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I 

TBI LAaSUIT AGAINST DR. KOMPKBT. 

It was in the month of June, of the year 1863, that ~essrs. ftert~ 
beiser and Kompert published in the tenth issue of the Jahrbuch fuer 
Israeliten, an article fro• the pen of Dr. Beinrich Graet&, which be
ca•e the source of a trial instituted by the Austrian ~overnment and 
which led to e stormin2 controversy within the Jewish camp. The art
icle which was the cause of s o much a~itation, was entitled Die Ver
jue ngun~ des juedtschen Sta~mes. 

The publishers in compliance with the law, sub•itted a copy of the 
year-book to the authorities who bad charge over the press. As no ob
jections were made the book was freel~ distributed. It was not until 
a leudlf;.ry criticis• of the veer-book appeared in the Ni ener Gazet te 
that trouble berran. ~he increased po~olarity which the book thus re
ceived was too much for the circles of aoti-semiti sm to endure. This 
was soon ma nifested by the attacks of Sebastian 8runn er, the founder 
and editor of the Niener l~tolische Ktrchenzettun~ . Bronner wbo was 
known for his bitter assaults on Jews and Judaism, now saw a new opp
ortunity to ~ive vent to his hatred, and io the most vehement manner 
he denonnceri the 8rtdcle of the Jewish bistorien. 

In t his instance Sebastian Brunner chose a rrudent coarse. Pe ca•e 
forth not as en antd-sesite, but rather in the ostentatious ~arb of e 
champion of ortborlo1 Judaism, arraist its deriders, the author end ed
itor of Di e Yerjuen~un~ des juedischen S ta§~es. lhe ~rowtb of liber
alism at the time would never have countenanced the attacks of Bron
ner had he come out with the accn sation that Graetz ridiculed Chris
tianity. On tbe contrary, a cry would have been raised that the eff
orts cf Bronner aiMed to revive the •oeb abhorred Inquisition. Bron
ner realized that in the role of defender of a •1e~ally acknowled2ed 
reli~ioos association" bis shafts would bit tbe • ark. For socb a li
beral attitude oo bis part weuln serve as a protective coloration in 
veilin2 the motives of clericalism. 

The article in question be~ins with a discussion of tbe existence 
and nature of mortal end im~ortal peoples. In defi~in~ both the en• 

_ tbor says that mortal peoples are distin~uished from immortal peop
les, in that the latter possess the power of rejuvenation, which the 
former lack. Be says: 
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.P, 
"Die erste f robe die eine Nationalitaet fuer ihre Dauerhaftie:keit 

and faer ibre Berecbtie:ung zur nngesebmelterten Existenzeotfaltun~ 
~ 

abzalegen bat, ist ihre Verjaen~nngsfaebiakeit nacb oeberstandener 
Altersschwaecbe. Ken sie auch nor ein•al Beweise fuer ihre Aofersteb

una ans dem Grabesschlo•mer gegeben bat, dann bat sie ihre Onsterblicb
keit beurkondi(t.• (Jabrbuch foer Israeliten, pa~e3 .) 

-

Be further asserts that this quality of rejuvenation 
possession of the Jewish people. This he tries to prove 
tory and especially fro• the period of the captivity of 
ylon. Graetz iescribes the decay and exter •inatioo that 

is the peculiar 
fro11 Jewish bis
tbe Jews in Bab-
threatened the 

Jews in the Babylonian exile, and how finally "the kernel and the heart" 
be ~a n the r eenviQoratiog process which led t o the revival of the entire 
people. The "unextingoishable spark" of tbe race constituted in thi s i n
stance a small nucleus of enthusiasts ~ho "sat we epin !? by the waters or 
Baby lon" whenever they recalled the desolated sanctuary. It was from 
their mi dst that the ennoblin2 poet termed Isaiah 11, called to life a 
crumblin!! peopl e.It is fro~ the speeches of this prophet that Graetz 
concludes that l saiab believed that the people Israel is its owo Messiah . 
Ue dwells especiaJly on chap.LI! to prove his point. Bis conclusion is 
as follows: 

"Der joedisc be Volksstamm ist der Apostel. den Gott an die eoetzen
diene ri scbe, !!Ottver~essene, sittliehan~efaolte ~elt sendet. Er soil 
das Licht der Voelker sein, damit Gottes Hei l bis an die Ende n de r Er rle 
rrelan!!e. "**** 

"Israel ist aas Yessias-Volk, das ist der arosze Ge•anke dieses Pro
pbeten; es allein ist der Beiland der "elt, der das Wort der Erloesone 
in die Nacbt des Kerkers sprecben soll. Die Koeni!!liehe Oavidiscbe Nacb
kommenscbaft, anf welche die meisteo Propbeten alle Herrliebkeit ueb er
trageo babeo~ verscbwindet diesem fropbeteo vor der idealen Groesze Ge
sammtisraels. Uie verkoemaerte, veraebtete, ao 2espiene, zertretene Knecbt-
2estalt ist zo bobeo Uin~eu berufen, ~erarie dorch ihren Leidensstand. 
Die dornenkrooe welcbe das llessiesvolk 2eduldi!! ertree2t, macht es eines 
Koeniasdiadems woerdi!! . Rjn Volk dos du rch Leiden ond Tod zur Aoferste
hunrr durch die Pforten 1es ~rabes zu~ Leben erweckt werden soll, das 
bat Sinn; auf eine [ inzelpersoenliehkeit uebertragen, •ird es Carriea-
tor und faebrt zur ro11antischen Schwaermerei." (ibid. pale 11) 

It was t his idea that Israel itself is the ~essiah, and that any 
attempt to in te rpret chap . LlI and LIJI as referin~ to a sin~le ind
ividual, must be re~arded as a caricature and lead to romantic va~aries, 
wb i cb formed the basis of Brunoer ' s attacks. r he columns of the Wiener 
Kirc henzeitun~ soccened in attractio~ the atte ntion of the State 's At~ 
orney Lieohacher, with the result that a trial ensued. The indictment 

2 



accordini to tbe Austrian Gazette as translated by the Occident, reads 
as follows: 

'"The year-book for Israelites of 5624 (1863-64) contains in pages 
1-lj ae article ooncernia~ the rejuvenation of the Jewish tribe fro• 
the pen of Dr. Graetz, professor at Breslau, in which the author rest
in2 for support •• the so-called exile prophet Isaiah, endeavors to prove 
that the Jewish people itself is the Messiah, and will have to redeem 
itself thru a rejuvenation, and should not expect the comin~ of a sin,le 
person as a redeemer. By this assertion the author pots himself in op
position to the doctrine of the Messiah of the Jewish Ghurch, a reli
gieus associationacknowledged by law in Austria. The State 's Attorney 
indeed does not i n fully ~oardin~ the ri2ht of free inquiry, discover 
in this a criminal action. But the author combats in this article not 
alonewitb ar~oments, but with iosoltinrr expressions, likewise the doc
trine of tbe Messiah held by t he orthodox Jews is assailed by biru.** 
In t his wise the doctrine of t be ~ essiah entertained by the orthodox 
Jewish church i s ridi~oled, derided, and abuse d, IVhich constitutes a 
trP SPas s a[ ain s t para rr raph 30 ) of the criminal law. -'"If it however appears tbat this cri~inal attack ~as primarily 
directed a!!ainst orthod·OX Judaism it embraces plainly neverth .}• less 
fro~ a Christian standpoint the crime of disturhina reli!!ion (para
gr aphs 122a and b oft'• crim~n al law,) for according to the Christ-
ian reli~ion, especially the 1atholic doctrine, the Messiah appeared 
in a sinfle person, and is r evered as a divine persona[e, wherefore 
there is contained in stylin~ the Messiah a caricature a blasphemy, 
and this as also the assertion that tbis doctrine leads to romantic 

-

va~ariesp demon s trates a coote~pt a!!ainst the Christian religion. The 
cb ristian anrt especially t he catholic ffiost discove~ berein a hlaspbemy 
of his Mess J ah-Ch rist, and a oon t empt of his reli!!ion, siore the sym
bols of the crown of thorns, the royal diade~, the sofferiais, the 2ates 
of the !!rave, and the resurrection remind him stron2ly of his redeemer 
and of his work of r edemption . If even the Jewish author of this article 
simply ~eaot to direct his attack a ~aiost orthodos Judaism, be bas ne
vertheless, as re~ar~s the Christian religion ren~ered hi•self guilty 
of a gross ne~leet of public supervision,(paraaraph 29 and 33 of the 
present lawJ The author being a foreigner cannot it is true be pot oo 
trial here, bot t he editor of the year-book Leopold ~ompert, appears 
jus~ ly rruilty of hotb misdemeanors, as he himself confesses to have 
r ear! Ur. Graetz' 's article in ma nuscript before it was p-rinted:, and then 
handed it over to be printed . f herefore Leopold lo~pert, born in ~ueo
ch en~raetz , forty - two year s old, of the Mosaic reli2ioo, married, au-

~ 



tbor, a citisen aad reside•t of Wienna (city number 10 Braeooer st~) 
is accused of the aisdeaeanor of havin2 offended a lerally acknowledged 
religious association, punishable accordin~ to the ~eneral criainal code 
and of tbe offence of neglected supervision io poblishin, the offensive 
article, punishable accordin~ to paraRrapb 122 let. a and b of the press 
lawr and the coor.t is requested to order proceedin2s i doe fora, at 
which the article, the rejuvenation of the Jewish tribe with the re
port of the judicial police shall be read aloud.-Vienna Dec. 8, 1863 
The i mperial royal State's Attorney, Lienbacber. ! ' 
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II 

TB~ TRlAL PROCEEDINGS. 

On December 30, 1863 ~ the trial which was to decide the fate of t~ 
editor of Die Verjuen~un~ des juea ischen Stam~es , took place. When sow
moned before the court, Or. Komper t sought to undermine the ~rounds up
on which the cbar~es were based by mainteinin~ that be fe lt himself not 
~uilty of ba vin~ derided either bis own reli2ion, or of bavin~ indiret
ly insulted Christianity. 

In the first place he e~p batically objected to the use by the State's 
Attorney, of the expression orthodox Jewish doctr ine . gompert maintain
ed that be was entirely i~norant of any Jewish doctrines that were or
thodox; and that no code in Rurope or in Austria knew of any such doc
trine. The r eason for st ressin1 this po int, Or. Kompert asserte d, was 
to r eruov e tbe appearance as tbou~b Or. Graetz as author and be as edi
tor occupied as refor m J ews a hostile position toward orthodoxy. Be 
f urt her declared tha t it was imperatjve to make this f act clear, for 
the J i e ner KatoLische Kirchenzeitung, an or~an that constantly was c barrr
j nR t be JeKs w~th mn r de r, us ury and fraud, and with every thin2 disrep
ut able, was tr~io~ to r eprese nt. the so-calle~ r e form JeKs as revolution
is ts , an d as me n wbo were desirin~ t o overth ro~ t he existin~ social or
der. 

Th e indict~en t read thet Kompert was !Oilty of ri d icalin~, deridio~ 

and abusioe tbe "orthodox Jewish church~ A2ainst this Kompert alle~ed 
the non-existence of aor such institution. De co~tended that the words 
orthodox Jewi s h doctrines have been derived from a mode of viewin~ tbin ES 
that is "forei~n to oor reli ~ion~ lt is t rue that there are Jews more 
or l ess pious, and that there are certain cban~es in the litur2y which 
some Jews prefer; but the hasis~ the "doctrine proper: the complete 
foondatioP of Judaism is co mmon to every Jew who calls himself so. 
Since there is no ort ho7ox Jewish church, and no ortho1ox Jewish doct
rine, Graetz could never have insulted a reli2ion which has no esistence 
in fact .Consequently the cbar2e of Lb e Sta te's Attorney that Kompert 
was ~uilty in allowdna the orthodox Je~ish church to be "ridiculed, de
rided and abused" falls to the grou~d. 

After makin~ this preliminary point, Kompert appro~des the article 
of Graetz anrl prese nts to the court the view of the author as be sees 
it, maintainin~ that the cba r~es of the State 's Atto rney aTe hased upon 
au erroneous interpretation of tbe article i n question. 
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Be contended that the author does in nowise touch upon the doctrine 
of the Messiah. Ko•pert declared that Graetz does not say, •J do not 
belie•e in a persenal Messdah.• In fact he does not at all find tbe Mes
siah doctrine relevant to his the•e, and is therefore not concerned with 
it in the artdcle. Graetz does not even hi nt at any supposition that the 
Messiah-doctrine is a dis1at ed do~ma of Judaism. 

The thirteen articles of faith drawn op by Maimonides, in which the 
~es~iab doctrine is included, form the 2eneral confession of faith of 
the Jew. The interpretation however of these articles bas never been 
prohibited. •[]t is true that every Jew will confess,. ·•1 believe in a 
person•l M ess~ah; ' bot how, when and where he will appear bas ever been 
left free for the inQairy and interpretation of the Jews.• The very fact 
that the ar t i cle w~A ta~a o ~o be in any wise intended as an attack on 
the doctrine of the Me3siah shows that its contents were not under stood, 
asserted Ko ~pert. 

The aut hor, . in discussin~ t he rejovenatin2 power of I~rael, tries 
to account for it on historic grounds. Be takes the period after the 
exile, durin~ the Babylonian captivity, an~ eictures the abject cood-
i tions that prevailed in t he •idst of t he exiled Jews. At that time when 
Israel was on the ver1e of otter dest ruction, with hardly any apparent 
meaos of escape there ·came Isaiah and consoled hi s people. Isaiah knew 
how to awa ken the slum~erio~ spark in thei~ bear t; he converted their 
dejection in to co ur a~e , t he ir t imidity into trust, thei r inniffer ence 
into warm inte r est , and trans fo r med eve n their indolence into activity. 
Graetz quot es the writin~s of tbe prophet to suppor t bis point. This 
brin~s him to chap. LlII wbicb expounds tbe views of the prophet of the 
ex ile. In commentin~ on the pa,sa~c Gr aetz says that the fun~amental 
thoo1ht of Jsaiah is, that Israel is the Messiah people. 

"Is rael ist das ~essias=Volk , nas i5t der ~rosze Gena nke dieses Pro
pbeteo. • (Jabrboch p.11) 

The docteine of the ~essiab per se is not at all to uched upon by the 
author. Be is simply exp lainin! a scriptural passa2e, and does it in 
no other capacit~ hut that or an exeaete. 

In affir~in2 that the enti r e chapt er LIII ~oes no t refer to any 
sin~le iodiviNoal ba t to the whole people of Israel, Gr aetz bas made no 
depart ure fro m tradition. Altbo ogh this passage bas been from the re
motest ti~es variously interp reted, nevertheless the interpretation that 
bas been universally accepted was that of the autbor, declared Kompert. 
Rashi one of tbe most piouso f the comment ator s, and also Ibn Kzra con
cur in their opin ions, namelf t hat the chap ter refers to Israel as a 

whole which is destined a t some future ti~e to bring to the world the 
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Messianic kia~do•. 
Not only does the interpretation of the chapter as ~iven by the 

author of Dts Yerjuen\fun~ des Jueatschen Sta••es 1 prevail amou2 Jew
ish commentators, bot it also obtai&s aaen2 the g~eater paet of Cbris~
ian theologians. The well known Christian scholar Gesenios also adbe~ea 
to the same interpretation, that by this passage none other than the 
whole people Israel is aeant.In this instance Kompert quotes Gesenios 
ta Jr•ve ht.is .podnt. Be then turns to the phrase opoo which in reality 
the institntion of the trial was based; naaely the expression: "auf 
Eiozelnpersoenl1cbkeit uebertra~en, wird es Carricatnr und foert zur 
raaantisehen Sehwaer merei ." rhe accusation of the State 's Attornev was 
that tbis expression was meant by the author to characterize the belief 
in a personal Messiah.That is to sa~ tbe belief in a personal Messiah 
is a caricature an~ leads to romantic va~aries. 

In this sense the expression is insultio~ both to the believers of 
orthodox Judaism, and to those who adhere to tbe aoctrine of Ch~isti
ani ty and especially to that of the c~tholic church. Kompert tried to 
explain to the court that this expression of Graetz rererred to the 
meanin~ of the text. Naru~ly it is the whole chapter that speaks of Is
rael as being the Messianic peop l e; and that 1oy other interpretation 
of the pass~ ~ e is a carica t ure, and hence caunot be the meanin~ which 
tbe prophet intend~~ to convey, and must tberefore"lead to ro•antic 
varra ries;" 

Graetz could not he accused of any attempt at insultinQ reli2ion; 
for he merely expounds an interpretation which others before bi~ have 
done, anrt this in a manne r whicb is in keepiorr with the best opinions 
of both Jewish anrt Christian scholars. fhe accusation therefore of the 
State 's Attor ney tbat the author intended to offend a •1e~ally ackno~
led~ed reli2ious asa ociation," bas no 2ronnd whatever. 

Kompert then turns to the seco od accusation, namely that of indirect
ly assailin2 the Cb riatiao reli2ion; be says that be could in no wise 
anticipat e ho • any one would believe that tbe passa~e in question ~as 
intend ed a~ an attack upon the founder of Christianity. The character 
of a man sacb as Graetz woul d never dream of characterizin~ Jesus as 
a caricature. 

'"l beg your honors to reflect only ~hat · man of the least cultiva
tion, and Or. Graetz is su rely a person · of this class, what educated 
man would have the folly to say that Jesus is a caricature and would 
lead people to romantic va~aries? ~hat Jew of the least sense will say 
this? It ia a fact founded on the world's history and bas existed 1863 
~ears; who then will call Christianity the daughter of Judaism which 
bas transforaied ·the world, which has derived its ethical basis from Ju-
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is•, a caricature? Who will say that a fact of 1863 years is a roman
c va2ary?•• 
In farther defence, Koapert resorted to the personality of Graetz 
a fact satficieat io itself to do away with the sli~btest suspicion 
any attea pts at iasaltia~ reli2ioo. He explained that Dr. Graetz was 

profess or at Breslaa, and a aan acknowled2ed as a fore•ost scholar in 
s field' that the seainary in which be tau2ht was of a kind to which 
en orthodox Jews send their children to prepare theaselves as Babbie. 
• can aman wbcse 1orpose ut is tc trado thcrouably Jewish wen, insult 
s own reli2ion? Is it to be conceived that such a aan should wrote a 

e.al whdcb 1s only to be rin the circle of Je~ish readers, with the pur
se of offendin~ another religion? 
After havina soo2bt to def end ~r. Graetz for which purpose alaost 

is entire Br!n•ents are devoted, Kompert next makes some brief remarks 
n vindication of himself. Here he simply tells the court to interpret 
is conduct in the publication of the article, by the li2bt of the evi
ences which bis past record prove~. Bis antecedent deportments must 
ouch for the purity of motive in his present action. By that he meant 
bat ~is writio ~s oa2bt to show whether or not he was inclined ia any 
ay what ever to offend either hi3 o•n or any other reli~ion. 

Kom pert dec lared that often in bis novels be bad the OFPOrtu~ity to 
o ot rast reli ~ioo s differen ces in well defined lines and he eballenaed 
ny on e to point out a sin~ le passe2ein aoy of his productions •hicb 
as the s li~ht~~t evidence of hostility toward Christianity. Re left 
t to bis couna:il to read to tbe court various passnaes o f his writinas 
bie b showed that the author was filled with the deepest veneration for 
elieioo. These aad e it hardly ima2inable that the writer should be in
uced to pohlish anytbin~ which woold have as its object to insolt Cbris
ianity. Thr•u2hoot bis defeeser Kompert spoke with evident sincerity. 
specially his coocludin~ remarks were uttered with an emotion which 
l early showed that they were the result of t he speaker's nurest mot• 
ves. 

fhe defendina s peech of Kompert was followe~ b y the testiaoaies of 
be two Vienna Habb i s Mannhei me r and Horowitz, who were called in to 
ive their expert opinion in tbe case. Mannheiaer in corroboration of 
be r·acts presented by the defendant, alleaed that the ireater part of 
be Jewish eommentators_insist that chapters Lil and LIIJ of Isaiah re

to any ein~le individual, bot to the whole people or Israel. 
e also 2ave his personal view on the aatter an~ saii: •• For •Y part 

would unbesitatin~ ly adopt Graetz's explaination."' Be maintained 
urtber that be •as not voicini merely his own opinio n but that of the 
ost authoritative body er Jewr~\ . 
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•• If we we~e to meet in a council we would be tolerably unaniaeos 
that in chapter Lil the whole people in its fropbetic •ission is spo
kea or.,•• asserted Mannbeiaer. 

The State's Attorney then questioned ~annbei•er .as to bis opinion 
re2ardio2 the expressions •&arrdoatae ~ and •roaantiscben Scbwaeeaerei: 
Ldeobacher waated bia to state trhat be tbouaht the .author bad in mind 
when writin~ thea. Mannheiaer replied that by these expressions be un
derstood the author aeant the appeareoce ef the many false Messiahs du
riol the Middle Ages, which .resulted in that the Rabbis pronounced es
co•aonioatioos against those who would fis a tiae for the co~in~ of the 
llessiab. The State's AttoBoey declared that the testimony of the wit~ 
ness was cont~adictory in that Mannheimer stated: "I believe in the 
comiD~ or a personal ~essiab," and then explained that the Messiah is 
the Jewish people. To this ~annheimer replied that when be said that 
the whole Jewish people is the Messiah, he was merelJ explaining tbe 
passa~e in Isaiah , since it speaks of the mission of Israel. But this 
does not necessar.ily involve the denial of tbe co•ina of a personal 
ll essiab. 

The second witness to eive expert t esti•ooy was Lazar Horowitz, Rab
bi of Vienna, and leotorer io the beth ha•tdrash rounded by Jellinek. 
He upheld in the main the evidences presented by Kompert and ~anobeimer 

statina that he knew of no orthodox Judaism as a distinct chnrcb;assert
in~ further, that he considered the belief in a personal ~essiah to be 
essential to the faith of Jndaism, bat as r~~ards the interpretation 
of that belier as is portrayed in t~e prophets tbeee was considerable 
roo• ror variety and difference or ooinion. 

Arter the expert testimony of the two B~bbis Mannheimer and Horowitz 
bad been beard, the State's Attorney still insisted that it was the in
tention or Graetz to insult the Jewish reli2ion by indirectly denyin! 
the personality of t~e Messiah, and by eaploying the passa~e in Isaiah 
merelJ as a pretest . for his purpose. Be maintained that the author of 
Die Verjuen~ung des jugdtschen Stam•es transferred all the •lory which 
other prophets applied to the house of David, to the people Israel, and 
tbeo characterized tbe belief in the ~! essiah as a person, a carieatare 
and romantic va~ary. ~ven though the Jewish reliaioa was thereby not 
offended, as tbe testiaony of the two witnesses tried to prove, and in 
the truth of which bienbacber as a non-Jew had to admit, be neverthe
less ur2ed his second accusation; namely that the article was an cf
fenee a~aiost the do~ma of the Gatholic church. It is Christianity that 
does maiataio tbe belier in the Messi ah as a person.. Or. Graetz, io cha
racterizin! as a caricature and ro ma ntic va2ary this ~oetrioe ...,hicb 
is held sacred by the Christian, is ~uilty of the offence of insoltin~ 
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reli1ion. 
Lienbacber aaiatained that the use of espressions such as Oarriea-

t ur aad ro• antischen Soh•aer•erei are inad aissable and danceroas~wbat
ever opiaioas aad iuterpretations Jewish coaaeotators aay have in ex
plaioiag chapter LIII of Isaiah, still the Apo s tles always ref/e~d to 
it as proof for the co•in2 of a personal Messiah. In holdin1 op to ri
dicule the interpretation of the pess a1e as referrin~ to the Veasiab 
as a sin1le individual, Christianity feels itself derided; since this 
doctrine foras an iaportant tenet of faith especially of the Oatbolic 
church. Io allowing such aatter to 2 0 tbrou1h bis hands, aod in order
io! its publication, Koepert was goilty of ne2li!ence in that be failed 
to esercise due supervision over the aaterial t hat he adaitted for pob
lioatioo; this bein~ an iaportant and necessary r esponsibility which 
mos t be born hy all editors. The State' s Attorney then asked for th e 
jud ~ement of the court. 

Nest appeared Dr. Lichtenstein, the def endin! o~cil of Dr. Ko~pert . -
Re declare~ that it wa s stran~e that bis c l ient should he char~ed with 
havin~ ins ulted both J udaism and Chris tianity and tbat by one an d the 
same p assa~e. Be further ar2o ed tbat the l aw aoknowl ed~es as reli~cioo s 

only Catho l ics , Pr otestants, Jews , etc., but no pa r ticular species of 
Jews . The indietment postulates the ex i ste nce of an orthodox Je~ ish 

chur ch , a s peci es ~hich bas no e~istence in feet. 'rbis ortho dox eborch 
wbicb believes in a per sonal ~ essiah, bes been i n-s alted , s ocb bein~ 
tbe contention of the Sta te ' s !ttoroe,. But t•o competent witnesses have 
a·Jr eady estabh:sbed tbat .Jo1\at:s11 j s a unlit aod c annot be dov•Hed in to 
s ects of or thodox and r efo r m Je ~s . 

To consti tute an offence of relie ion a doctrin e of t hat re li~io n 

mus t be shol\'n to he t.ra rl uced , eontenrl ~1i "lr. Ll c'1 :. i , ' i_ ' · fut J ud vis·• 
bas no definite doctr i nes of fai t.h, it possesses no pa r t.iculer eri;icles 
o f be lief. ft hos hot one doama r neme J y the existence aod un i t y of God . 
[ ve r yth ine el se i s l errjt i mately snbject to spec ulat i on end cootraversy . 
t~is wa P estab lished by the two Vien na Hahhis. Judais~ f i nds itself 
ther e fore ne i t.her off ended nor Lra ~ uoed by tb e puhlication of Die Ve r
jue n• un g des j ue d i schen ita~~ss . 

The couttcil next u r~ed thaL t o be Kui l ty of an offence, the i~tent 

t o orfpnrl~ i be pr esent. In t his case it is clear tha t i t was far fro~ 
the intention of tbe arrnse~ to insult any reli~ion . And oo Lbis point 
the indictment i t se l f i s oo wplete l y si l ent. The aocosed i s tben inno -

cent of the first char~e Khich t he cou r t fdnds its elf compelled t o dr op. 

Dr. Ldc hLenstein Lhen turned to the second pa r t of the accusation , 
name l v that tbe a r ticl e jndir ectl• atta cked the doctrines of Ch r istia-
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nity, and especially those of the Catholic church. Ee showed that even 
Cathelic exe2etes often denied the epplicability of t he cheeter LJII 
of Isaiah to Christ as the Messuah. Competent scholars such as Or.i£eo 
and Rosenmueller, whom Rabbi Mannheimer guoted, bold that the cbaptens 
LII and LIII of Isaiah refer not to any single individual, bot to the 
whole people of Israel. Be further made the distinction between an at
tack on the exegesis of a passage and an attack on the subject which 
the passage h•Jfened to treat of; declarin~ that the attack on the ex
e2esis of a passage cannot be punishable, and that such is the case here~ 
for the aaterial part of tbe offence, namely "disturbing reli~ion" is 
absent. 

On the charge that Kompert is guilty of negliQeoce as an editor in 
that he failed to exerci~e doe care in the puhlication of the articl~, 
Dr. Lichtenstein declared that t he edJtor bad before hiw the work of 
a ma o who had never written a polemic al •atter in his life. In addition 
to that Graetz i s known as a scdeotific man, occupyin~ a position of 
prominence in the commo~ity. The essay Di e Verjuen~ un t des juedtschen 
Sta mmes , bas nothing to do witb Christianity, end even the sio~le pas
sa~e upon which the whole cbnr~e is based, bas oo allusion to Christi
anity whatever, when it is taken in the plain ordinary sense. Tbe edi
tor could not conceive tha t eny on e woolrl invent an exposition of the 
passage in question to t he extent of making it allude to Cbr dstianity, 
and tbat in a dero ~atory ma nn er; a thine which the te1t neither diree t 
ly nor indirectly conveys. 

The decision of t he court •as that Kom~ert was not ~oilty of tbe of
fence of insultin~ an"acknowled ~ed reli~io ns association", but eoil-
ty of traos rr ressi n~ para~ rapb 30 or tbe press-law, since his conduct 
constituted a ne~lect of duty, in that he fail ed to use his powers of 
supe rvision incumb ent upon every editor. gompert was condeEned to a fine 
of f orty florins, or in default of payment of the sum, to a prison coo
fioe weot l as tinrr ei~ht days. The court also ordered tbat the yearbook 
for Israelites of the year 1863-64, shall not be allowed to circulate, 
and that t he copies be destroyed. 

As reasons for th e decree, the court sustained itself 011 tbe fact 
that two con1etent wdtnesses bad affirmed the prevalence of diver1ent 
views amun~ Israelites re~ ardin~ the Messianic belief. As far as Jud
aism was concerned the article harbored no insult. The court however 
saw in the expressions Oarricatur and romanttschen Schwaer me ret, a 
deroeatory reference to the Savior tbrou~h which the divine person, 
and consequentl y God Bi~self was derided. The offenee of disturbin2 re
li2ion is thus established; hence the justification of tbe penal ty ie
posed. 
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III 

TBE CONTHO VERSI IN JK~ISB CJRCLES. 

I The trial at Vienna created quitP. a stir in the circlea of Jewry • . 
The proceedin£s at the trial, especially the testimony of the two wit
nesses, Rabbis Mannheimer and Horowitz, was so marked in its effect, 
says the Occident, that it threatened to have "very serious consequen
ces" within Jewish ranks. Fo r a ti~e the Jewish publications in Europe 
beca•e the arena for contraversy. Invectives were burled by ene 1ronp 
afeinst another with such force and vehemence as to arouse the various 
shades of Jewish opinion to ass ume crystallized forms, and to stand out 
in bold contrast to each other. Not ouly was Kuropean Jewry in seeth
iue: conflict, but also the lestern ~orld found Jews arr~ed •ttainst 
each other in a battle of words. 

fhe controv ~rsy be~an when Or. Israel Bilries heimer, Rabb i of Eisen• 
stadt, issued a protest a ~ainst tbe views expressed at th e trial by the 
wdtnesses who zave the expert testiliony. fbe prot es t proper contained 
no reference to persons, bot, was concerned ~ai nly with layin~ down the 
basis of difference l.hat exist.ed, in the opinion of Hildeeheilier, bet
ween the orthodox and the reform ca~ps. The reason for the protest, Ril
deshei~e r said, wa s to co unteract any •isconception that mi~ht arise 
as re~a rds tbe na tu re and suhstanoe of Judaism. ln com~eoting on tbis 
protest , D!e Neuze!t of January 29, 1864 says: 

" Die Zuscb rift en weiche wir von versc hiedenen Seiten ueber die Bil
deshei me r iscbe A~itat ion er helteo, best aetiet nor uosere Ver•otboo~ 
rtasz der aisen~t aedte r ZeloLe ziemllch isoliert mit seiner ftueblerei 
dasteht." 

Bow erroneons this idea was can be seen from the fact that the pro
test wa~ sup ported by the siQoatures of one hundred and twenty one 
Rabbis, some of wbom belon~ed to the most eminent men of Huo2ary, Ger-- --many, and Holland. The Bildeshei~er decJar.ation as reported in tbe Oc-
cirlent of June 1864, reads as follows: 

'"ln consaqoence of the expressions of opinion before the hi!h im
perial court in ~ieo oar on t~e 30 ult., on occasion of the press-trial 
which was of a kind to call up amon~ faithful I s raelites ~reat rearet 
and a deep emotion, the undersi~ned f ind themselves in duty bound to 
declare as follows: 

••Judaism consists in the l aws and verities of faith communicated 
to us by God in the writLen and oral law; whoever denies any one of 
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these verities of faith or the obli2atiooo!!! of •nY one of these l~•El 
stands on a par with hi• who rejects the whole Sinaitie revela:tiaa. 

'~A•oo2 the verities of faith handed down by revelation beloars the 
i•movably firm trust in the future comin2 of a personal ~essiah out of 
tbe stem of Qavid; wherefore the abro~atioo of that belief •ost be re
garded as a denial of the divine revelation vouchsafed to Israel. 

•• Whoever ldves aceordior to the Taleudieal writin2s in which the 
totality of the oral law is contained, and according to the religious 
acts which are based on the same, is orthoaox, a true believeing Isra
el it"' and can find satisfaction only in sonb a communal life , io wbicb 
be bas the security of bein~ able to observe exactly the Jewish reli
gio ns las. 

'
8 Tbe subscribers have dee•ed it oecees•rY to publish this, in or

der to counteract as speedily as possible any miseonoeption which could 
ori~inate f ro m the declaration of opinion made at the aforesaid trial . 

••In the month of Sbebat 3664, (January 1864)~ 
Or. Bildesbeiwer wrote to Rabbi Vass el or Grosz-Kanischo, asking him 

to permit the latter's oa~e to appear on the protest es one of its sup
porters. Fassel wbo was one of the pioneers of modern culture, was by 

no weans in sympa thy with the declaration, since he himself introduced 
many a reform which would not ~holly coincide witb tlie fised opiiioas 
of strict octhodox1.In direct answer to Bildesheimer, Fessel writes in 
Die Neuzeit of January 29th: 

MSie babeo durcb !hr Hundscbreihen***zwe; ebrwnerdi~e "eenner Isra
e l s verunrrlim~ft, verketzert, els On~laeubi~e bin und den Verleu!nero 
der sio&i tischen O ffeobarun~ ~leicb~estellt." 

Uass e~ states in words the meanin~ of whi~b cen hard ly be misunder
stoo d that the testimony of the two witnesses, Habbis Mannheiaer and 
Borowitz 1 was in full conson auce with the beliefs and teacbio~s of Juda
ism. Be goes even further thao ·tbat, and says what neither Yannbeimer 
nor Rorowit~ had ever intended to say, nasel~. that the belief in the 
co~io~ of a personal Messiah from the stem of David, does not belon~ 
to the do~mas of Judaism. In this wise be ju$tifies bis refusal to 
si2n the protest, , since it ~oes not contain a correct statement of Ju
dais1i''s tenets of fait.b. lie says: 

8 Aber sind Sie aocb oeberzeu2t dasz die im Fol~e des am 30 Oezember 
v.y. verhandelten Preszp ro zesses 2eschebenen ·Aeuszerun2en, ja so~ar der 
inkri•inirte Artikel selbst, ein Do2•a des ~odenthams ne2irt oder auch 
nur .ana:reift? Schererlicb! flaben Sie hefor Sie ein so "eittraa:endes Ge
scbosz le~en zwei ehrwuerdi~e Nestoren de r jue~ischen ftissenschaft ab
feorten, na~b2edacht, ob naeb den Ausspruecben des ralmuds und der jue-
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dischen Aatoritaeten der Glaube an die eiasti~e Ankanft eiaes persoea
licben Messias ••e de• Sta••e Davids wirkl i cb zu den Do2•en Israels 1e
boere, so dasz die Verleagnoa1 dieses Glaobena als eine Lea2non~ der 
geetlicbea Offenbarun2 so betracbten ist? Scbwerlichl" 

In a rather sarcastic fashion Fessel alleges that Bildesbei•er most 
have failed to notice the various i•portant passa2es both in the Tal-
s od and elsewhere tb~t treat of the question of the oo ain2 of a perso-
nal Messiah, and that class this belief as bein2 a matter not essenti
ally part of the faith of the believio~ Jew. Fessel quotes Rabbi Hillel 
who savs that Israel does no t expect the coain2 of tbe ~essiah. (San
hedrin~ Hi llel believed in the comin~ of a ~essia nio a!e aaintained __,, 
Fessel, in which peace and prosperity shall remai n unbroken. 8illel be
lieved in the •ission of Israel as portrayed by the prophets oaaely, 
that Lsrael is to be the redeemer of all humanity. Even s uch a man as 
&illel denied the belief in the comin2 of a personal Messiah. Be writes: 

"Gewisz hat aocb dieser Rabbi an die prophetische Zokonft ~e~laobt, 
'wo die Eanse Rrd e ein beilieer Gottesber~ seio, wo nieht ~efre!elt nod __ 
niebt verd erbtwe rd e; wo die ~anze ~enschenwelt voller Kr keot oisz r,ottes 
seio wird~ wie Gewaesser dis Mee r bedee tcen; wo ein evi~er, uoonterbro
cbener ~ riede berscbe, ~ar ke io Grun d zo ireeod eine~ Zerwoerfnisse vor
baodeo seio wird ond die Voelker ibre Sehwertef'ttzo i~beln ond ibre Spi
esze zu Hippen ver~andeln werden,' u.s.w. diese Zokooft kann er un~oe~
ljcb ~~leo2net haben; denn das waere ja eine Uemolition der ~anzen Pro• 
phetie, ein Aofhebong de r he ili~e n "ission Israels , nod eine Ne2i r une 
des Endzweckes deR ~cnsehen~esohlechtes. Sondern d~r p ersoenlio~ ~es

sias, der da ko~aen soll znr ~ierle rh erst e Jlun ~ des Reiches Zion, hat 
er hlosz abroeirt; ~ar oou Babbi Hillel ei n Verleo~uer der sinaitischen 
Orfenharoo~? Orle r ba t oicht vie l mehr Albo r echt, dasz eine Glaobenssaehe 
welche bei eioem ta l mudischen ll ah bi ~eleo~net wird un~oe~lioh zo den 
G leuh~nsartikeln ~eh ocren koenn e.• 

rassel then takes op the opiodoo of ~ aimooides as re~ard s the belief 
in the comin~ of a personal ~ essieb. He says that the author of tbe 1' 
articles of fa·j th who put the belief in the personal ~essiab as the 12th 
prdacdple io the confession of the believin2 Jew, never meant to sta•p 
as unbeliever him •ho would r eject this pri nciple on the 2roonds of its 
bein2 in iocompatihility with t he dictates of reason. Jor ~aimonides 

bi~self, by exclud i nrr this princjple from the di&cossions in the Moreb 
Ne~o kim, fro• those chapters where only philos ophically verifia~le 
articles are treated, confesses that a beli ef in this principle •ost 
rest on other 2roond s tban those of r eason, anrl syJlo~ism. Kven in the 
ffilchot rshoba{3,6), where the belief in the comin~ of a personal Mes
siah is dealt with at lenrrtb, ¥.aimonides only neprives the denier of 
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tbie belief ,of tbe enjey•ent of eternal salvation, bat io no wise does 
be ati2•atize hi• as an infidel. 

The belief in the co•ing ef a personal Messiah could only be a se
condary principle with Maiaooides,maintains Fessel, for the author of 
the Moreb hi•self ad•its that the wise •en and the prophets of Isra-
el never dreaaed or the •at.erial conqoest3 of the nations of the earth; 
and tbat Israel should be the rulin2 power of the world. It was the 
lessiaoic a2e that was of priae importane•; the a~e in wbi eb peace shall 
reign uninterruptedly throo~hoot the land of all nations; in whieh there 
shall be no han~er,no pain, no soffe~in~, no war, in which the sole oe
eopation of all •ankind is to be the worship an~ reverence of God. It 
is this ~olden aee that is the end, the !Oal to be striven for and 
aehieved; and the ~essiab is at best a means to the attainment of this 
~lorious.eod. Maimonides could therefore never have meaut that that 
which i s bot a means should in itself be regarded as one of the essen
tial and indispensable pillars of the faith of the Jew. 

Fasse l calls attention to bis work Die mosaisch-rabbinische 9e ligi
onsl e hre , in which tbe 12th ~aimooidian article of faith is explained 
in the spirit of the ~ essiani c age. Be sayg that God shall raise a ~es
s iah (out of the stem of David,) throo~h whom Israel shall be redeemed 
and raised to a standard of eicellence. All hnmanitv shall then be en
lirrbtened and shall recoqoize thP true God , and shall live with each 
other as brothers in lov e and in perfect concord. Be fortber declares 
t hat Graetz was by no means tbP first one t~ declare Israel as a ~es
sianic people, proclai~in~ its aission to the world without recourse 
to a personal Messiah. Fassel is''t>er fect accord •itb Or. Graetz as re-• 
fards tb e int erpre t a t ion 3f chap terLilI of Isaiah, as referrin~ not to 
a sin~le indivinual ~ot to the ~hole peop l e of Israel. Be is of the 
opinion that there exists no cont radic tion between tbi~ view and tha t 
of Maimoni des . Accorriin ~ to "aimonidef there shall arise one who shall 
be the resto rer of the kingd om of Zio n, but the eissioo is thereby not 
ende~, for the whole ea rth must be woo for the canse of God. 

Tbron~h whom shall this mission be r ea lized? Tbroo~h the kin~ly ~es
siab? fbat woul~ be i~po ssib le . ~ven ~aimooiies was fully aware of this, 
for be discuss es it in his com~e nt ary to the ~ish oa Saobe~rin, Perek 
Cbelek. Tbe ~essiah shall only he the r edeemer of Israel, who is to 
briD! it to the kin!dom of Zio n. Israel shall then throo~h the ~ractice 
of justice en~ ri!hteous ness he successful in winnin! all the nations 
to the complete and permanent recorrnition of God.Thea will tbe ~ropbe
BY beco•e trae, "that the whole world shall be foll of the ~lory of 
God as the waters cover the sea." 
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Israel,aoeording to Mai•ooides, who expects the comin~ of a pe~so
nal Messiah, is in the end to be the Messiah of the world. Bow tbeo 
can it be said that Graet• ia Die Yerjueng un~ des jueatschen Sta••es 
has abrogated the belief in the cominQ of apersonal Messiah? For Graetz 
does not depart from the principles set down by ~aimonides, as re~ards 
tbe mission of Israel, and as regards the one wbo is in the end to 
brin2 that mission to its full realization. The testi~ony of the two 
witnesses Mannheimer and Rarowitz have certainly not done so, when they 
endorse~ the opinion of Graetz. 

As further proof for Graetz's proper and legitimate position, Fessel 
turns to Moses Sofer, chief Rabbi of Fres~barg. The latter was asked ~ 
whether or not he re~ards the belief in the comina of a personal Messiah 
as belon2in~ to the fundamental articles of the faith of Judaisa. To 
this be answered, that it would be impossible to believe that the re- I 

demptioo of Israel is one of tbe ~round s upon which Judaism rests, aud ' 
t I t . f ol'le . • la 1t orms ~ of ~ts necessary bases, and 1f tbat be removed the whole 
of Judais m must fall. Hassel guotes Moses Sofer as sayin~ that, even 
if God were to desire that Israel should ever remai n in the exile, an a 
cootioue to exist sp rearl throughout the entire world, Judaism would 
even tbeu continue to exist upon a solid foundation. Thus Fassel adds 
another authority to support bis contention that tbe belief in the per
sona L Messiah does not form one of the essential do~~as of Judaism. 

~oses Sofer in statio~ his view says, that if the existence of Jud
aism as a faith could only be maintained op~ n the belief in the comio~ 
of a personal Me3siah ao d upon the r edea~t ion of Israel, it would mean 
that God is only worsbi~ed because Gf the bounties that are in store 
for those tba~ pa~ Him bo s a~e. Such cannot be the case, for God must 
be reco~oized ~ithoot the bope of reward, an~ witboot the •fruit of the 
land and all that is ~ood thereof f he vouchsafed to the believers in 
the faith of Jurtaism. 

The article of Graetz as well as the testimony or tbe two wituesses 
Rab bis ~annbeimer and Ilorowit z snstained a most severe attack from the 
~esh urun, tbe acknowledged 'r2an of strict ortbo~oxy. In that perio~i
cal, the writer Or. J. G u~nbeimer, Rahbi of Kallin, con~eaus the essay 
ot Graetz anrt its suppo rters as a tbin2 a2a~nst which the consciousness 
of every Je• must revolt. 

Ur. Gurrenhei•er re~ards the article Dia Verjugn~un~ ~es juedischen 
3t~~~es, as on-Jewish in ch aracter . This eonrleanation of Goqeobeiaer '~ 

ia based on the faet, that Graetz in bis essay supports the belief in 
the existence of a pseudo-Isaia h. Accordiorr to him it is saerili1ious -tomaiotain that the last 27 chapters of Isaiah, especially tbose treat-
in! of the restoration under Cyrus , shoul~ have be en writtea by an un-
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known cooteaporary or the Babylonian exile. The edict of Cyrus per
alltting the people to return to Palestine, aeotiooed in these chapters 
are therefore according to the supporters or the belief in the exist
ence of a post exilic Isaiah, a vaticioium post eveotum . This view de
nies special prophesJ, and shatters the correct opinion re2ardin2 the 
authenticity of the canon. 

Graetz's essay is further denounced by the writer in the Jescrurun, 
oo the iround that it pictures events in a li~bt which is wbolfy untrue 
accordin~ to tbe known facts of history. The sof ferings of tbe Jewish 
people, the ill-usa~es and oppress ions to which they were subjected in 
the later European dispersions, are ascribed by Graetz to the period 
of the Babylonian captivity, altboolh histor y, Gu2enbei• er says, is i E
noraot of any Jewish oppressions durin~ the exile in Babylon. On the 
contrary, the advise which Jeremiah ~ave to the Hebrews that they should 
carry oa a g; r.i cul tore, hudld b ou3es·, establ:lsll f smilies and multiply in 
tbe land, and pray for the country's safety, clearly shows that there 
was no s uch thin~ as oppression for the Jew, since Jeremiah re~ arded 
the peace of Isra e l aR bein~ dependent upon the , eaee of Babylon. 

c7~ c~7 n,n, ~ot7~J ,~ (JeremiahXXIX 5) 
Furthermore the position occupied by Daniel and bis friends at the 

royal table, and the favor which Oaoiel enjoyed at the bands of the kin~ 
certainly do not point to an, persecutions of the Je- . Kve o when the 
r oyal per•ission was 2iven for Israel to return to Palestinian soil in 
order to r eb uild the temple, only a very small portion of the people 
took advanta2e of the opportunity. Nor were thos2 that went to Pales
tine, the elit~ or the people, as Grae t z would have it. Graetz charac
terizes in poetic fas hion tbeselect few who returned to rebuild the 
Temple, as the ones r esponsih le for the r e juvenation of the Jewish 
tribe. 

"Das war der diama11tene Ke ro des 'oozerstoerbaren Rooecbelebens' von 
de• die Aoferstebun~ und die Ne uverjueo~on~ ausaina,~ sa~s Graetz. Gu
~enhei er •aiotains that quit e the contrary was the eaee; tbe decayio~ 
element in Palest ine was resto r e~ to a flourisbin2 condition precisely 
by those people who reaa ined in Oabylon. The characterization or Graetz 
is entirely out of ha r mony with Lhe facts when be says: 

• Diej eni ~en , we lche he r eits ueber ei n halbes Jahrhondert dort an~e
sdedelt waren,***ver~aszen das verlorene Vaterland, das zerstoerte Je~ 
rusale~ , den verbraooteo Tempel.*** Diese nah•en schnell den babylon
ische o Goetterco ltus an---. " 

~or it was Rahylon th at later furnished the vitality to re-eovi10-
rate the witherine colonists in Palestine. Gu~enbeia~r tb~~erore eon-
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elodea that Judais• as well as science aast atigaatize tbe essay of 
Graetz as a fa~se and an untenable presentation of the troth. 

It is peoaliar that Guge~heiaer who attacks Graetz's essay from both 
the historic and orthodox view-point, declares it 2oiltless as far as 
tbe •aio cbarge, , na•ely that of denyin~ and ridiculing the belief in the 
co•in~ of a personal Messiah; upon which the whole trial was instituted. 
Gu2eabeiaer says that the Jewish teacbin~ regardin~ the comin~ of a per
sonal ~essiah is in no wev repudiated by the essay ofGraetz. Be admits 
that Graets is not very piai" in countenaacin2 in bis article tbe be
ldef in a personal Messiah. Nevertheless no direct denial of the belief 
is in any way expressed. 

On the contrarv,it clearly states that the majority of the prophets 
traasfer the splendor of the Messiah to a kio2ly descendent of David. 
Gu~enheimer regards the article as far as its expressed views concern
ine the belief in the ~essiab,, as in no wise affordin~ a cause for 
cri•iual char~es. 

The most viQorous of the attacks of Gueenheieer are directed arrainst 
tbe testimonies of tbe Rahbis Manobeiaer and Horowitz, wbo were called 
to the trial to offe r their espert koowled~e for the cause of the defend-,, 
eat. fbe criticism which Gu~en heim er makes of the t~imonies of the two 
witnesses, is that they did no t me et the object of the charge directly, 
bot resorted to rreneralitie~ that shoal~ in no •aoner have been touched 
upon. In stead of removin~ the ~rounds for the char~e that the essay 
deride~ the Jewisb doct rine of the personal Messiah, the witnesses in
troduce~ the peenliar ·questioo of whether or no there exists an ortho
dox Judais~. Instead or support.in~ t he ~oiltle ss ness of the ess ay ou 
the ~rouods that the doctrine or the personal ~e~siabis nowhere ridic~ 
uled nor denied, nod hence Judaism cannot fin d itself insulted, the wit
nesses went about to treat a question tha t bad aecordin2 to Gn~enbeimer 
no bearin~ on the case, wbeo they be~an to inquire whether or no J uda
ism is a substantial «ell-defined thio~, that can be eit her denied or. 
affireed, honored or ~eride~. 

Re characterizes the statements of the two Habbi s, cancernin~ the 
nature of Judaism, as a bein~ po ss essin~ the ~oality of India robber 
elasticity, which ••Y be stretched Lo any leo2tb and form, without 1os
iu~ its essential essence. !ccordio[ to the testi•ony of the two wit
nesses, G u!?enh~r says, Judaism can harbor any opinions however co o
t radictor,, for it has no tenets of fait h, no articles or do~mas of be
lief; hence it can neither be denied, derided, nor ridiculed. Such a 
substance he r e!ards as wholly incooceiva~le. The question as to the 
existence of an orthod ox Jo~aism, and the ne~ative answer ~iven to it 
hy the testimony of tbe two expert wi tnesses, is too much for Goqeobeim
er to endure. He sta~ps the reply of the Rabbis as the result of the 
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crudest fora of i~norance. 
If lodais• bas no positdve basis, what kind of Jews are Mannbei•er 

and Horowitz? Go~enbei•er askei Has Judaism no principles by which it 
can be distinguished? Bas it oo articles or faith, to be either coofessed 
or denied? The replies of t he two witnesses to the questions pot to 
them at the trial, and their claiw that there are no sects in Juda-
ism, are in the opinion of Gu~enbeimer, the result of a deliberate at
tempt to shut one's eyes to the truth, to the facts as they really and 
openly exist. 

Th e chief attack of 9 ucrenbeimer is prompted by the question put to 
Maonhei111er by tbe coanpl of the defendant,and the ror ai er's reply. Or. 
Lichtenste i n asked Uannbeimer :" Does there exist an or thodox J uda i sm?" 
To t his Mannheimer ans wer ed that be was iu duty bounrl, and in the int
erest of Juda i sm to decl are that there existed no sepa ration within th e 
Jewish people. Ne dec lared that he harl alre ady marle this point clear 
whe n in t he year 1840 he was as ked whether the Jewish oath in anv for m 
i s bi ndina on both the orthodox and the reform Jews. Fe ewphatically 
as se r ted that no sec ta ri anism whatever ~as to be found within the ran ks 
of Jewry. "annbei~er admitted the preva l ence of a ll sort s of opinions 
r e~a r a in !! t he teechinns of Ju~aism . Rut in spite of all thes e there was 
never an outsp oken s chis~. Ee pointed to the Karaite s as the only sect 
wHhin which tbe rlistin!!oishifl!! "lll9"ks a re so !!rent as to sepa r ate its 
members fro [ the r est of tbe Jewish peop le; hut this sect i s rapi dly 
dise p pearin~ . The Jews are io ueneral the so-called ra bbinical Jews. 

In sp ite of the diver~eot views which Judais~ harbors, the re has ne
ver come s uch marken c l ash inrr ant auonisms as differentiate Catholics 
fro ru Protes tants , wit hin the fold s of the Jewish people. Yannhei~er al
le~ed that there obta ins among Jews , just as everywhere else, persons 
entertaioin R opinion s thDt a r e either st rict or lex; there are people 
who are free-thinkin!, and others who are bi~oted. There are those that 
are more be l jevin! in thou~ t t, and others more believin~ in words. The 
only c ha nges that were made, especially in Austria, deal with the lit
ur ~y, an d are of matters pure l y for•al in character, socb as the wor
ship and its mode of expression, so that it may be more intelligible 
to the ~orshi~ers and coincide more folly witb the aesthetic tastes 
of tbe times. The esseoce of faith, the part that ieals with the fun
damenta l s of Judais~ is the sawe as of old. The sohstance of the prayers 
or the Jews · in Aust ri a as wel l as e l sewhere, is the same as that of all 
Jews fro• 'ti11e imn1e a10ria1. 

It is a~aist these view s expreeied iy . the · Vi~nna Rabbi, that Gucreo
h~imer vi ~orou sly directs bis attacis. ro say tbat there was no split 

19 



ie the ranks of Jewry is simply to close one's eyes to the glaring facts. 
Gogenheimer is es,eeielly resenting the statement of Mannheimer coneero
iog the changes in Judaiss, which the latter says refer only to exter- -
oals. To the declaration of ~anoheimer that there exists no orthodox 
Jndaism, nor a eon-orthodox Judaisa, Gu1enbeimer adds, surely such things 
do not exist • . Th~re is only one Jodais• bot it does not harbor all sorts 
of conflicting beliefs;Jodaism is of one kind only. It is an e•bodimeot 
of ideas so fixed and so fir~ly constituted, that every ste' outside 
of this embodiment alienates us from its limits. A non-orthodox Juda-
ism is therefore no longer any Judaism. 

"ls not tbe man who publicly viel~tes the Sahbatb on a par with the 
apostate?" Gu~eohei~er asks, are there ·oo criteria by which orthodox 
Judaism can be distin~uisbed from non-orthodox Judaisa? Bow can any one 
who bas eyes to see rail to notice the lar~e mass or those who profane 
the Sabbath publicly, who disre~ard at hoae as •ell as outside its li
mits, all the dietary laws, and for whom the Jewish ad~onitioos and 
~uides for chastity no lon[er exist; who do not even circuacize their 
children, who declar e as old-fashioned the Yosaic as well as the Rabbi
n~cal laws~ ' ow can anv one maintain that these people are still witbiu 
tbe fol ds ol Judaism? It is not merely belief that djstin~oishes a per
soo as a Jew• lt is adherence to tbe Jewish laws that confer upon bi~ 
that privile2e. ~ hat kind of Jews a r e those whose spicific Jewish cha
racter is embraced in their birth, the cemetery, and at the utmost,"an 
boor of devotion on the day of Atone•ent?" 

GuQeoheimer tbeo 2oes on to define Judais~ declarin2 tb&t only those 
are to be termP.d ~ews who adhere in practice to its teachin~s. 

"Vor Gott, vor der Gescbicbte, vor der ~ahrhejt, vor dem Urtheile 
jedes Onbefan~enen sind und bleiben nur die ortbodoxen, nur diejeoi~eo 
welche das schriftlicbe und muendliche Got tesQesetE oebst auf demselben 

.berubenden rabbinischen Praeventivbestimmon~en und Anordnuoaen, els die 
ooverbroecblicbe Nor~ ihres ~anzen Lebens betrachteo, die wabrbaften 
Anbeeo~er des ~escbichtlich oeherkom•enen Jodent~oms.• Js~urun ~o-VIII. 

It is all of the Mosaic and all of the BabhioicaJ law that constd
tutes the funda me nta l code for t he conduct and life of the Jew. This 
code is not to be meddled witb, it is sacred, hence it is fized and 
definite, eternal aorl onchan~in~. 

The distinctdon is further made by the Rabbi of Kollin, between Ju
daism and Jewdom. Be maintain s that it is a aross error to confuse the 
two. J ewdom embraces within its folds all those who •ere born from Jew
ish parents. Conduct plays · no pa~t in this destiny which is divinely 
appointed and over which wa n bas no sa,. ~ven the moqt distant shades 
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of belief held by those of Jewish pare•ta2e can in •O ~ise take the• 
eot or the pale of Jew•om. Net even baptis• itself oan oodo~ the cha
racter fixed by the band of God in the act of birth. · Judaism .is a sys
tem of beliefs and practices which can be eit ber adhered tc, or depar
ted from, a matter dependant upon the will of man. One aay therefore 
be within the ranks of Jewdom and yet be estran2ed from Jodais•. 

To say that there exists no schism in Jewdom is a viol ent denial of 
eviden t. facts, which can only be sincer ely made by one who bas no access 
to those Jewi~ h circles where such conditions prevail. Go!eobeimer dec
lares: 

"--s o raetse lhaft musz es ersche in en , wean ueber faktische Verbael t 
aisse, ueber offen vorlie!en de Thatsachen hei deren Schil rie rang der Un 
befan!eoe die ! nflu enz ei11er pe r ~oenlichen Meinuo 2 !Sr ni cbt ~enkhar zo 
ha l ten ver ma2, l r klne rungeo nbrre!eben werden. welch e auf der einfachen 
~egatioo von Znstaenden beruhen,deren r eale 11.xistenz so noto riSJ'h ist , 
dasz men die Leu~oun~ derselben our hei demjeni~err , de r die Kre~e in 
de nen J eoe Zosteen~e sich man ifest ireo nie ~ubeebacbteo Sele2enbeit 

<:,/ 
h a t t e , f o er mo e id i c h h a 1 t en s o l l t e • " Jes>.. h u r u n No • V I. p. 19 0 • 

GuLside of t he Samaritans an d tbe ga r eites , ~u! enheimer maintains , 
th ere exists in Jewrv a sepa r at.ion, a cl ee. va !!e so dis t.inct that i t was 
even f ea rl ess ly adwittea by t he r ep resentatives of the Heform party. 
Here Gugenheime r quo tes Aesi, who in the year l E, 7, ( hnovck lop aedie Sec
t.ioo 27 . rh. S. j 12) divi ded the .Jews in Lo Rabni nical J e~s , into t.he ffa-

~ 

~ aiLes who believe in the Bib l e so lely, and into '" deok~ l eehi!ebiblisoh-
"' e P. " f he les t me ntioned inte rpret the Hible iu acnordance with tbe dic-

tates of Lbe spirit of science and the gui~anoe of reaso n. 
G u aenhei~er next !!ives an excerpt of the proclamation made by tbe 

130 member s of th e He for m Jewish COD !!regation of Berlin in t he year 
1845 , in order to establish the po iint, of the ellis tence of s e&ts in Ju
dais~ similar to those that prevail in Christendoa, of whom the Cath
olics and tbe Protestants are tbe exa~ples. The part quoted read s : 

'" Das alte rabbinische Jo~enthum mit seiner festen Basis, bat keine 
Basis •ebr in uns--. nir koenoeo nicbt mehr Gebote beobacbteo, die ke~ 
en Keis tiaeo Geba l t in un s habeu, nod oicht eineo Codex els onveraen
derliohes Gesetzbocb anerkennen, rt er das nesen und die Auf~abe des Jud
enthums besteheo laest in uonacbsichtlichem ~est halten an Formen und 
Vorsehrif ten , die j."1 eioer l ae n[st verQan ~enen, no d fuer i~mer eotsch
wu ndenen Zeit ihreo Or sp r ong ve r da nken." ' 

G o~enheim er fu r ther states that it is ent i r e lv onnecessarv to re
call an article writLeo 27 vears ttQO , uor Lo re~in d onese lf of t he proc
l amation o f the Ber lin Be for~ con 1 r e~atio n, in order to r emove any dou bt 
whic h may exist as to the prevalence of sectarianis m amon~ Jew~. The 
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co~ents of the literary productions, of the periodicals and the pam-
phlets that appear in the service of Reform, especially the minutes 
of tbe ttabbinical Conferences of the years 1844-1847, all those are 
documents which establish beyond a particle of doubt, the cleava2e in 
the c~rcles of Jewry. 

More convincin~ than these written evidences, continues Gu1enbeimer, 
are tbose which the very life of the people bring forth and force upon 
our consciousness the schism in Judaism. The features of the oleava1e 
are so marked and their si[ns so distinct that their manifestation is 
evident both in private as well as in puhlie life. The dividin~ line
aments between orthodoxy and reform are so cootrastin~, that the Jews 
of Frankfort !~~ . , and of Mainz, of Stnblweiszenburg, and of Oarmstadt, 
because of their desire to adhere to the orthodox practices, were com
pelled to sever their connections with the other members of their con
[ regat ions who were in the majority, and who were entirely out of ac
cord with the fundamental teachings and practi ces of the Rabb inical Jews . 
The latter found in separation the only remedy to which they had to re
sort in the interest of their reli~ious duties, tbeir eoovictions, and 
their des ire to train t hei r children i n the l ines of or th odoxy. 

But here Gu~en he i mer fears that an in t ~ rpretation may be laid upon 
the act of the orthodo1 Jews in separatin~ themselves fro m their bro
thers, as pro mp te it hy the desire of the for~er to for m a s <S..s m. The or
thodox Jews were in no wise responsi~le fer the eo min~ c leava~e, for 
he says : 

" ~s war ja n~r ~as Streben nach Aufrechtbaltun cr de r in Gesmt joden
hei t seit Jah rtausenden heili2 2e haltenen Lehren ond Gese t ze, welc be 
die Sepa ra ~joo der orthodoxen veranlaszte; nor der Omsta"rl dasz die 
de r Re for m Buldi!enden von diesen Gesetzen genz ode r thei lwerise sieh 
lossa~teu, diese l be n ne~ireo, oder modifiziren zu duerfen ~laubten, und 
ihre Anschaouo ~en rlurch die Mac ht de r Majo r itaet ibren Eesetzestreuen 
Bruedero au fzudraeo ~en suchten, ~as die Scbritte der Trennun2 ve~arsach

te. " ~eshurun No. YI. 
The orthodox Jews can therefore not be considered as a c ause for th e 

schism, since the~ have not departed from any of the practices of their 
fathers. 

"Die orthod oxen Ju uen koen nen daher nic bt als Secte betracbtet wer
deo; sie sind die 8eken ner des a l ten, einzi~ wahreo, von den Vaetern

"" ueberlieferteo Judeothu ms, wen aocb di e au viele n Crteo d are~ aeosere 
'J¥" Verhaeltoisse maecbti~ere ~eforrr partei sicb al s Sta tm=ood Baupt rremeio-

de 2erirt, und den Protest ! erreo ibre nillkuehr zur Hae res ie stempe l n 
moeebte." ibid. 
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Go~enheimer then turns to the questdon of the personal Messiah. 
Be declares as farcical the statements of ~annbeimer that all Jews oc
cupy the same standpoint, only that one conceives him as a mo ral per
son, while the otb er assiEDS to him a person al character. The personal 
~essiab as foretold by the pro phet~, is the EO&l of all Jewish hopes, 
s ays Gueenbei•er. It is the Messiah that ba s been interwoven in all the 
national prayers of the Jew~ever s ince th e first exi le. The J ewis h pe
ople expect the r estoration of their s tate io the Holy Land through and 
un der the s cion of the Davidian royal house. The doctrine of a non-per
s onal ~essia h repudiates completely the r ealization of this hope of the 
Jewish peopJe; since the ~essdab is converted by this doctr i ne, into a 
period for universal enlighten•ent of al• of ~aokind, without the re
assemblinE necessarily of the disper sed Jews oo their soil under the 
royal ~uida n oe of the son of David. Such a belief can only be looked 
upon as bein2 wholly in opposition t o the dictates of orthodox Joda
is:r: . 

~e mentions the opposi tion which ''ai~onides, the autho r of the th jr
teen articles of faith encou ote r erl , anrt exp l ains that t his opposition 
was no t a r es ul t of thjoki n ~ on the part of the op posio~ authorities , 
that those a r ticles of faith were in any way not bin din!! upo n the be
li evin!! Jew . rhe oppo s ition wa s rlue to the fact that Ua imonirles set 
those thi r teen prin ~ iples as fanda~en1als of helie f, whereas nei ther 
the Bible nor the Talmori kno~~ of a oy so ch distinctions. Gu~enhe imer 

sa vs: 
" Uie Opposi~jon !!erren die A ufste llun~ von Glaubensartik eln war nar 

r! u1 ' , ,.,. · veranlaszt " eil in Rihel and Ta lmntl !rein Grunrt zor ! ufstellan !! 
von F unrla~ en ta l- artikeln z~ fintlen ist, "eil dos Jurlenthum niebt 13 uo d 
oicht 9 un d nicht 3 GlauhensartikeJn kennt, eonde rn i~ Ju~enth um jedes 
einzelne der von GotL durc h die Th ora eeoffenbarte Gebote und Ver bote 
Reli!!io ns!rondsatz i ~t , und die Leoe nnn !! i r ee nrl eines Th oraverses oder 
i r ge nd eines j ene r Gef unrl Verbote Re l irr ion .rr rundsa tz is t, tn~ ~ie Leo!-
11u~! i r~en~ ein~ r in der Tho r a li e!!ende o !ndeuton! oder einer einzelnen 
rlurc h die muennli che Go t tes Leh r e aeherli e ferten Schloszfol2eronrr ode r 

) 

:\ or. ta nalo!!i e n~ch nn Lelire nes .) nti enthl1ms al.s eine Verbo~if'un!! rfer tpoe t -
Lli,..ho n ~f frnharon !! zo hetra('hl'.J3n ic:t ." i bi!i . ~02 ii 

G o~e n bei me r then quotes Al bo as sa,in! that the be l i ef in the com
in!! or the per sonal Yess jah, whil e not one of t he fundamental doamas 
or J udaism neve rt he l ess i s a beli e r to ahich everv Jew most bold, an~ 

a ~enia ) of ~hicb i3 tsntamo ont to a denial of the i~m utability of the 
law of God. (Sefe r Ikkarim Naa~ar 4, chap. 42 . ) 

From this Gu~e nh eimer concludes that Alho re~ards the utteran ces of 
the prophets conc eroin ~ the ~ess iah , if they be marte to re fer to the 



whole people or Israel it would constitute a denial of the doctrine; 
sioce Albo regards the descendant of David as the only true basis for 
the belief. 

As a summ ary of his opinion, Gugeohe i~er ~i ves a crystallised dis
tinction bet •een ort hod oxy and on~ortbodoxy ; declaring that the acknowt· 
ledgewent or the non-acknowledgement of the invi olable and onabroeated 
obligatoriness of the ~osaic and the Rabbinic law forms the criterion 
for that distinction. He further mai~tains t hat tbe expectin~ or tbe 
non-expectine of the future r eassembling of the scattered Jews in one 
theocratic s t ate in Pal estine under the dominion of a scion of the Da~ 
vidiao royal family, for~s the criterion for distinQoisbin~ between the 
confession of tbe Jewish ~essianic belief and the denial of that belief. 

Go1enheimer stresses t he point of the existence of a schism amon rr 
Jewry. He does all in bis power to make that emphatic. In doin2 this 
bis purpose is evi dent. Be wants to hold in clear features, orthodox 
Judaism before the eyes or the Jew, in or3er t o avoid the penetration 
of i deas of r e for m under the guise of orthodoxy. f be recognition of t he 
existence of a schism in Judaism i ~ therefore to him of t he bi!! best i m
por t . Be says: 

"»e"n de r 1roe szere o~er kleioere Theil der J udeo den 9lauben . an eio
eo persoeolicheo vo• &oeni~e Davi~ a•stam~ end eo ~ess ia s aofrregebeo bat 
nod die ~essiasp rophetien aof des Volk set bs t beziebt, scbon hi ed arch 
d ie·~xi.st enz ei11er Sp altuu!! i t11 Sdllosze der Jurieobeit konst.atirt ist ." 

Tbe very trial o f Komper t at which two Ra~b is in Israel have !!iven 
as their eipert testimony such au on-orthodox representation of the be
lief in the eomin!! of the Messiah, est ablis hes beyond a doubt that t her e 
is a defi nite s chism in J uiaism . The cleaverre consi sts in no wise of 
mere ext er,2.al s ; "son dern in der Le a~nunrr voo Reli~ionswabrheiteo,* ** 

deren ~ich'anerkeonong in dem entschiertensten IHdersprocbe mit dem a1~of-
f . ~ 

fenbar t en Judeothume stebt." 
On e of tbe points in the trial ¢hich Komp ert and the Rabbis stressed 

was the non-exis tence of an ort hodox Jewish chnrch, and orthodox Jew
ish doctrines. "hat does exist , is J udais m. It is this Judaism which 
is pro t ect ed by the laws of the empire. The ordinances of June 2(, and 
October 1:3 , 1781, place the teachi.n rr~ cnstomns and ceremonies of the 
Jewish rel i~ion, un der the prot ection of the Austrian state. In these 
laws no mention is ~ade of any par t icular kind of Judaism. lt is the 
J ewish r~li!!ion that is toler a ted . Particular sects of thts reli!jon 
coold lay no elaiMs to protection by the state autho rities. Go2enheim
ermaintain ed in opposition to Kompert and the testimony or the two Rab
his, that there does exist a decid ed schism in the ranks of Jewry. Tbe 
decrees o r t he empire in ~lacing Judais m un~er s tate protection, meant 
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to tolerate the customos, ceremonies, and beliefs of the kind of Juda
ism which existed at that time; that bein~ non other than the Rabbini
oal or orthodox Judaism. Orthodox Jndaism can therefore not be re~ar
ded as a schism bat is •be real, 2enuine tbinq. It is the J udaism that 
was inherited from the fathers. Non-orthodox or Reform Judaism could 
certainly not have been included in . the decrees af the empire, as a re
liaion to be protected. For it was not before Jacobson tried to intro
duce refor• oraotices that a cleava~e in Judai sm be~ao to •anifest it
self. It is therefore reform and not orthodoxy which aost be re~arded 
as a schism, and hence outside the state's protection. This last con
clusion, while not exactly expressed by Ga~enbeiaer, is nevertheless 
clearly hinted at, . for it is the •ost inevitable jod2eme nt to which 
bis statements directly point. 

The many attacks which succeeded t he testimon~ of t he witnesses and 
the jodRement of the court, on the part of tbe ortbo~ox public, in4oced 
Rahhi Ho rowitz to come out in defence by the publication of a ~ebrew 
pamphlet, in which be maintained t ha t his testimony was misonderstoo~; 
since be was far from be lievin~ that the Yessiah ~oc trine did not for• 
a fundamenta l do~~a in Judaism. fhe only thin~ that is uncertain is the 
time ani man ner o f the ~essiah 's comin~. 

~ " VO nR , ll i10, ~ i1 l10Rl l' OltC "1li1" 'l)" 

~ "lt <;~ J1 pJ 1l~C n~1110 n~Ti1 i1ll 0R~ 1 
';i 'l "n'lJ v1n1 llnMo Rio :;, ltJ" "no 1 l"it 

(ti uot~rt, 

The pamphlet was severely reviewed by 

Jes hurun. The testimony if misonderstaod 

Jeshurun, No.Jill I, p. 25.3.) 

~r. Hirsch, the editor of the -by the exponents of orthodoxy 
how much more must it have been misunderstoo~ by the court, claiaed the 
reviewer, if it coul~ hase its jud rr ement upon that testimony and declare 
that orthodox Judai sm is but a sect which has seced~d from universal 
Judaism, and as such bas no claim to the protection of the laws ~uarao
teed t o the r ecoanized reli ~ ioo s of the empire? Horowi tz should have 
found no r es t un t il be had ~a de clear to the court, and to t.he entire 
public bis real meaning behind the given testimony, declared Ir. Birscb. 
For it is unheard of, tbe reviewer stated, that a eoart should base its 
jud~ement opon the sworn testimony o f a witness, which testisony the 
court bas taken to mea n jus t diametrically opposite to tbe sense which 
the •itness intended to convey. 

A pamphlet in ~ebrew, further contested the reviewer, is only read 
by Jewish circles, the court an~ tbe world outside know nothing of its 
conten ts . By this act Rabbi Horowitz showed that be iJ no wise intends 
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to clear the misunderstanding with the court in order to brin2 about 
a revision of the jodeement. Bow can Horowitz be at ease when as a ~e
salt of bis testiaony, the court issued its jad2eaent and declared that 
actual or universal Judaism bas nothing definite or precise in its dog
mas, and the Jew subscribes to bot very 2eneral cate2ories of belie£? 
Bow can Horowitz have his conscience clear when the court decided that 
the Jewish oonfessien which bas crystallized doemas unalterable and de
fined, as for instaaee ertbodo1 Judais•, is a separate and seceded sect 
fro• universal Judais•2 

In his pamphlet Horowitz states that the reason for bis declaration 
that there exists no schism in Judaism, was that those who have aban
doned the faith, have as yet not ceastituted themselves into a separate 
sect. As to the ritual reforms they only touch the litor!y, . bot the re-
li~ion its elf, ~os~ ni~ is left undisturb ed . To this the reviewer 
in the Jeshurun answers, that this ex~laination hardly avails anything; 
for the court due to this very te =timony, was authorized to assume pre
cisely the opposite opinion.Namely, those doctrines and refor•s of tbe 
Reform faith, which th e ort hodox Jews declare to he a departure from 
the true reli~ious doctrine, and as such to be cendemned, are le1iti•ate
ly part and uarcel of uoiversal Judaism, and are repudiated by the or
thodox elemeat me rely because or sectarianism. 

In this review, ~r . Birscb maintains that doe to the testimony of 
the two Rabbis, orthodox Judaism has practically been deprived of its 
protection as a tolerated reli1ioo in the Austrian empire. For t he 
coort coneloded that the true faith of Jn~aism is nnt orthodoxy but re
form, the former bavin1 devi ated from nniversal Jodoisc. 

The cootravers y which rose to a very ani•ate pitch amon1 Jewry in 
Europe, extenned to the shores of Aaerica. The Israelite of May27, 1861 
gives t.be settio2 of the whole conflict. The Israelite e~elain& bow the 
contraversy had its ori~in, and states wha t it deems to be the motivat
in2 power behind it all. 1t declares that a faction of the orthodox 
school in Ge r ma ny anrt H on~ary have heeo tryin~ for e loo~ ti•e to create 
a schism in J udaism, and. thus divide the Bebrews into two sects. These 
persistent efforts led to the establishment of two s•all con2re2ations, 
one at Frankfort A.M. and another in ~aioz. After these results further 
successes were not forthcomin~. The leadin~ men were constantly a~itat
io2 and otilizin~ every availatle means to •eke a sect of their follow
ers. These •en bitterly attacked any attempt at pro2ress and were es
pecially denonnoia2 the scientific winQ of the orthodox camp. At the 
appearance o f Dr. Gre etz's 4th vo l ume of the history of Israel, and al
so at the publication ot Darke i ffamishna by Dr. Frankel, the head of 
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Breslao Rabbinical se•inary~the a~itators of sectarianisa, the Israe
li t st..asserts, fell upon these meritorious works and furiously denounced 
their authors. The eootr~vers1 between the twQ ort hodox camps was coo
staatly r•l!ina:. 

The law-suit a~ainst Kompert, and the testi•ooy of the two Vienna 
Rabbis was but another opportunity which the faction utilized for its 
purpose of aakinR a separate sect in Jewry . It is the opinion of the 
Israelite that the shores of A•erica should never have ~elco med with 
attention the •petty quarrels• of the two orthodox camps on the other 
siiie of the ·Atlantic. The Israelite declares that it finds itself forced 
to treat of the matter in its col•umos only heeaos e of the important 
place which the editor of the Occident devoted to it; and also because 
of the latter's ardently subscribin~ to tbe an~r essive and agitatio ~ 

faction. 
The Israelite ridicul es the e~itor of t he Occi dent fo, his stand in 

attackin~ soch men ~s Horo~i tz , ~a onhei ro er, ao rl rGr aetz. How coald the 
pi etv of s och a man as Ho rowit z be questioned . •one who refuses to driok 

01~ 9 ~J' n~ J ,n, or who woulrt not eat , ,~l ' I na ; is s ucb a man 
not orthodox enou ~h for the editor of the J ccideot? " Asked the Israelite. 
The whole question shou ld not have been med dled with; says tbat editon 
Re rega r ds tbe t r eatment of t he sub ject an d tbe sustainin g of the attacks 
on the defen~ers of «ompert anrl Graetz by the edi t or of tbe Occident, 
as rro ~pted hy the feelin~ ~ r sectarianism. The a~~ressive stand of tbe 
Jesh urun, an d of its erlitor, ~ r . Rirscb, the Is raelite asserts, can in 
no wis e he sta wperl, as does the erlitor of the Oecideot, as orthodo~, 

in contradistinction to th • views of Graetz, ~a nnbeimer, and Borow i tz. 
· Io ans wer to th ese cba r~es the Occident asso~es a poiseful reserve, 

statio ~ that it never reads the co l~om n s o f t he Israeli te , a nd t he as
sa o l ts on t he part of its edito r brc ~ht to t be Occ id ent ' s attentieo 
by outsi~ e rs , are ba r dlv wort h whi l e considerin g. fh e editor of the Oc
cident r e fnses to take up cadrrels with the editor or the Israelite, and 
allo~s him as muc h fiel~ for attack as the la tte r may choose. Yr. Leeser 
deems i t pr ope r to i rrnor e th e attacks of the eri i t or of t he Israelite, 
on the g rouo~ that the life or Lhat erlito r io Am erica, bas been made 
up of a "se ri es o f ioconsis teocies;" he c an ther e fore "have the fielrl 
all to b i~se l f ." 

Dr. ~fo lf Lan d an~( chief Hnbhi of Dresden , "ax ony, in a l etter to 
tl ev . Or •. Jooas Rond i of K e1~ York , wh i ch l\as print eti in the Occident of 
~uly 1864, dec l ares that Grae tz in D i~ Verjusn~un• des juedischen Sata m
mes , does io no ~i .; r> ' •1 1~ the personality of the Jewish ~!essiah. ~s to 
the i nterpretaLion of t he pa·sa2e in Isaia h as r e f errin £ to the who l e 



people of Israel, in this Graetz does no t · stan n alone; for Ihn ~zra 

an~ others are of the same opinion. The editor of the Occide nt vi~orous-
1~ opposes this view of the matter, an d is fa r fro u. wJllin~ to declare 
Graetz "Ru i lLless " of th e cha r [e of deuyio k th e belief in the co mi ng 
of a personal ~essiah. 
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IV . 

CONCLUSION. 
Io vi ewin~ t he various e l ewent s expr essed by tbe pa r tici pants i n tb e 

contraversy, one cannot hel p but notice the prevalence of the differ
inf opinions . tt best one can enumerate those who took part in voicin~ 
their views in s up pot't of ooe side or tbe ot her, if _j,,(we are in any !!BY 
desi rous to do justice to the stand tak en by each oae, and to the rea
so ns upon which that stand is based. 

The only evi dence of unanimity or opinion js seen in the Bildeshei
mer protest which was s upport ed by the sirr na t~ res of on e hund red and 
twe nty-oue Rabbis. Ther e a definite stand i s take n which reveal s t he 
position of strict uncompro~isinrr ort hodoiy. I t reflects the views of 
a defio ite period •hicb f inall y cawe t~~ecoanized as voicio~ the only 
co rr ect opiniens which a Jew ca n possib ly enter tai n if it is bis desire 
to adhere t o the faiL b. 

Bu t even this u n a n i tr i t.. ~ is o ht. a i n e fi o n b · 'b-y · •, '"' exp· es s ion o f a v a!!: u { 

;i: ene r al, un qua lifi ed s t \'teu:en t . 1' b ... re is no attenipt made to enun1erate 
ti e particular a rtl c l es ~reith, thr•uEh t he confession of which, nor tbe ~ 
definite necessary acts throoEb t he practice of wbieb one may be classe 
as a be lievi nQ Je w. ~ ven this crystallize~, de finit e element of strict 
or thodoxy coul rl only was s t orr ether the opinions of one hundred an o twen
ty- one Rabbis into t he sigoin1 of a single e2reeme nt , onl~ upon t he ba
s i s of a rreneral for ru ule, which when analized reveal s the mos t compleK 
variety an d di ver!e nce of views . 

The ~enerel for•ole upou which rested the unanimity of the orthodox 
pr ot est , r ead~: 

"l1boever lives accordin fr to t be fa l mudic ~ritiogs in which tbe to
ta lit y of t he oral l a rr i s contai ned , anrl accordi orr to the r eliQious 
acts wbirh a r e based on th e same, is ort hodo x, o true believing Isra
elite." 

To subscribe truthfully and upon t he basis of fact to such • propo
sition it would mean , that the vie~s, l aws, And tradi t ions which t he 
Tal~o~ contains should for~ the basis of the bel ievin~ Jew. Bot these 
views , la ws , and traditions a r e far from h ein ~ homo~eneous , and mutu
ally supportdve. On the contrary they are developmental in character, 
end therefore bound to be contrad ictory, ran[in~ fro m th e strictest ad
herence to definite for~s to tbe [reatest larity in t hem . Tb e Tal~ud 
tbe compeodia ru of t he op i nions, sa yin~ s, laws, aod pra ct i ces of tbe Jews 
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during a period of almost a thousand years , can in no wise form a crys
tallized onchan2in2 basis for the faithful adherence of tbe believin2 
Jew. However sincere in their iotentioos, it was nevertheless •ade pos
eible only by the lack or the ~istoric sen~e from which they suffered 
in common, that a united expression of one hundred and twenty-one Rab
bis came into bein2. 

The do~m a of Judaism concernin ! th e com£n! of a personal Messiah bas 
accordin2 ~~ Dte Verjuen~un~ des juedtschen Sta•~es, and to tbe testi
monies of the two witnesses, been repudiated in the eyes of the prot
estin ~ Rabbis. That the Jews expect the comin! of a pe r s on al ~essjah, 

is pretty well a~reerl upon by tbe authorities of the Tal~dd . The only 
prominent Iolm odic authority who denies this belief is L-8illel,'" }lt 7?. 
"'7~i11''7 n' t1 C. ( Sanhedrin Bb) 

The defence of Koapert that Graetz did not at all touch upon the 
question of the Messiah's comin ~ , but was merely concernerl with inter
pr etinrr the 53r~ chapter of Isaiah, E•st appear pipillistic in charac--- --ter. ~or to wh at purpose did Gr aetz utilize the ioterp?etation of the 
passa~e in lsaiah, if it were not to support bis i dea of Israel's mi s
sion? 

Bot Komp Prt' s state~eot that the e¥pressions oarricatur anrl romant
ischen Sc h~~er~e re i , refer to the sense of the passaee anrt ~ere not 
meant to ridicule t he belief in the personal Messiah, certain l y is the 

( ~ si~nit'i~~ce which one can possibl:v draw fro111 the sentence b:v Gretz. 
·!t is hardly "ise to say tbat because the statement: "I do not believe 
in t he co~ in ~ of a personal Vessiah," is not expressed by Graetz in so 
direci a fashion, that be therefore does not deny that belief. For the 
the tenor of bis essay in no way supports any opportonit:v in which the 
personal ~ ess ia h can fit int~ the scheme of t hin 2s soch as is ootlined 
in Di e Verjue nt un • des j uedischen S tam~es. Rabb i Fassel openly says 
thot this reatly shows that Grae tz does not expect the comin2 of a per
sonal ~ essia h , and tl1at by t his sian d Graetz still is followio~ iood 
Jewish p·ecedent. 

One cannot he lp bat reali ze that at tbe bottom of the contraversial 
statements tbere lies the conflict hetweeo ortbodozy a~d refor•. ~be

t ber consciously or ouconsc io usly, the st rtt!!!!:le between the stetiona
ry aod the Movin~ view-p oint i manifested by these exchan!es of clash
i nrr opinions. Any attempt to r eco ncile t he two can never be permanent. 
Mannheimer bas tried t< make sucb a reconciliation at the trial whea 
he sadd·, tbat. Graetz speaks bot of the mission of Israel, aaa that this 
does oot necessaril:v invelve the denial of the personal ~eesiah. Graetz 



was led ~o bis idea of the ll!ission of Israel by his knowled2e of the 
history and development of the Jewish people. To him it was unique, 
that Israel should have been able to remain alive as an important ~on
tribotory factor to civilization, in spite of the sofferin2s and cri
tical periods in its history. This mysterv •ade Graetz believe in the 
messianic character of the Jewish people, Bot what made ~anoheimer in
sist that by this aussioo Graetz does not abrogate tbe belief io th~ 
personal ~essiah, was the onconscioos inabilitv, on the part of the 
Vienna Rabbi, to relinquish the fixed view-point of orthodoxy. 

It is impossible to make any stron2 ddvisions as to the exact end
in2s of orthodoxy and the be2inninis of reform, For both these are in
separably an~ most often oncoosciously - interwoveo even in one and the 
same persoo. ~annheimer who re2arded himself as orthodox beyond qoe~ ~ 

ion, maintained firmly the non-existence of any schism in the ranks of 
Jewry. Be explained tbe diverrrence of views amon~ Jews, on the ~round 
tbat there are amon ! Jews jus t as anywhere else, people th ~t are bi~o
ted, and t hose t~at are free-thinkin1; some are more belie•io~ than 
ot hers, there are people who are strict in the adherence to laws, and 

there are a~ain others who are very lax in them. 
In strong contrast to this opinion expressed by ~aonheimer, most be 

placed the view of Gorrenhei~er in t be Jeshurun. Accordin ~ to Go~enheim
er, there are no such Jews thet are to be classed as bigoted ant other 
Jews that are to be classed as free-thinkin~. There can only be one kind 
composed of those who adhere to the positive an~ definite princi~les 
of the faith of Judais~ both in theory and in practice. Any departure 
from those principles coostitues a dparture from Judaism. G o~enbeiwer 

is of the opinion t hat there exists only one kind of Judaism, which bar
hors no conflictiP ~ beli e fs. ~or it is the embodiment of fixed and po
s itive id eas fro m w~icb an~ deviation must be re2arded as no-Jewish 
in charect~r. $ n~h a stand absolut ely discountenances any flexibility 
whatever. 

The doqma of Judaism concernin rr the comin rr of a personal Yessiah bes 
oo trace of so~port in Di e Verjuane un~ ~es jued ischen Stammes. Graetz 
who never dreaFed of stylin! hi mself an adherent of reform, bes either 
consciously or unconsciously departed from a crystallized oocban~io~ 
ortho doxy, wbicb re~arrl ed th e helief in the coming of a personal Messiah 
as one of its fun damental tenets of faith. Graetz's severe criticism 
of the Reform party , an d his c hampioninrr t he cause of conservatism, is 
enoo~h to co nvince on e of bi ~ at t jturie towerd the Reform movement. Bot 
one cannot help noticin~ Lbat even tbi ~ defender of orthodoxv deviat ed 
from the definite well detioed limits set by the author of the Shulohan 
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!ruk, as for•ia~ the true onaltera~le boundaries of Jada~s•. 
The contJ·oversy of the Messianic dog•a which the essay of Graetz 

aroused, bad the very iaportaat effect ia that it brought to the front 
the aabaerged differences of opin~on that esiated amon2 the ranks of 
ortbodosy. It showed that the supposed universally accepted principles 
of Jodais• were not at all solidly and strictly entertained by the or
thodox ca•p. It revealed to a •ore striki~! de~ree than was already 
visible at the tiae, that Judaism was still in the process of evolu
tionary cbaa2e. 
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