratives that can be used for the expression of a Reform commitment to Zionism
and Israel. Utilizing theories of narrative teaching, pedagogic content knowledge, and
identity formation, this chapter suggests how such narrative development can serve as a
basis for Reform Zionist Education.
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Introduction
Introduction

In September 2003, the North American Coalition for Israel Education (NACIE)'
brought together David Ellenson, Amold Eisen, and Moshe Halbertal to focus on the
philosophical relationship between Israel and American Jewry, in both historical and
contemporary contexts. The paper published summarizing this meeting reads, “Whilst
each of [the] pillars of the classical Zionist idea was showing signs of decay, no new
pillars were being constructed to replace them...”” Ellenson, Eisen, and Halbertal began
to address the state of the existing pillars, and think about how they might be repaired and
replaced.

As a committed Jew and Zionist, raised in the American Reform Movement,
about to embark on a career in the rabbinate and as a Jewish educator, I am particularly
perplexed by the absence of such thinking among my congregants and colleagues. As the
leaders of the movement and the Reform Movement itself proclaim themselves as
staunch Zionists, I find that Zionist language, philosophy, vision, and education are
sorely lacking beyond the upper echelons.

In 1931, at a time when the leadership of the Reform Movement was widely anti-
Zionist, 1 in 5 Reform Jewish families in large cities had Zionist members.> Today, when

the leaders of our movement are ardently Zionist, only 21% of self-identified Reform

! NACIE was established “to explore the contemporary connection between North
American Jews and the State of Israel, and to develop a number of new change initiatives
to help strengthen the Israel-Diaspora relationship.” (NACIE Mission Statement)

2 Jonathan Boyd and Esti Moskovitz-Kelman, The Philosopher's Retreat:
Exploring the Place of Israel in the Lives of American Jews (Draft Version). (North
Amerlcan Council for Israel Education: January, 2004.)

Reform Judaism in the Large Cities- A Survey. (New York, 1931).
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Introduction
Jews feel “very emotionally attached” to Israel.* Even with ardently Zionist leadership,

the membership of the Reform Movement appears as disconnected from Israel as they
were in the non-Zionist era of 75 years ago. Even if the data are not fully accurate, it is
well documented that our educational leadership has been struggling to find ways to
teach Israel to a population that seems ever more disaffected, disengaged, and ambivalent
towards notions of Israel and Zionism. Perhaps the problem lies not in our educational
techniques, but in an underlying lack of a cohesive vision and philosophy of why and to
what end we are teaching Israel and Zionism.
When the ARZA Reform Zionist think tank first convened in 1993, it sought to
find Reform religious language with which to describe the rationale for Reform Zionism.
The think tank sought to respond to the Reform Movement’s perceived (and perhaps real)
lack of a clear Zionist philosophy or language with which to speak about that philosophy.
In 1993, Rabbi Stanley Davids wrote:
Our movement’s accomplishments on behalf of the fulfillment of Zionism have
been quite often nothing less than brilliant. But our understanding of the reasons
for those accomplishments remained elusive. We were struggling to fulfill
dreams whose rationales were seemingly beyond our grasp. Surely we cannot
long continue in such a fashion before the activities of Reform Zionism
encounter confusion and even disinterest in our core constituency. After all,
how can we teach succeeding generations about the mitzvor that have so
powerfully driven us if we cannot find the religious language with which to
describe these mitzvot?’

It seems that Rabbi Davids’ fears were founded. Twelve years after the production of

ARZA’s first Journal of Reform Zionism, the Reform Movement still lacks a cohesive

Zionist rationale, and has not been able to disseminate a successful Zionist language to be

% National Jewish Population Survey, 2001.
s Stanley Davids, “Introduction,” The Journal of Reform Zionism 1 (1993): 5.
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Introduction
shared by its constituents. According to the 2001 National Jewish Population Survey,

only 27% of Reform Jews feel an emotional connection to Israel. Many educators report
that they have omitted Israel from their curricula. When pressed on why they do not
teach about Israel, educators respond that the level of confusion about the political
situation, the role of Israel in Reform Judaism, and the state of Reform Judaism in Israel
all make it difficult to determine what to teach.® This confusion has led to paralysis.
Without articulate rationales for Reform Zionism, or compelling religious language with
which to describe that Zionism, we are not engendering Zionism among Reform Jews.

This difficulty is well founded. Indeed, less than one century ago Reform
Zionism would have been an oxymoronic term, as the Reform Movement and the Zionist
Movement were largely at odds with one another. Reform Judaism evolved as a response
to modernity, out of a Western notion of the sovereign self who chooses to adhere to a
religion of rational thought and independent choice. Zionism too was a response to
modernity, but one that highlighted Jewish collectivity and sought to realize a Jewish
nationality and national home. At the outset, these were two opposing responses to
modernity, and the Reformers and the Zionists were often at odds. As Dow Marmur has
cogently written, Reform Judaism and Zionism held two competing visions of

redemption.’

® Barry Chazan, “Through a Glass Darkly: Israel in the Mirror of American
Jewish Education,” in Beyond Survival and Philanthropy: American Jewry and Israel, ed.
Allon Gal and Alfred Gottschalk (Cincinnati: HUC, 2000), 128.

" Dow Marmur: “Reform Zionism in The Postmodern Age,” The Journal of
Reform Zionism 1 (1993): 5.
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Introduction
Perhaps at one time the relationship between Reform Judaism and Zionism was

merely that of an ongoing dialectic.® However, over the last century, Reform Judaism
has become a Zionist movement. How has Reform Jewish thought allowed for
movement from a central notion of Jewishness as a phenomenon of the sovereign self
working towards a universalistic ideal to a Judaism that embraces a collective sense of -
Jewish identity and peoplehood?

This thesis will trace the early relationship between Reform Judaism and Zionism,

focusing specifically on the platforms of the Movement leadership and the liturgies of its

congregations. Following Reform Movement curricula of the 20" century, it will seek to
determine what major Zionist narratives have influenced Reform Jewish education. It
will seek to answer some of the questions that Reform Zionism poses as it dances the
tense high-wire between the primacy of the sovereign self and a universalistic vision for
Reform Judaism, and the preeminence of the collectivity for Zionism. Specifically I will
address Reform theological responses to Zionism, focusing on the tension between
universalism and particularism, and the relationship between Zionism and messianism.,
Lastly, I will evaluate the ongoing work of the ARZA Reform Zionist Think Tank, of
which I am the coordinator, to try to propose religious Jewish language that can be used
for the expression of a Reform commitment to Zionism and Israel, and can serve as a

basis for Reform Zionist Education.

¥ 1 am choosing to use the following definition: Dialectic: The contradiction
between two conflicting forces viewed as the determining factor in their continuing
interaction. The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth
Edition, (Houghton Mifflin: 2000).

SKE 4/138




Chapter 2

Chapter 1: The Evolution of Reform Zionism: Early Reform

Traditional Rabbinic Understanding of Zion

Amold Eisen, in his book Galut: Modern Jewish Reflection on Homelessness and
Homecoming,’ argues that Judaism has always been based on a conception of
homelessness, exile and wandering. In his estimation, Jews orient themselves by a
continual reference to a mostly-imagined, rarely actualized, home-center, to which they
endlessly hope to return. This hope finds expression in the Talmudic tractate Avodah
Zarah, written after the Romans had exiled the People Israel to from the Land of Israel.
As Eisen writes:
The Jews were exiles inside the land of Israel as well as outside it, and so the
rabbis struggled to delimit a Jewish time and space amid a once-holy Land now
utterly defiled—upon an earth which God Himself was forced to wander as an
exile. No place was any longer holy, no locus of meaning any longer existed, to
be inhabited or pointed to. Such was the world’s condition in ka-zeman ha-zeh:
“this time”—al/ time, all history, until the Messiah’s coming to take Israel
home. Deprived of a sacred center, the rabbis pointed to it all the more
insistently, even as they enabled Jewish to live their lives—with God—outside
it. They fantasized the discomfiture of their enemies, gave vent to their fears of
death and temptation, and rehearsed again and again the unanswerable question
of why God had allowed His Land, His people, and His world to sink into the
degraded state of exile.?

According to Eisen, exile and homelessness, as well as a longing for return to an

imagined home-center, became central religious concepts for rabbinic Judaism. Always

longed for, always prayed for, and always imagined, the return to this center was only to

occur with the coming of the Messiah.

' Arnold Eisen, Galut: Modern Reflections on Homelessness and Homecoming
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986).

2 Ibid., xvi.
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Chapter 2
Simon Rawidowicz calls this the Judaism of “the second house.” According to

Rawidowicz, there were two beginnings to Israel—two “houses.” The “first house” began
during the period of King Solomon, through the destruction of the First Temple in 586
B.C.E. This was a period in which the majority of the People Israel lived in the Land of
Israel. Much of this period was marked by Jewish political sovereignty. The “second
house” begins in the time of the first Jewish Diaspora, with the leadership of Ezra, when
most of the Jewish people lived and functioned religiously outside of the Land and away
from the Temple. This “second house” crafted an existence in which political
sovereignty, what we now refer to as statehood, was no longer essential to existence, or
its connection to God. As David Ellenson, summarizing Rawidowicz, observes:

To be sure, the second house continued to express a “yearning” for a return to

the Land and for the reestablishment there of Jewish political sovereignty.

However, this “yearning” Rawidowicz observed, was “connected with a vision

of the future, ...not something which exist[ed as a contemporary] reality.” The

second house “discovered the secret of settling down in the Diaspora” and

“refused to let [itself] depend on land and stone” as an indispensable prerequisite

for Jewish existence. In simple terms, “The establishment of the second house

did not cause the Diaspora to disappear.” Instead, the second house established

a foundation for Jewish life outside of the Land. Israel, in the period of the

second house, became “freed from the land.” As Rawidowicz perceptively

phrased it, “[The second house gconceded territorial centralization as a condition

for the existence of the nation.”
Whether viewed as an existential state or as a socio-religious response borne of political

necessity, traditional Rabbinic Judaism was built for and by Jews whose self-conception

was that of exiles from their land. This conception idealized and ritualized connections

3 As summarized by David Ellenson, “Envisioning Israel in the Liturgies of North
American Liberal Judaism,” in Envisioning Israel: The Changing Ideals and Images of
North American Jews, ed. Allon Gal (Detroit;: Wayne State University, 1996): 153-153.
All quotations come from Simon Rawidowicz, Studies in Jewish Thought (Philadelphia:
The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1974), 104-109.
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Chapter 2
to Zion, but did not anticipate a this-worldly, political return. In fact, in an age where

political occurrences were seen to validate (or represent) theological claims, Judaism
developed around the notion that Israel was exiled from the land as a punishment.
Furthermore, Israel should not seek to be restored to its land until the time that God
would bring them back. This became a central to the messianic eschatology of
Judaism—only with the coming of the Messiah would the People Israel find redemption
in the Land of Israel. This theology finds expression in the Babylonian Talmud, where
the rabbis wrote of three oaths taken by the Jewish people as they accepted Exile as
punishment:

“They were taken to Bavel, and there they will be until I redeem them".
(Jeremiah 27) R. Zeira explains: that verse refers to the vessels of the Temple.
Rav Yehudah: Another verse (forbids return to Israel) - "I put an oath upon you,
daughters of Yerushalayim, with deer or wild goats...” (Song of Songs 2) R.
Zeira: That oath says that we should not go up together, in a wall (Rashi:
Together, by force). Rav Yehudah: Another verse recounts another oath - that
even an individual should not return. R. Zeira interprets that verse following R.
Yosi b'Rabbi Chanina, thus: These three verses: one that Israel should not return
as a wall (together, by force); one that The Holy one Blessed be He made Israel
promise not to rebel against the nations of the world; and one that the idolaters
should not subjugate Israel too much.’

While the continuation of this text has been read to mean that visiting the land of Israel is
a mitzvah, and moving there as an individual is permissible, the land was to remain out of
the political reaches of the People Israel until God should deem it otherwise. With some
exceptions (notably, Ramban, who argued that it is incumbent upon individual Jews to

move to Israel, and himself moved to Israel with a large group in the 13" century), these

4 Talmud Bavli, Ketubot 111a.
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Chapter 2
oaths were invoked throughout Jewish history to negate the idea of mass return to the

land of Israel.

This theology of exile as Divine punishment, and return as a messianic hope, is
expressed repeatedly in traditional Jewish liturgy. Worship is rife with prayers
petitioning God for the ingathering of the exiles, the return to Zion, and the rebuilding of
Jerusalem. Examples include the line in the Yorzer Or, the first of the blessings before
the Shema, that reads, “Let a new light shine upon Zion, and may we all quickly merit its
light.” In the Ahavah Rabah, the prayer immediately preceding the Shema, we find the
words, “Bring us in peace from the four corners of the earth and lead us upright to our
land.” In the weekday Amidah, among the petitions of the Shemonah Esrei, the eleventh
is a prayer for the ingathering of the exiles (Kibbutz Galuyot), which traditionally reads:
“Sound the great shofar for our freedom, and raise a flag to gather our exiles, and gather
us together from the four comers of the earth. Blessed are you Adonai, who gathers the
dispersed of his People Israel.” The fifteenth petition is for Jerusalem, and traditionally

reads: “And to your city Jerusalem, return in compassion, and may you rest within her as

you said, and build her soon in our day, an eternal building. And quickly establish within
her the throne of David. Blessed are you, builder of Jerusalem.” The eighteenth
benediction, for restoration of temple worship, concludes with the benediction, “Blessed
are you, Adonai, who restores his divine presence to Zion.”

In the Shabbat and Festival liturgy, we find paragraphs that express the hopes for
a messianic return to Zion, including the reinstatement of the Temple and its sacrifices.

The Shabbat morning Kedusha traditionally contains a paragraph which reads:

SKE 8/138




Chapter 2
From your place, our King you will appear and rule over us, for we are waiting
for you. When will you rule in Zion? Soon in our day, forever and ever, you
will dwell. May you be exalted and sanctified within Jerusalem your city, from
generation to generation and for all eternity. May our eyes see your kingdom, as
the word said in the songs of your might, written by David, your anointed
righteous one: God will reign for ever, your God, Zion, from generation to
generation. Halleluyah!

Traditional liturgy also reflects the motif that exile is a punishment for the sins of the
Jewish people. As a paragraph of the Amidah of the musaf service for the three festivals,
reads, in whole:

Because of our sins, we have been exiled from our land, and distanced from our
soil, and we cannot ascend and to appear and to bow down before you, and to do
our duties in the House of Your Choice, in the great and holy house upon which
your name is called, because of the hand that was dispatched in your holy place.
May it be your will, Adonai our God and God of our Ancestors, Merciful King,
that you will return and you will be compassionate upon us and upon your holy
place in your great compassion, and you will build it soon and magnify its glory.
Our Father, our King, quickly reveal the glory of your sovereignty upon us, and
appear and be raised over us in sight of all the living. And gather our scattered
ones from among the nations, and bring together our dispersions from the
corners of the earth. And bring us to Zion your city in gladness, and to
Jerusalem the house of your holy place in eternal happiness. And there we will
perform before you the obligatory sacrifices, the continual offerings in their
order, and the additional offerings by their law. And the additional offerings of
this (day of Shabbat) and (this day of the festival of __ ) we will do and we will
gather near before you in love according to the commandments of your will, and
you wrote for us in your Torah, by the hand of Moses, your servant, from the
mouth of your glory as it is written: (Applicable Torah passage in the
sacrifices).

This theology of Exile as divine punishment and mes;ianic return, and the sense
that Jews were not to change their political situation by force prevailed until the modern
period. Enlightenment, and the realities of emancipation, marked a new period in Jewish
history and new reactions to the concepts of exile and return. The realities of political
emancipation in Europe, the universalistic optimism of enlightenment philosophers, the

SKE 9/138




Chapter 2
counterintuitive rise of anti-Semitism across the world, and the birth of modern

nationalism all provided a ripe stage for new Jewish thinking about Zion, about Exile,

and about political sovereignty.

Reform Judaism and Zionism: Two Jewish reactions to modernity

Reform Judaism was formed out of the great hopes of modemist universalism,
wherein Jews would and could retain their Jewish religion, while being equal citizens of
any nation-state and full members of secular society. Early Reformers disavowed the
notion that Israel had a unique destiny, and interpreted “chosenness” as a particular role
to be catalysts for redemption for all peoples, which they termed the Jewish “mission.”
As Howard Greenstein writes:

In the context of Reform Judaism, the quality which distinguished the Jewish

people from all others, was not its ritual peculiarities, but its prophetic mission

to become a "light unto the nations”. The founders of reform conceived of that

function in almost exclusively ethical terms. If Israel was in any way a "chosen

people,” it was a matter of their special responsibility as the spokesmen for
humanity. By their words and their performance, they were charged to insist

that the management of human affairs must be subject to the rule of justice and

mercy. The major task of the Jewish community was to labor actively toward

the fulfillment of the messianic promise of peace, brotherhood and righteousness

among all men.’

This messianic promise was to be fulfilled through ethical and moral behavior by Jews
who were good citizens of the nations in which they resided. Political Zionism, following

the ideas of its founder, Theodore Herzl, took the opposite approach. Disillusioned that

Jews would ever be regarded as full citizens of any of the nation-states in which they

5 Greenstein, 4.
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Chapter 2
lived, early Zionists sought to create their own secular Jewish nation-state. Herzl and his

followers believed that the creation of a Jewish state would normalize Jews in the world,
leading to the end of anti-Semitism. While there were divergent streams in early
Zionism, including Herzl’s political Zionism, the cultural/spiritual Zionism of Ahad
Ha’Am, and the burgeoning religious Zionism of the Mizrahi movement, all of the early
Zionist groups were united by a “rejection of the Exile (galut or golus in traditional
parlance).”®

Dow Marmur cogently argues that Reform Judaism and early Zionism were
opposing messianic movements:

Whereas Reform Judaism was fueled by the messianic overtones of secular

liberalism, the driving force of early Zionism was the messianism of secular

socialism. The two Jewish movements had very much in common, but they

were also very much apart. The messianic vision they shared pointed them in

the opposite directions. The vision of Reform Judaism was firmly rooted in the

Diaspora; the vision of Zionism had its focus in the land of Israel.”
Marmur goes on to argue that today, both of these positions are anachronistic. As neither
the universalistic nor the particularistic visions have succeeded in their entirety, it is time
for a new paradigm. For over 30 years, Reform Judaism has defined itself as a Zionist
movement. Yet, this new paradigm, the synthesis (or perhaps ongoing dialectic) between
the universal and the particular, is still undefined. Today, the functional fusion of

Reform Judaism and Zionism, and indeed the Reform Zionist project, beg the question:

what is the vision today? In order to understand where we are, and to project where we

6 paul Mendes-Flohr and Jehuda Reinharz, eds. “Zionism,” in The Jew in the
Modern World: A Documentary History (New York: Oxford University, 1980, 1995),
530.

" Dow Marmur, “Reform Zionism in the Postmodern Age,” The Journal of
Reform Zionism 1 (1993): 14-15,

SKE 11/138
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Chapter 2
are headed, we must delve into our past. What is the traditional Rabbinic understanding

of Zion? How did Reform Judaism explain and understand this relationship, and how

was this reflected by its leadership and its liturgies?

Reform Judaism’s Evolving Understanding of Zionism

The relationship between Reform Judaism and Zionism can be traced both through
the published platforms and statements by the leadership of the Movement, and through
its evolving liturgy. Rabbi Peter Knobel argues that liturgy, and specifically of prayer

books, both define and influence the beliefs of Reform Judaism and Reform Jews:

l
The writing of platforms and prayer books serves to define Reform Judaism and l
each is a reflection of the other. Each new platform and each new prayer book '
supplements rather than replaces for the prior one. Each prayer book and
platform exhibits continuity with and a dependence upon the prior one and
therefore change from one to the other is incremental and incomplete. In general
prayer books and platforms are designed to be consensus documents meant to l

appeal to multiple constituencies in the movement.®
According to Knobel, the perspective of the movement and of its constituents is reflected
in both the political platforms of the CCAR and the URJ as well as in our published

prayer books. Knobel goes on to argue that liturgy has a unique ability to serve as a

vision and as inspiration for those who utilize it in prayer, arguing that:

our siddurim and mahzorim are more influential than our platforms on the
average Reform Jew. The necessity of saying the words and experiences them in

8 Peter Knobel, presentation to the ARZA Reform Zionist Think Tank,
unpublished (2005).
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Chapter 2
communal settings of worship make them almost an “oral torah” which becomes
part of the individual who recites them.’
So, what is the “oral torah” of Reform Judaism in regards to Zionism? Just as our
platforms document a sea-change in Reform concepts of Zionism over the last
century, so too does Reform liturgy. Tracing the Reform liturgy from its earliest
European and American stages, through its American, European, and Israeli versions

of today, we can see how the vision of the leadership of the CCAR and the Reform

Movement regarding Zionism played out in the liturgies of Reform Jews.

he 19'® century: Birth of Reform

Early German Reform Judaism was founded on modernist ideals of rationalism and
universalism. The founders of Reform Judaism, following the prevailing (mainly
Protestant) philosophies of their day believed in the innate equality of all men and the
inherent human ability to live up to a universal ethical ideal. These early Reformers did
not see Jews as a people or as a race, but as a religious or creedal group. Jewish
Reformers were concerned with being equal citizens of the nations in which they lived,
regarded as patriots and good citizens who happened to attend a different “church.” The
1844 Reform Rabbinical Conference at Brunswick declared that “the Jew considers
members of people with whom he lives his brethren. . . . The doctrine of Judaism is thus,

first your compatriots then your co-reli gionists.”‘0

9y .
Ibid.
1% «“The Reform Rabbinical Conference at Brunswick: The Question of
Patriotism,” in Mendes Flohr and Reinharz, 157.
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Chapter 2
As Reform Judaism and Proto-Zionism emerged in Europe, the early Reformers

negated ideas of Jewish peoplehood or a return to Zion. At the Frankfort Rabbinical
convention of 1845, a gathering of Reform Rabbis discussed their understanding of
Jewish nationalism, messianism, ingathering of the exiles, and return to Zion. They
resolved that Reform Jews do not aspire to nor should they pray for kibbutz galuyot
(ingathering of the exiles), nor should Zion be seen as the locus of redemption. With
certainty these rabbis declared that they did not support any political aspirations of Jews
to have their own national entity. As they resolved:
In the eighth session, July 20"... The committee recommended, that ‘the idea of
the Messiah deserves a high recognition in the prayers; yet all politico-national
conceptions must be excluded from it.’...a motion was made and accepted, to
solve the first preliminary question: “Shall the prayer for the return to the land
of our forefathers and the restoration of the Jewish State be eliminated from our
ritual?” This question was decided in the affirmative by the vote of the
majority."’
These rabbis argued that modern Jews should not hope that spiritual progress would
be found through a Jewish state. They agreed that the idea of a Jewish return to Zion
was an anachronistic hope from an earlier time. Rather, they agreed that the
Messianic idea should be expressed as a hope for universal redemption from evil,
and a hope for spiritual and moral regeneration among all people.
As the early reformers began to express their displeasure with the theology of

exile as punishment, and the return to the land as a messianic ideal, they also began w

to seek change in their liturgy. As the Conference stated:

The national side of Israel has to be pushed into the background. The separation
of Israel from other nations ought no longer to find expression in our prayers.

" CCAR Yearbook 1 (1890): 87-88.
SKE _ 14/138




Chapter 2
The hope of the unification of the whole human family in truth, justice and
peace should be emphasized. The hope that... All Israelites be gathered from
every comer of the Globe and returned to the promised land has vanished
entirely from our consciousness. The expression of such a hope in a prayer
would be a naked untruth, 2
This was a call for a reformation of liturgy to reflect the beliefs and ideologies of the

Early Reformers, which indeed had already begun in the early 19" century.

European Liturgical Reform

Baruch Mevorach, in his article “Messianism as a Factor in the Early Reform
Controversies,” outlines the major arguments and liturgical changes made by early
Reformers in Germany. He argues that the major issue of contention between early
Reformers had to do with their view of Messianism, and specifically its link to Zion.
While these early Reformers hoped to make their liturgies reflective of their ideologies,
Mevorach argues that they also tried to link their changes to authoritative earlier rabbinic
arguments. In the more conservative Westphalia, liturgical changes were intended to
make worship more aesthetic according to prevailing European cultural norms, to shorten
the service and to change some of the service into the vernacular (generally German)."?
In the more radical Berlin, Mevorach points to the desire to remove any national or
political aspirations from the liturgy, and to make it more universalistic. 4 This desire,

which reflects the beliefs of the rabbinical conferences of Frankfurt and Breslau, is

2 Ibid., 109-10.
13 Baruch Mevorach, “Messianism as a Factor in The Early Reform
Controversies,” Zion (Hebrew) 34 (1969): 190.
14 1 .
Ibid.
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reflected in the early Reform liturgies of Germany and the United States. Jakob

Petuchowski, in his Guide to the Prayerbook, argues that one of the major criteria for

Reform liturgy is the omission of prayer for the ingathering of exiles and the return to

Zion." This ideology and its liturgical consequences can be traced back to the earliest

Reform prayer books in Germany and the United States.

Chart 1 documents traditional liturgical references to Zion and the ingathering of
the exiles, and tracks how different Reform communities altered their liturgies to reflect
their own ideologies. The following is an analysis of a few of the major liturgical
innovations of the Early Reformers that reflect their universalistic, non-Zionist
ideologies. I will analyze the German prayerbooks from Hamburg (1819) and Breslau
(Geiger, 1854), the German-inspired American prayerbook Olath Tamid (Einhorn, 1896)
and the American Prayerbook Minhag Amerika (Wise, 1857), and their influence on the

first Union Prayer Book (1895).

Hamburg Gebetbuch of 1819

The first documented European Reform Liturgy was arguably The Hamburg Temple
Prayerbook (Gebetbuch) of 1819.' Ellenson notes that this liturgy was “influenced by
the Berlin 1817 siddur of Die Deutch Synagoge oder Ordnung des Gottesdienstes fiir die
Sabbath- und Festtage des ganzen Jahres, zum Gebrauche der Gemeinden, die sich
deutcher Gabete bedienen (The German Synagogue or Order of the Service for the

Sabbath and Festivals of the Entire Year, for the Use of Communities that Use German

'3 Jakob J. Petuchowski, Guide to the Prayerbook (Cincinnati: HUC-JIR, 1968).
16 Michael Meyer, Response to Modernity: A History of the Reform Movement in
Judaism (New York: Oxford, 1988), 56.
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7 While this early prayerbook retained Hebrew usage and a traditional

Prayers).
structure, it sought to reflect the values and ideals of this early Reform Jewish
community. The main “reforms” utilized by this prayerbook were the use of prayers in
German, a left-to-right opening book, and the use of many Sephardic rather than
traditional (for Germany) Ashkenazic constructions. Ellenson, following Ismar Schorsch,
notes that this last change was due to an idealization of the aesthetics and philosophical
openness within Sephardic tradition.'®

While the book utilized traditional Sephardic and Ashkenazic prayers, its editors were
selective, and expressed their ideologies through deletions, alterations, and departures
from the traditional liturgy. Clearly, the Hamburg community did not favor a return to
Zion, nor a messianic ideal that included an ingathering of the exiles, and as such,
eliminated much of the traditional liturgical calls for return. As Michael Meyer notes:
“Without question, the omission and alteration of certain liturgical passages dealing with
the messianic return to Zion was the most audacious innovation of the Hamburg
Reformers.”'? Ellenson and Meyer both note that while the Hamburg Reformers wished
to remove or change the liturgical call for a return to Zion, they sought traditional texts to
use as substitutes. This follows Mevorach’s argument, as mentioned above, that the early
Reformers wished to link their liturgical changes to earlier rabbinic arguments. Often
using amended Sephardic liturgy, or older formulations from the middle ages and before,

these Reformers tried to establish their position from within older, extant traditional

' David Ellenson, After Emancipation: Jewish Religious Responses to Modernity
(Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College, 2004), 195,

' Ibid., 196.

19 Meyer, 59.
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liturgies. While they made many changes, these liturgists did not remove all of the

petitions for a return to Zion. Regarding the Hamburg Prayerbook, Michael Meyer notes:

The desire to eliminate or alter passages that dealt with the return to Zion was
carried out partly by choosing less troublesome Sephardi formulas and partly by
omissions and original substitutions. Yet the editors left unchanged the petition:
“May our eyes see Your return to Zion in mercy. Blessed are You who restores
his presence to Zion.” The Hamburg Reformers had not lost their love of Zion,
nor did they fail to recognize its significant role in Jewish history. But they did
not hope or desire to return there themselves or to rebuild the ancient temple.?’

For these early Reformers, Zion was a place from where Torah and Judaism came, and

therefore held symbolic significance. However, they did not hope for a return to Zion or
a rebuilding of the Temple. This stance is more clearly articulated in the second half of

the 19' century by Abraham Geiger of Breslau.

Geiger Getbetbuch of 1854

Abraham Geiger was the spiritual leader of the early Reform Jewish community of
Breslau in the mid-19" century. Following, and responding to the Hamburg Liturgies,
Geiger criticized the ideological inconsistencies of these texts, especially in regard to
notions of the election of Israel and Israel’s mission.?' In his 1854 prayer book, Geiger l
hoped to construct a liturgy that reflected a consistent Liberal Jewish ideology. Asa
Liberal Jew, Geiger sought to define Jews, or Israelites, as a religious community rather
than a national or racial group. Geiger believed that “it is inherent in the very nature of

the Jews that their history should primarily be a spiritual one, and, as such, a process that

2 Meyer, 56.
2 Ellenson, 205-6.
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helped shape the entire world, and that it should not be expressed either in civic policy or

primarily in political or communal life.”?

Like the Hamburg Reformers, Geiger did not believe in the elevation of Israel, nor
did he hope for a messianic ingathering of the exiles or return to Zion. However, he did
believe that Israel (the People) has a unique history and mission to spread monotheism to
the world through religious and ethical, rather than political or national means. So, while
his eschatology was universalistic, he did regard the People Israel as the bearers of the
unique task of bringing monotheism and its ethics to the world.” Zion, for Geiger, was
the physical and spiritual source from which Judaism came, but not a locus for
aspirations of physical return. As he wrote in the introduction to his 1854 prayer book:

Jerusalem and Zion are places whence instruction went forth, and to which holy
memories are attached. But, on the whole, they are to be celebrated more as a

spiritual idea, as the nursery of the Kingdom of God than as a certain
geographical locale connected with a special divine provenance for all times.

24
His liturgy reflected this ideology. Like the Hamburg prayer book, he removed or
changed many passages calling for the ingathering of the exiles or the return to Zion.
However, he did retain the notion of Zion as the symbol of a spiritual source from
whence Judaism went forth.

Like his Hamburg predecessors, Geiger removed the paragraph beginning “mipnei

chataeinu” from the Musaf Kedusha for the three festivals. For the Shabbat moming

22 Abraham Geiger. “A History of Spiritual Achievements,” In A Reform Zionist
Perspective: Judaism & Community in the Modern Age. ed. Michael Langer. (New
York: Union of American Hebrew Congregations, 1977), 65 - 66.

23 Ellenson, 205.

%4 This is from Jakob Petuchowski’s translation of the introduction to the 1854
Geiger prayer book, found in Prayerbook Reform in Europe (New York: 1968), quoted
in Ellenson, 206.
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Chapter 2
Kedusha, where the Hamburg prayer book substituted the Musaf Kedusha to remove the

paragraph on God’s return to Zion, Geiger chose to retain the Shabbat morning Kedusha,
removing the words "when you will reign in Zion" and "may you be exalted and
sanctified in Jerusalem." Geiger also removed calls for the ingathering of the exiles,
removing the line v 'havienu ! 'shalom m 'arbah kanfot ha'aretz” from the Ahavah Rabah
prayer. Oddly, while he criticized the Hamburg prayer book for its inconsistencies, he
too retained the Hebrew (with no German translation) of the Or Chadash line at the end
of the Yotzer Or in the moming service. For Geiger, this must have been a call for new
light to shine upon Zion as a spiritual source rather than as a geographical or political
locale. Geiger’s ideology of Zion as a source of the Jewish people, but not a future
destination, seems to be reflected in his choice of wording for the prayer in the Amidah
for the ingathering of exiles: "Sound the great shofar for our freedom and save, Adonai,
your people, the remainder of Israel, in the four corners of the earth. Blessed are you

Adonai, who saves the remainder of Israel."?

Early American Reform

Einhorn’s Olath Tamid

David Einhorn, bomn and trained in Germany, expressed some of the most liberal
views in the Rabbinerversammiungen of the 1840’s. His liberal (and often radical) views

on theology, liturgy, and ritual practice raised the ire not only of his contemporary rabbis,

25 Abraham Geiger, Israelitisches Gebetbuch, (Breslau, 1854), 41, my translation
from the Hebrew.
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but also of the Austrian government, who forced his synagogue to be closed in 1852.%¢ In

discussing liturgical reform, at the rabbinic conference of 1845, “Einhorn proposed that
Messianic prayers be formulated in such a way as to express the hope of the spiritual
regeneration and union of all mankind in faith and love, accomplished through Israel.”*’

After his ultra-liberal views and conflict with more traditional colleagues drove
him out of Europe, Einhorn found a home in America, at Congregation Har Sinai Verein
in Baltimore, Maryland. There he published his prayerbook, called Olath Tamid, in
German and Hebrew. One of first American Reform Liturgical traditions, it was
considered a radical departure from earlier liturgies®®, although, as Eric Friedland writes,
he followed the theoretical models of the 1819 Hamburg Temple Gebetbuch and
Holdheim’s 1848 Gebetbuch fiir jiidische Reformgemeinden.”

In his prayerbook, Einhorn abridged and amended much of the traditional liturgy.

Olath Tamid greatly edited and/or removed many sections and passages that remained in
the Hamburg and Geiger Gebetbuchs. Einhorn’s changes also reflected a universalism
that excluded hopes for a return to Zion or an ingathering of the exiles. Following

Holdheim, Einhorn dropped the musaf service, and thus did not have to address the

%6 Eric L. Friedland, Were Our Mouths Filled with Song: Studies in Liberal
Jewish Liturgy (Cincinnati: HUC Press, 1997), 17-18.

27 The Frankfort Rabbinical Convention” (July 15, 1845) in CCAR Yearbook |
(1890).

28 |t is notable that the earliest American Reform prayer book was much more
radical than Olath Tamid. The Issac Harby Prayer book, handwritten by Harby in 1830
for the use of the “Reformed Society of Israelites” is read from left to right, and almost
entirely in English. The liturgy is translated and abridged—and this prayer book makes
no mention of Israel, Zion, or the ingathering of the exiles. Perhaps when Einhomn
arrived in America nearly a quarter-century later, his ideas were not so radical.

% Friedland, 21-23.
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mipnei chata 'einu paragraph as it was deleted with its entire surrounding liturgy.

Einhorn did include prayers for Ta/ and Geshem in the shacharit service on appropriate
festivals, and special sections were added to the moming service for each festival.
However, these special prayers made no mention of Zion, nor of a hope for return to the
Land of Israel, nor hope for the ingathering of the exiles.

According to Friedland, Einhomn followed Leopold Zunz’s hypotheses on the
historical development of the liturgy.’ In order to include shortened liturgy, that
reflected his theology, and had a ring of historical authenticity, Einhorn chose to use the
formulas that Zunz suggested as aboriginal for prayers such as Yorzer Or.>' This did not
include the line Or Chadash, and therefore lent an authentic ring to this deletion of what
was, for Einhorn, an ideologically difficult line. Olath Tamid also followed Zunz’s
version of the Ahavah Rabah, which did not include the passage “V havienu [ 'shalom...”
Einhorn went further than Geiger in his abbreviation of the Shabbat morning kedusha,
and among the discarded material was the paragraph referring to God’s reign in Zion. In
re-formulating the Amidah, Einhorn followed Zunz’s assertion that the introductory three
and concluding three benedictions of the Amidah were fixed from an earlier time, and the
middle blessings were variations on themes. Thus, Einhorn kept the first and last three
benedictions of the Amidah, but wrote his own variations for the middle benedictions.*

These variations, outlined in chart 1, removed most references to Zion or

ingathering of the exiles. Einhorn’s version of the 11" benediction (M3 y2pY) calls for

%0 Friedland, 24-25.
3 Ibid.
32 Ibid.
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a “trumpet of liberty” to resound “for all nations,” in a universal “covenant of peace”

which will bring those nations closer to God. The concluding benediction reads,
“Blessed be Thou who lovest the community of nations.” Einhorn, like Geiger,
understood the covenant not in terms of “chosenness” but rather a “mission” to be a light
to the nations. This is expressed in Einhorn’s rendition of the prayer for Jerusalem,
which is changed to read, “God, O Lord, let thy dwelling be in our midst, and let the
glory of Thy holiness shine upon us, and Thou hast made us the people of the covenant
unto the light of the nations. Sanctify Thy name to those who sanctify it. Praised by

Thou, God, who art sanctified by us before the nations.””

Wise’s Minhag Amerika

In 1855, the Cleveland Conference, responding to a need for a liturgical rite that
would unify the different American Jewish communities, asked Isaac Mayer Wise to
create a prayer book.>* Wise and his colleagues sought to create a liturgical text that
would please both Reformers and the Orthodox.*® Yet, as noted by Friedland, even as
Wise sought to appease the more traditional factions, he did not compromise his Reform
ideology. So, while the prayer book was considered a much more moderate reformation

of the liturgy than Olath Tamid, it still reflected a Reform ideology. Additionally, the

3 David Einhorn, ed.., Olath Tamid, Gebetbuch fiir Israelitische Reform
Gemeinden (New York: Thalmessinger and Cahn, 1858).

3 Meyer, 233-35.

% Friedland, 50.
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1872 edition was no longer intended for the Orthodox community, and therefore went

much further in its reforms than the earlier 1857 edition.*®

Minhag Amerika, for all of its traditional structure and forms, did not mask its
universalistic Reform ideology, especially in its later edition. Choosing Sephardic
formulations, favoring the use of biblical over rabbinic texts as a basis for liturgical
development, and using innovations of the 1819 Hamburg Geberbuch, Wise created a
liturgical pastiche with a traditionalist feel and a Reform ethos. This is clear in his
exclusion or emendation of most prayers calling for a return to Zion or ingathering of
exiles. For example, while Wise retains the musaf service for the three festivals, he
amends the mipnei chataeinu paragraph, combining it with an amended version of the
paragraph “melech rachaman.” (see prayer chart 1 for a more detailed analysis). Wise
excludes the line “Or Chadash” from both versions of his prayerbook. He follows the
1819 Hamburg Gebetbuch in an altered Sephardic formulation of the line of the Yotzer
Or that calls for the ingathering of the exiles.

While the 1857 edition of Minhag Amerika is not always consistent in its removal
or editing of prayers that call for a return to Zion (most notably the Shabbat morning
kedusha), the 1872 edition has removed or changed all such liturgy to reflect a Reform,
universalistic ideology. This is most notable in the weekday Amidah. In the 1857
version, Wise changes the benediction calling for the ingathering of the exiles, but retains
the traditional formulations of the benediction for Jerusalem and chatimah * YW 9*mnn

¥2.” In the 1872 version, the benediction for Jerusalem was completely reformulated,

% For a longer assessment of Wise and Minhag America, see Meyer, 233-235,
and Friendland, 50-54.
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calling upon the “people of the covenant” to be a “light unto the nations.” The end of the

prayer for worship is reformulated to read, ““Let all kingdoms on earth behold Thy light,
Thy truth, and may all mankind be united to worship Thee. Praised be Thou, O God to
whom, alone we render worship.” In this way, even Wise’s “traditionalist™ prayer book

clearly reflected the prevailing Reform “non-Zionist” ideology of his day.

The Declaration of Principles of Reform Judaism

Wise’s universalistic ideoclogy and denial of Jewish nationalism were not fully
consistent in his liturgy, but he played a central role in the American Reform

Movement’s unequivocal foundational anti-nationalist statement. In 1885, Kaufmann

Kohler called for a meeting of the leaders of Reform Judaism, which would be a
continuation of the earlier conferences in the 1840s in Germany and in 1869 in
Philadelphia, PA. Isaac Mayer Wise presided over the meeting, which tock place from
November 16-19, 1885 in Pittsburgh, PA. This conference led to the writing of a
“Declaration of Principles,” also known as “The Pittsburgh Platform.” This statement
became the philosophical and ideological foundation for the development of the Reform
Movement in North America. As documented by the liturgies they developed, these
early Reform leaders were proponents of a universalistic, religious and ethical Judaism.
At the time that some of their European brethren were concerned with renewing a
national project in the historic Eretz Yisrael, these fathers of Reform Judaism rejected
political Zionism for theological and ideological reasons. The early Reform Movement

declared Jews as a cohort of co-religionists with a shared faith and intellectual pursuit of !‘
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justice for all. This ideology was diametrically opposed to the nationalist claims of

political Zionists. As Wise, Kohler, and their colieagues wrote in the Platform:

We recognize, in the modern era of universal culture of heart and intellect, the
approaching of the realization of Israel’s great Messianic hope for the
establishment of the kingdom of truth, justice, and peace among all men. We
consider ourselves no longer a nation, but a religious community, and therefore
expect neither a return to Palestine, nor a sacrificial worshlp under the sons of
Aaron, nor the restoration of any of the laws concerning the Jewish state.”’

Thus, the leaders of the Reform Movement unequivocally denied any political or
national aspirations, and indeed defined themselves as a religious community rather
than as a people. As they worked to unify their movement, they also agreed to craft a

uniform liturgy that would reflect their universalistic ideology.

The Union Prayer Book of 1895

This universalistic ideology of the 1885 Pittsburgh Platform is expressed
liturgically in the Union Prayer Book of 1895. Isaac S. Moses presented a draft,
edited by Kaufmann Kohler, which closely follows the structure and outline of
Einhorn’s Olath Tamid. 1ike Einhorn, the editors of the Union Prayer Book chose to
amend and abridge traditional liturgy in order to both shorten the service and to
reflect both Zunz’s historical explanations of the development of the prayers, as well
as a universalistic ideology. Many prayers are rendered in the vernacular English
only, and at times the English translations of Hebrew prayers are purposefully

changed in order to re-focus ideological or theological notions of the authors.

37 Declaration of Principles, “The Pittsburgh Platform”, 1885. Available at
http://ccarnet.org/Articles/index.cfm?id=39&pge_prg_id=3032&pge_id=1656
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Like Holdheim and Einhorn in their prayerbooks, Moses and Kohler did not

include the musaf service in the Union Prayer Book. The weekday Amidah is
shortened and abridged—and reflects the universalistic anti-nationalist stance of the
Pittsburgh Platform. As is clear from chart 1, the Union Prayer Book retained most
of Einhorn’s changes in liturgy that referred to Zion or to the ingathering of the
exiles. Indeed, the Union Prayer Book omitted prayers that Einhorn had not—
notably, the Hashkiveinu prayer and the benediction 11°%% 1m0 ~mni, “who returns
His divine presence to Zion.” Whereas Einhorn followed Hamburg in translating this
benediction in a way that deletes any reference to Zion, "Be Praised, O God, whom
alone we worship and serve," the Union Prayer Book omits it entirely.

As in the 1872 edition of Olath Tamid, the middle benedictions of the Amidah
are condensed into one prayer, in the vernacular, expressing various petitions to God.
This prayer expresses the universalistic hope of Reform Judaism as expressed in the
Pittsburgh Platform. The absence of reference to Zion or Israel, the refutation of the
notion of the ingathering of the exiles, and the expression of a covenantal mission (as

1" benediction, which

opposed to “chosenness”) is clear from the phrasing of the 1
follows closely to that used by Einhorn: Grant, O Lord, that the sound of freedom he
bread throughout all lands, and all nations enjoy the blessings of true liberty; let the

reign of wickedness vanish like smoke and all dwellers on earth recognize Thee alone

as their King, and all they children be united in a covenant of peace and love.”

3 The Union Prayer-Book for Jewish Worship, Part I. (Cincinnati: CCAR, 1895),

275.
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Conclusion

The early Reform movement clearly defined itself as non-nationalistic, and certainly
non-Zionist. For centuries Zion had been a locus of longing, an imagined center, and
a unifying eschatological dream for the Jewish people. Now, as a political Zionism

sought to bring that dream into reality through a physical and political return to Zion,

the founding fathers of Reform Judaism relegated Zion to sole historical importance.
According to leaders such as Abraham Geiger, David Einhorn, and Isaac Mayer
Wise, Zion was the place from which Torah, and the basis of our system of belief,
had come. As we discover in the writings and liturgies of the early Reform
movement, religious mission of the Jews was not to unify as a nation, but rather to
seck redemption in the four corners of the earth, as active participants in the societies

and nations in which they lived.
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Prayerbook 3 Regalim Musaf: Mipnei Chata'einu: ... 5¥% 0pnan 13380 13993 wKun *1om

and Year WNNTR

Traditional (my translation) “Because of our sins, we have been exiled from our land, and

Ashkenazi distanced from our soil, and we cannot ascend and to appear and to bow down

Liturgy before you, and to do our duties in the House of Your Choice, in the great and
holy house upon which your name is called, because of the hand that was
dispatched in your holy place. May it be your will, Adonai our God and God of
our Ancestors, Merciful King, that you will return and you will be
compassionate upon us and upon your holy place in your great compassion, and
you will build it soon and magnify its glory. Our Father, our King, quickly
reveal the glory of your sovereignty upon us, and appear and be raised over us
in sight of all the living. And gather our scattered ones from among the nations,
and bring together our dispersions from the corners of the earth. And bring us
to Zion your city in gladness, and to Jerusalem the house of your holy place in
eternal happiness. And there we will perform before you the obligatory
sacrifices, the continual offerings in their order, and the additional offerings by
their law. And the additional offerings of this (day of Shabbat) and (this day of
the festival of __ ) we will do and we will gather near before you in love
according to the commandments of your will, and you wrote for us in your
Torah, by the hand of Moses, your servant, from the mouth of your glory as it is
written: (Applicable Torah passage in the sacrifices).”

Hamburg Removed

1819

Hamburg Removed

1841

Geiger Removed

Gebetbiicher

1854

(Breslau)

Einhom's NO MUSAF—an abbreviated blessing for Geshem/Tal is put into shacharit

Olath Tamid | Amidah, and "special prayers" in English for each chag. None speaks of return

1896 (1913 to Zion or ingathering of the exiles. Instead there is language such as (for

translation, Pesach) "Wherever Israel may still suffer from the oppression of men, deliver

Chicago) Thou him...let the glad trumpet call of bodily and spiritual redemption, which
Israel of old heard at Sinai, soon ring from one end of the earth to the other, that
all nations may become Thy people, praising and revering Thee with one
accord as their king."(87) for Shavuot: "Lift on high the banner of light and
truth and virtue, that everywhere darkness, superstition and wickedness be
dispelled for ever. May the great day speedily appear when all people shall
stream to Thy holy mountain-- when Thy house shall be called a house of
prayer for all nations and the joyful shout resound from one end of the earth to
the other: O Zion, Thy God reigneth." (89)
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.

3 Regalim Musaf: Mipnei Chata'einu: ... 23 1000 1%I8% 11993 1°ROT 198

Prayerbook

and Year AN

Minhag Includes Musaf, but removes most of “13'&un *1on” paragraph, combining parts
Amerika of it with a significantly altered “Melech Rachaman” paragraph which
1857/1872 traditionally calls for the re-establishment of temple worship at the three

festivals.
STAR BB IPYR 7AW 1D WA 202 20 1°%Y O 1H07 12 BTAR PR WK
DY RNUATY M 192 WY LY RRIT YOI 1900 10V TN Tao Ak o%n AR
AN03 PR OT
MAT-22 POX N MY RYN BT WRI V=N N N 1101 DO ANRA 1M
19931 19977 1T Y IR N0a- DR Y-971-2R 115721 199 1R 0v30 oy DN
PIMING
T 92N 3NN RN ¥R D
=921 Rw2* R23-29 205%RY 901 72792 W Y T 1D 9371 RP P MR .auvn
APYN M DY Avan 1
2T 99 9 YT WA RN Y N2 AN wpAY 0000 WY
In this way, Wise removed the passages that did not correspond to his ideology,
but found passages from the prophets that could be used in their place, notably
[saiah 2:3 and 40:3-5.

Union Prayer
Book 1895

No Musaf
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Prayerbook Kedusha for Shabbat Shacharit: RN PR Y WA IR
and Year paragraph: From your place, 0 | chatimah of hashkivenu: XY 39003 150 oM
king...when will you reign in 019w N0 DM N1 AN T2
Zion...may you be exalted and | 73 R my 9 S why YR WY Ram
sanctified within Jerusalem" <Wi7ARN PRI Md1D
Traditional From your place, our King you May a new light
Ashkenazi will appear and rule over us, for shine upon Zion, and
Liturgy we are waiting for you. When may we all quickly
will you rule in Zion? Soonin merit its light.
our day, forever and ever, you
will dwell. May you be exalted
and sanctified within Jerusalem
your city, from generation to
generatton and for all eternity. Bring us in peace
May our eyes see your kingdom, | Blessed are you, Adonai, from the four corners
as the word said in the songs of | who spreads the shelter of | of the earth and lead
your might, written by David, peace upon us, upon all us upright to our
your anointed righteous one: Israel, and upon Jerusalem. | land.
Hamburg replaced with Kedusha for replaced with removed
1819 Musaf to remove this paragraph Sephardi nusach
"quickly bring
blessing and peace
upon us" but omits
"and break the yoke
of the gentiles from
upon our necks and
lead us speedily with
upright pride, to our
land.")
traditional
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Prayerbook Kedusha for Shabbat Shacharit: RN Y OV W MR
and Year paragraph: From your place, O | chatimah of hashkivenu: TTRG 7702 10 1om
king...when will you reign in DWW N0 9B 1 NR N2
Zion...may you be exalted and | 231 HRw my 93 hn why ¥aIRn DOWY uURam
sanctified within Jerusalem"” o PINT N
Hamburg Same as 1819 RN ¥ YV W MR
1841 Blessed are you, o god, TIR? 79002 W2 oM
who protects your people Hebrew only.
Israel forever. (Sephardi Parenthesis, small
formulation) Same as 1819 type.
Geiger removed "when you will reign in | Blessed are you, Adonai, retained-- Hebrew
Gebetbiicher | Zion" and "may you be exalted | who spreads the shelter of only 1% % wm M
1854 and sanctified in Jerusalem" peace upon us, upon all 7N N 0I °RD
Israel (omits Jerusalem). removed passage TINY
Einhorn's reformulated and abbreviated to removed
Olath Tamid | just the traditional responses of
1896 (1913 the weekday kedusha-- this Blessed Be Thou, O God,
translation) paragraph is removed Redeemer of Israel! (p.5) | removed passage
Minhag In the 1857 version, it is retained removed
Amerika in its traditional entirety, This is the formulation in
1857/1872 however it is placed at the end of 1857: | Follows Hamburg
the Amidah for recitation in the oY?w N 0MeT T ank T3 | 1819, using the
case that the chazzan chants a 93w KT 72 Y whY | beginning of the
repetition of the Amidah. o | Sephardic nusach of
Shabbat morning kedusha is In 1872, it is changed to | “quickly bring peace
removed in the 1872 version, as | DY@ N5 0M9R A AnX T2 | and blessing upon us:
Wise only includes a silent 73783 WYY, | but omits “break the
Amidah. yoke...”
Union Prayer | reformulated and abbreviated-- removed
Book 1895 this paragraph is removed no hashkiveinu at all removed passage
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Chart 1

Prayerbook Amidah-- for Jerusalem %
and Year Amidah-- 1 1th benediction — DT 7Y WK 3N3 (oM awn | Amidah--  W3OW man
11NMY3 PIP7 03 XYY MY Y173 19w ¥pn o2 132 WM P IMR A AT [ xR
Traditional And to your city Jerusalem, return in | (Be favorable Adonai
Ashkenazi compassion, and may you rest our God...May our eyes
Liturgy Sound the great shofar for our freedom, and raise a within her as you said, and build her | behold your
flag to gather our exiles, and gather us together from | soon in our day, an eternal building. | compassionate return to
the four corners of the earth. Blessed are you And quickly establish within her the | Zion. Blessed are you
Adonai, who gathers the dispersed of his People throne of David. Blessed are you, Adonai, who returns his
Israel. builder of Jerusalem. divine presence to Zion.
Hamburg
1819 No weekday service No weekday service there in entirety
Hamburg | the banner of freedom will be lifted up "for all who "who alone we serve in
1841 sigh in their servitude" and asked that God gather up reverence" (with
the "disowned” (rather than "dispersed” among the inserted Isaiah 2:3-- M 8¥n 11°¥» * | justification from Rashi,
people Israel o172 1 AN Brachot 11a)
Geiger "sound the great shofar of freedom and save, O Lord,
Gebetbiiche | your people, the remnant of Israel, in the four corners
r 1854 of the earth. Praised are you O Lord, who saves the | removed "and rebuild it speedily in
remnant of Israel.” our day"
Einhorn's | combined with justice and heretics: "Let O Lord, Removed
Olath freedom sound in all the regions of the earth, speed
Tamid the day when wickedness shall be no more and
1896 (1913 | selfishness shall cease from troubling the hearts of same as Hamburg in
translation) | Thy children. Thou, who loveth justice and Hebrew, translated "Be

righteousness, grant that soon Thy kingdom be
established on this earth. Then our mourning will
have come to an end and we shall praise Thee in joy.

Praised, O God, whom
alone we worship and
serve.”
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Chart 1

Prayerbook
and Year

Amidah-- 1 1th benediction —
1MM23 7P 03 XYY UMY N1 9wW3 ypn

Amidah-- for Jerusalem o5 ™
DMNMA Y WD 72103 POWM 2Wn
mam

oW 133 13073 1P IR TN

Amidah-- N3OW MR
'y

Minhag
Amerika
1857/1872

Let resound the great trumpet for the liberty of all
nations (0'nv73-53); lift up the banner to unite them in
the covenant of peace, and bring them nigh unto Thee
(7>} 0a) to worship Thee in truth. Blessed be
Thou who bringest nigh the abandoned (21171 3791 )
[In the 1872 edition, this was changed to: “who
lovest the community of nations. (3"W? n7v)]

In 1857, the traditional formulation
was retained. In 1872, the prayer
was re-formulated to read:
YOI @I MM WNYR M 133N Pw
XY 2y NM3% BIR DN WRD 1Y
T2 . TP BV IW.NR TP .0
DT Y2 113 WIpIT AN
God, O Lord, let thy dwelling be in
our midst, and let the glory of Thy
holiness shine upon us, and Thou
hast made us the people of the
covenant unto the light of the
nations. Sanctify Thy name to those
who sanctify it. Praised by Thou,
God, who art sanctified by us before
.the nations.

1857: traditional

1872: “Let all kingdoms
on earth behold Thy
light, Thy truth, and
may all mankind be
united to worship Thee.
Praised be Thou, O God
to whom, alone we
render worship.

Union
Prayer
Book 1895

Combined with malshinim, freedom for all: "grant,
O Lord, that the sound of freedom he bread
throughout all lands, and all nations enjoy the
blessings of true liberty; let the reign of wickedness
vanish like smoke...

removed

removed
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Chapter 2
Chapter 2: The Birth of Reform Zionism: 1900-1948

Introduction

As evidenced by their liturgical reforms and public declarations, Reform Judaism
was first based on a commitment to the idea of a universal ethical mission and a rejection
of the national and political dimensions classically associated with Judaism.
Theologically, Reform Judaism did not adhere to notions of exile or homelessness, nor
did its leaders aspire to any type of return to the land or ingathering of the exiles.

At the dawn of the 20" century, Reform Judaism, with its universal, anti-
nationalist notions of Judaism found itself at loggerheads with the ideology of political
Zionism, which was on the rise in Europe, Russia, and America. Reform Jews, following
the ideology of their leaders, were largely non- or anti-Zionist. However, over the next 30
years, social, political, and ideological forces would challenge this Reform theology and
the Reform political stance in regards to Zionism. The drastic change in ideology can be
seen in the evolution of beliefs held among the students at HUC-JIR: In 1900, only 17%
of the student body of HUC-JIR identified themselves as pro-Zionist while 46%
identified themselves as anti-Zionist; by 1930, these figures had switched to 69% pro-
Zionist and only 9% anti-Zionist.! After adopting a firmly anti-Zionist position in 1885,
the CCAR adopted a neutrality resolution in 1935, and a Zionist platform in 1937. What
were the forces that allowed for such a dramatic change, and how did this affect the

movement.

'D. Max Eichhorn. “The Student Body - Today and Yesterday: The results of a
comparative study of the HUC student bodies of 1900 and 1930.” Appendix to Howard
Greenstein. Turning Point: Zionism and Reform Judaism Brown Judaic studies ; no. 12
(Chico: Scholars Press, 1981), 175.
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The Rise of Political Zionism

As the second half of the 19" century progressed, many secular Jews in Europe began
to think that political emancipation was not the panacea they had hoped it to be. Anti-
Semitism was on the rise in Eastern and Western Europe—and notably, even in the
epicenters of modern culture and liberal Jewish assimilation such as Vienna and Paris.
The rise of nationalism in Europe at once reinvigorated anti-Semitism, while also
awakening nationalist aspirations among Jewish intellectuals. In February 1896,
Theodore Herzl, a secular European Jewish intellectual, published The Jewish State. In
this seminal Zionist book, Herzl called for Jews to return to Zion and establish a
sovereign Jewish state. For political Zionists, Jews were essentially “homeless,” and the
only chance for Jews to have a “normalized” existence was to have a Jewish national
home.

As outlined in the previous chapter, the notion that Jews were essentially “homeless”
was ideologically and theologically anathema to early Reform Judaism. Isaac Mayer
Wise made that clear in 1879, by stating that the goal of Reform Judaism was the
perfection of humanity through the unity and solidarity of all people: “We...believe it is
well that the habitable world become one holy land and the human family one chosen
people.””? Wise, one of the founding leaders of the Reform Movement and the founder of
the Hebrew Union College, was a virulent anti-Zionist. His opposition was not only
ideological, as clarified by his liturgy, but also political—he felt that political Zionism

was both impractical and dangerous for the Jews, and became an avowed enemy of the

? Isaac Meyer Wise. The American Israelite, 32, no. 4, (January 1879).
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platforms of political Zionism as outlined by Herzl and Max Nordau at the First Zionist

Congress:

The Herzl-Nordau scheme appears to us to be about as important to Judaism as
was Pleasanton’s blue grass theory to science or as is ‘Christian Science’ to
medicine. Pleasanton’s empiricism was at least harmless, but Herz!-Nordau’s is
so fraught with the possibility of mischief...it becomes the duty of every true
Jew to take an active part in the efforts to destroy it.’

Wise suggested that Zionism was a reaction to European and Russian anti-Semitism, a
messianic movement that gained support from poor, disenfranchised, persecuted Jews
who fantasized about returning to the past glory of Jewish nationhood. For Wise, such
Zionism was irrelevant to American Jewry—but mass immigration from Europe, coupled
with the political Zionist agitation in Europe, gave Wise cause for concern, and led him
to condemn Zionism forcefully in his CCAR presidential address of 1898:

...all this agitation on the other side of the ocean concerned us very little. We
are perfectly satisfied with our political and social position... We want freedom,
equality, justice in equity to reign and govern the community in which we live.
This we possess in such a fullness, that no State whatever could improve on it.
That new Messianic movement over the ocean does not concern us at all. But
the same expatriated, persecuted and outrageously wronged people came in
large numbers also to us, and they being still imbued with their home ideas,
ideals and beliefs, voice these projects among themselves and their friends so
loudly and so vehemently, that the subject was discussed rather passionately in
public meetings, and some petty politicians of that class are appointed as
delegates, we learn, to the Basle Congress... The honor and position of the
American Israel demand imperatively that this conference, which does represent
the sentiment of American Judaism, minus the idiosyncrasies of those late
immigrants, do declare officially the American standpoint in this unpleasant
episode of our history.*

It is clear that the early anti-Zionism of the American Reform movement was influenced

both by Reform ideology and the notion that impoverished and oppressed Eastern

3 Isaac Mayer Wise, The American Israelite, 45, no. 29, (1 9 J anuary, 1899).
* CCAR Yearbook 8, 10-12.
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European Jews were supporting an immature, irrational, and fantastical ideal that

stemmed from their pitiful political and social situation. This divide, between German
and Eastern European Jewish ideclogy, would continue to serve as a factor in later
Reform anti-Zionism.

One of the most important early articulations of the Reform Movement’s specific
opposition to political Zionism came from Dr. Henry Berkowitz, a member of the first
graduating class of HUC - JIR, a congregational rabbi and an active member of the
CCAR. In his address at the 1899 annual meecting of the CCAR, Berkowitz identified
three key reasons for rejecting Zionism. First, he argued that modernity can be equated
with progress, and that emancipation will bring equality to the Jews in the lands in which
they reside. Secondly, he sees Zionism as impractical, citing the “jealousies of the
Christian and Mohammedan worlds” * which will not allow for the Jews to take over
Palestine. Lastly, Berkowitz argued against Zionism on the grounds that Judaism is a
religion, rather than a race or nationality, and that:

the ultimate end and aim of our history is the maintenance of Judaism, not the

maintenance of Jews...Judaism has preserved itself thus far because of the

power of its ideals; the msplratlon of its precepts...These are eternal and

superior to race or nationality.®
Berkowitz’s anti-Zionism was characteristic of the leadership of the CCAR and the

Reform Movement at the turn of the century, and his anti-Zionist opinion held court at

the Hebrew Union College.

*Henry Berkowitz. “Why I am not a Zionist,” in Reform Juda:sm A Historical
Perspecttve ed. Joseph Blau (New York: Ktav, 1973), 376.
® Ibid.
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Kaufmann Kohler, an avowed anti-Zionist, became president of Hebrew Union

College in 1903. As the leader of the movement’s seminary, Kohler was able to maintain
a strongly anti-Zionist tenor among the faculty and leadership of the College. It was clear
that while the leadership of HUC was anti-Zionist, there was dissension in the ranks. In
his work, Renew Our Days: The Zionist Issue in Reform Judaism, David Polish presents
the pro-Zionist statements of HUC professors Gotthard Deutch and Casper Levias, and
CCAR leaders Bernard Felsenthal and Max Heller.” However, Kohler kept this Zionist

element in its place, and even went so far as to dismiss professors with Zionist leanings,

beginning with Casper Levias in 1905. In 1907, Kohler clashed with three professors
who had become nationalists: Max Margolis, Henry Malter, and Max Schloessinger.
The three men submitted resignations as a form of protest, and to the surprise of all
involved, Kohler z«zccepted.s However, Zionism was a taboo subject on campus in
Cincinnati until 1915, when Rabbi Stephen Wise was invited by students to come to
Cincinnati for a conference, so that Wise could persuade Kohler to allow public
discussion of Zionism on campus. This which resulted in a forceful pro-Zionist sermon
delivered on-campus by rabbinical student James Heller.”

Heller, son of Reform Zionist Max Heller, delivered a sermon that provided a
strong rationale for Reform Zionism. Using notions of the universal mission of the Jews
and prophetic Judaism, Heller argued for a renewed nationalism. While he affirmed the

Reform notion that the mission of the Jews was to “spread justice and righteousness,” he

” David Polish, Renew Our Days: The Zionist Issue in Reform Judaism
(Jerusalem: World Zionist Organization, 1976), 95-111.

% Greenstein, 11.

? For a full description of this incident, see Greenstein, 12.
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argued that the best way for the Jews to do this was as a unified, sovereign body. Heller

argued that the Jews must have a “strong body" through which its spirit would have the
capacity to act. Only through this unity of soul with body, or spirit with nation, argued
Heller, could Judaism fulfill its universal ideals.'® Soon after, Kohler addressed the
student body at the opening exercises of HUC in 1916 with a forceful anti-Zionist
message. However, his rhetoric could not hold up to the nationalistic fervor that swept

through the College after the Balfour Declaration of 1917,

Transition: 1917-1937

By 1920, Zionist activity was bearing political fruit. In November, 1917, British
Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour wrote a letter on behalf of the British
government to Lord Walter Rothschild as a leader of the Zionist Federation, stating that
the British government supported a "national home" for the Jewish people in Palestine.
The letter, known as the Balfour Declaration, was followed in 1920 with the Mandate for
Palestine, charged to Great Britain by the Allied Powers, and confirmed in July 1922 by
the League of Nations. In September 1922, President Warren G. Harding signed a joint
Congressional resolution supporting Jewish settlement in Palestine.

A Jewish polity in Palestine was quickly becoming a political fact. This had
profound impact on the students at Hebrew Union College. As Howard Greenstein
documents, the 1920’s were a decade in which the students of the Hebrew Union College

became more Zionist as part of to a return to greater religious traditionalism in general.
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