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THE LAWSUIT AGAINST DR. EOMPERT.

It was in the wonth of June, of the vear 1863, that Messrs. Fert=-
beimer and Kompert published in the tenth issue of the Jahrbuch fuer
Israeliten, am article from the pen of Dr. Beinrieh Graetz, whiebh bhe-
came the source of a trial instituted by the Austrian government and
which led to a storming econtroversy within the Jewish camp. The art~-
icle which was the cause of so much agitation, was entitled Die Var-
Juendung des juedischen Stammes.

The publishers in compliance with the law, subwitted a copyv of the
vear-book to the anthorities who had charge over the press. As no ob-
jections were mzade the book was freelv distributed. It was not until
a 1audi¥bry criticism of the vear-hook appeared in the Viecner Gazette
that trouble beran. The increased popularity whiech the book thus re=
ceived was too much for the circles of anti-semiiism to endure. This
was soon wanifested by the attacks of Sebastian Brunner, the founder
and editor of the ¥izner Katolische Kirchsnzeituns. Brunner who was
known for his bitter sssaults on Jews and Judaisw, now saw & new opp~-
ortunity to give vent to his hatred, and in the most vehement manner
he denounced the srtucle of the Jewish historian.

in this instanee Sebastian Brunner chose 2 prudent course. Fe came
forth not as an antii-semite, but rather in the ostentatiouns garb of =2
champion of orthodox Judzism, agaist its deriders, the anthor and ed-
itor of Die Verjuenfuné des juedischen Stammes. The growth of liber=~
alism at the tiwe would never have countenanced the attacks of Brum-
ner had he come out with the accusation that Graetz ridiecunled Chris-
tianity. On the contrary, a erv would have heen raised that the eff-
orts e¢f Brunner aimed to revive the much abhorred Inguisition. Brun-
ner realized that in the role of defender of a "lerally acknowledzed
religious associastion™ his shafts would hit the mark. For sueh a li-
beral attitude on his part weuld serve as a protective coloratiom in
veiling the motives of clericalism.

The article in gunestion begins with a discussion of the existence
and nature of mortal and immortal peoples. In defiring both the aun=-

_ thor says that mortal peoples are distincuished from immortal peop-
les, in that the latter possess the power of rejuvenation, which the

former lack. He says:
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"Die erste ?;obe die eine Nationalitaet fuer ihre Daverhaftigkeit
und fuer ihre Berechticung zur ungeschmelterten Existenzentfaltung
abzulegen hat, ist ihre Verinengungsf&eiﬁiﬁeit nach oeberstandener

Altersschwaeche. fen sie auch nur einmal Beweise fuer ihre Aufersteh-
ung aus dem Grabesschlummer gegeben hat, dann hat sie ihre Unsterblich-
keit beurkundigt.® (Jahrbuch fuer Israeliten, page3.)

He furtber asserts that this guality of rejuvenation is the peculiar
possession of the Jewish people. This he tries to prove from Jewish his-
tory and especially from the period of the captivity of the Jews in Bab-
vylon., Graetz describes the decay and estermination that threatenmed the
Jews in the Babvlonian exile, and how finakly "the kernel and the heart”
beran the reenvigorating process which led to the revivel of the entire
people. The "unextinguishable spark” of the race constituted in this in-
stance a smell nocleus of enthusiasts who "sat weepins by the waters of
Babylon" whenever theyv recalled the desolated sanctuary. It was from
their widst that the ennobling poet termed Isaiah 11, called to life a
crumbling people.it is from the speeches of this prophet that Graetz
concludes that lsaieh believed that the people Israel is its own Messisah.
le dwells especiaily on chap.Lll to prove his point. His conclusion is
as follows:

fler juedische Volksstamm ist der Apostel, den Gott an die coetzen=-
dienerische, sottvergessene, sittlichangefanlte Nelt sendet. kr soll
das Lieht der Voelker sein, damit Gottes Heil bis an die Enden der Erde
selange, M¥¥*¥

"Israel ist das Messias-Volk, das ist der grosze Gedanke dieses Pro-
pheten; es allein ist der Heiland der fielt, der das fiort der Erloesunc
in die Nacht des Eerkers sprechen soll. [ie Hoernisliche Davidische ¥Nach=-
kowmenschaft, aul welche die meisten Propheten alle Herrlichkeit ueber-
tragcen haben, verschwindet dieses Erophetenm vor der idealen Groesze Ge-
sanetisraels. lie verkuemmerte, verachtete, angespiene, zertretene HEnecht-
cestalt ist zo hohen Dingen berufen, cerade durch ihren Leidensstend.
[lie dornenkrone welche das Messiesvolk ceduldie €rtraect, meacht es eines
Koenipgsdiadems woerdis. Ein Volk das durch Leiden und Tod zur Auferste-
hung durch die Pforten des crabes zum Leben erweckt werdenm soll, das
hat Sinn; anf eine Kinzelpersoenlichkeit uebertragen, wird es Carrica-
tar und fuehrt zur romantischen Schwaermerei.” (ibid. page 11)

It was this idea that Israel itself is the Messiah, and that any
attempt to interpret chap. LII and LIJI as refering to a single ind-
ividual, must be recarded as a caricature and lesd to rowantie vacaries,
whieh formed the basis of Brunner's attacks. 'he coluwns of the Wiener
Kirchenzeituné succeded in attractine the attention of the State's Até
orney Lienhacher, with the result tbat a trial ensued. The indictment
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according to the Austrianm Gazette as tramslated by the Occident, reads
as follows:

""The year-book for Israelites of 56024 (1863-64) contains imn pages
1-13 am article concerning the rejuvenation of the Jewish tribe From
the pen of Dr. Graetz, professor at Breslaun, in which the auther rest-
ing for support em the so-called exile prophet Isaiah, endeavers to preve
that tbe Jewish people itself is the Messiah, and will have to redeen
itself thru a rejuvenation, and should not expect the cominz of a single
person as a redeewmer. By this assertion the anthor puts hiwself in op-
position to the doctrine of the Messiah of the Jewish Church, a reli-
gions associationacknowledged by law in Austria. The State's Attorney
indeed does not im fully guarding the right of free inguiry, discover
in this a ceriminal action. But the author cowmbats in this artiele not
alonewith arguments, hut with insultinc expressions, likewise the doc-
trine of the Messiah held by the orthodox Jews is assailed by him,**
In this wise the doctrine of the Messiah entertained by the orthodox
Jewish church is ridiculed, derided, and abused, which constitutes a
trespass asainst paracraph 303 of the criminal law.

'"]f it however appearé that this ceriminal attack was primarily
directed asainst orthodox Judaism it embrazces plainlv neverth:less
from a Christian standpoint the crime of disturhing religion (para-
craphs 122a and b of the criminal law,) for according to the Christ-
ian religion, especially the eatholiec doctrine, the Messiah appeared
in a single person, and is revered as a divine personace, wherefore
there is contained in stvling the Messiah a cariecature a blasphemy,
and this as also the assertion that this doctrinec leads to rowmantic
vagaries, demonstrates a contewpt acsainst the Christian relicion. The
christian and espeeiallv the catholie must discover herein a hlaspheny
of his Messijah=Christ, and a contempt ol his religion, since the sym-
bols of the erown of thorns, the royval disdex, the sufferings, the pates
of the grave, and the resurrection rewmind him strongly of his redeemer
and of his work of redemption. IF even the Jewish aunthor of this article
simply meent to direct his attack apainst orthodox Judaism, he has ne-
vertheless, as regards the Christian religion rendered himself guilty
of a gross negslect of public supervision, (paragraph 20 and 33 of the
present law.) The aunthor bheing 2 foreigner cannot it is true be put on
trial here, hut the editor of the vear-hook Leopold fompert, appears
justly couiltv of hoth misdemeanors, as he himself confesses to have
read 0r. Graetz''s article in manuscript before it was printed:;, and then
banded it over Lo he printed. Therefore Leopold Xowmpert, borm in ¥uen=-
chengraetz, fortv- two vears old, of the Mepsaic religion, married, auv=-
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thor, a citizen and resident of Wienns (city number 10 Braeuner st.)

is accused of the misdemeanor of having offended a lecally acknowledged
religious association, punishable according to the general eriminal code
and of the offence of neglected supervision in publishing the offemnsive
article, punishable according to paragraph 122 let. a anmd b of the press
law, and the court is requested to order proceedings i due form, at
which the article, the rejuvenation of the Jewish tribe with the re-
port of the judicial police shall be read alound.-Vienna Dec. 8, 1863

The imperial roval State's Attorney, Lienbacher. 7!




11
THE TRIAL PROCEEDINGS.

On December 30, 1863, the trial which was to decide the Fate of the
editor of Die Verjuensung des juedischen Stammes, took place. When suum-
mwoned before the court, Dr. Hompert sought to undermine the grouonds up-
on which the charges were based by maintaining that he telt hiwself not
cuilty of baving derided either his own religion, or of having indiret-
lv insulted Christianity.

In the First place he esphaticallv objected to the use by the State's
Attorney, of the expressiom orthodox Jewish doctrine. Kompert maintein=-
ed that he was entirely ignorant of any Jewish doctrines that were or-
thodox; and that no code in Europe or in Austria knew of any sueh doc-
trine. The rezson for stressing this point, Dr. Howpert asserted, was
to remove the appearance as thougch Dr. Graetz as author and he as edi-
tor occupied as reform Jews a bostile position toward orthodoxv. fe
further declared that it was imperstive to make ihis faet clear, for
the 7iener Katolische KirchenzeitungZ, an orcan that constantly was charo=-
3ng the Jews wuth murder, usury and frawnd, and with every thing disrep-
utable, was trvine to represent the so-called reform Jews as revolution-
ists, end as men who were desiring to overthrow the existine social or-
der.

The indictment read that Kowpert was gcuilty of ridiculing, deriding
and abusing the "orthodox Jewish eborch! Against this Kompert allesed
the non-existence of any such institution. He countended that the words
orthodox Jewish doctrines have heen derived from a mode of viewing things
that is "fForeicn to our relicion! 1t is true that there are Jews more
or less pious, and that there are certain changes in the liturgy which
some Jews prefer; but the hasis, the "doctrine proper) the coumplete
foundatior of Judaism is coxmon to every Jew who calls himself seo.

Since there is no orthodox Jewish chureh, and no orthodox Jewish doct=-
rine, fGraetz could never have insulted a religion which has no existence
in Fact.Consequently the charce of Lhe State's Attormey that Kompert

was puilty in allowding the orthodox Jewish church to he "ridienled, de-
rided and abused" falls to the ground.

After makine this preliwinary point, Lompert appraac¢ies the article
of Braetz and presents to the court the view of the author as he sees
it, maintaining that the charces of the State's Attornev sre hased upon
an erroneous interpretation of the article in guestion.
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He contended that the author does in nowise touch upon the doctrine
of the Messiab. Kompert declared that Graetz does not sav, "1 do not
believe in a persenal Messdah." In fact he does not at all find the Mes-
siabh doctrine relevant to his theme, and is therefore not comcerned with
it in the article. Graetz does not even hint at any supposition that the
¥essiah-doctrine is a disputed dogea of Judaism.

The thirteen articles of faith drawn up by Maimonides, ipn which the
Messiah doctrine is included, form the gemeral confession of Ffaith of
the Jew. The interpretation however of these articles has nmever been
prohihited. %1t is truve that every Jew will confess, 'I believe in a
personal Messiah; ' but how,. when and where he will appear has ever been
left free for the inquiry and interpretation of the Jews." The very fact
that the article was tak2n to be in any wise intended as an attack on
the doetrine of the Messiah shows that its contents were not understood,
asserted Kompert.

The author,. in discussing the rejuvenating power of Israel, tries
to account For it on historic grounds. He takes the period after the
exile, during the Babvlonian captivity, and pictures the abjeet cond-
itions that prevailed in the midst of the exiled Jews. At that time when
Israel was on the verze of untter destruction, with hardly any apparent
means of escape there came Isaiah and consoled his people. Isaiah knew
how to awaken the slumherinz spark in their heart; he converted their
dejection into courave , their timidity into trust, their indifference
into warm interest, and transformed even their indolence into activity.
Graetz guotes the writincs of the prophet to support his point. This
brinzs him to echap. LLII which expounds the views of the prophet of the
exile. In commentinz on the passace (iraetz says that the FPundamental
thouzht of Isaiah is, that Israel is the Messiah people.

"Israel ist das Messias=Yolk, das ist der crosze Gedanke dieses Pro-
pheten."(Jahrbuech p.11)

The doctrine of the Messiah per se is not at all touched upon by the
aunthor. He is simply explainine 2 scriptural passage, and does it in
no other eapacity hut that of an execete.

In affirmine that the entire chapter LIIL does not refer to any
single individuael but to the whole people of Israel,Graetz has =made no
departure from tradition. Altbouch this passage has heen from the re-
notest times variously interpreted, nevertheless the interpretation that
has been universally accepted was that of the author, declared Hompert.
Rashi one of the wost piousof the commentators, and also Ibn Ezra con-
car in their opinions, namely fhal the chapier refers to Israel as a

whole which is destined at some future time to bring to the world the
o



Vessianic kingdon.

Not only does the interpretation of the chapter as gziven by the
asuthor of Die Verjuensuné des juedischen Stammes, prevail among Jew-
ish commentators, but it also obtains amongz the preater part of Christ-
ian theologians. The well known Christian scholar Gesenius also adheres
to the same interpretation, that by this passage pone other than the
whole people Israel is meant.In this instance Hompert quotes Gesenius
to preve his pount. He then turns to the phrase upon which in reality
the institution of the trial was based; namely the expression: "auf
Kinzelnpersoenlichkeit uebertragen, wird es Carricator und fuert zur
romantischen Schwaerwerei." The accusation of the State's Attormey was
that this expression was meant by the author to characterize the belief
in a personal Yessiah.That is to sav the belief in a personal Messiah
is a caricature and leads to romantic vagaries.

In this sense the expression is insulting both to the believers of
orthodox Judaism, and to those who adhere to the doctrine of Christi=-
anity and especially to that of the catholie church. Hompert tried to
explain to the court that this expression of Graetz referred to the
meaning of the text. Kamely it is the whole chapter that speaks of Is-
rael as heing the Messianic people; and that any other interpretation
of the passase is a caricature, and hence cannot be the meanino whieh
the prophet intended fo coavev, and wust therefore"lead to rowmantic
vagaries,"

Graetz could not he accused of anv attempt at insulting relicion;
for he merelv expounds an interpretation which others hefore him have
done, and this in a wanner which is in keepino with Lhe bhest opinions
of both Jewish and Christian scholars. The accusation therefore of the
State's Attorney that the author intended to offend a "lecally acknow=-
ledzed relicious association," has no ground whatever.

{ompert then turns to the second accusation, namely that of indirect-
ly assailing the Christian relicion; he says that he counld in no wise
anticipate how any one would helieve that the passage in guestion was
intended as an attack upon the founder of Christianiiy.lhe character
of a man such s Greetz would never dream of characterizine Jesus as
a caricature.

'"M] hepm vour honors to reflect onlv what man of the least cultiva-
tion, and Dr, Graetz is surelv a person.of this class, what educated
man would have the folly to sav that Jesus is a caricature and would
lead people to romantie vagaries? fhat Jew of the least sense will say
this? It is a fact founded on the world's history and has existed 1363
vears; who then will call Christianity the danghter of Judaism which
has transformed the world, which has derived its ethieal hasis from Ju-
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ism, a caricature? Who will say that a fact of 1863 years is a roman-
c vagary?"!

In further defence, Eowpert resorted to the personality of Graetz

a fact sufficient in itself to do away with the slightest suspicion
any attempts at insulting religion. He explained that Dr. Graetz was
professor at Breslau, and a man acknowledged as a foremost scholar in
s fieldg that the seminary in which he taught was of a kind to whieh
en orthodox Jews send their children to prepare themselves as EKabbis.
wn can aman whese purpose it is t«¢ tradn theroughly Jewish wen, insult
s own religion? Is it to be conceived that such a man should wriite a
R which is gnly to be un the circle of Jewish readers, with the pur-
se of offending another religion?

After having sought to defend Dr. Graetz for which purpose almost
s entire arguments are devoted, Kompert next makes some brief remarks
p vindication of himself. Bere he simply tells the court to interpret
is conduct in the publication of the article, by the licht of the evi=-
ences which his past record proves. Bis antecedent deportments must
ouch for the purityv of motive in his present action. Bv that he meant
hat his writings oocht to show whether or not he was inclined im any
ay uwhatever to offend either his own or any other relicion.
Hompert declared that often in his novels he had the opportngity to
ontrast religious differences in well defined lines and he challenged
ny one to point out a sinsgle passecein anyv of his productions which
as the slightfpt evidence of hostility toward Christianity. HRe left
t to his counail to read to the court various passages of his writings
hich showed that the author was filled with the deepest veneration for
eligion. These mwade it hardly imaginable that the writer should be in-
uced to publish anvthing which wonld have as its object to insult Chris-
ianitv. Thraughout his defense, Kompert spoke with evident sinmcerity.
specially his concludine remarks were uttered with an ewotion which
learly showed that thev were the result of the speaker's purest mot=-
ves.
The defending speech of Kompert was followed by the testimomies of
he two Vienna Hahbis Manpheiwer and Horowitz, who were called in to
ive their expert opinion in the case. ¥annheimer in corroboration of
be facts presented by the defendant, alleged that the greater part of
he Jewish commentators insist that chapters LII and LII] of Isaiah re-
er not to any sinocle individual, but to the whole people of Israel.
e also gave his personal view on the matter and said: '" For my part
would unhesitatingly adopt Sraetz's explaination."' He maintained
urther that he was not voicing merely his own opinion but that of the
ost anthoritative body ®Ff Jewry..
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'" If we were to meet in a council we would be tokterably unanimeus
that in chapter LII the whole people it its prophetic mission is spo-
ken of,"' asserted Mannheimer.

The Stete's Attormey then guestioned Mannheimer as to his opinien
regarding the expressions "€arricatue” and "romantischen Schwaermereil
Lienbacher wanted him to state what he thought the author had in wind
when writing them. Mannheimer replied that by these expressions he un-
derstood the author meant the appearence of the many false Messiahs du-
ring the Middle Ages, which resulted in that the Rabbis pronounced ex-
communications against those who would fix a time for the coming of the
Messiah. The State's Attorney declared that the testimony of the wit-
ness was contradictory in that Mannheimer stated: "1 believe in the
coming of a personal Hessiah," and then explained that the Messiah is
the Jewish people. To this Mannheimer replied that when he said that
the whole Jewish people is the Messiah, he was merely explaining the
passace in Isaiah, since it speaks of the mission of Israel. But this
does not necessarily involve the denial of the coming of a personal
Messiah.

The second witness to give expert testimonv was Lazar Horowitz, Rab-
bi of Vienna, and lecturer in the beth hamidrash founded by Jellinek.
He upheld in the main the evidences presented bv Hompert and Mannheimer
stating that he knew of no orthodox Judeism as a distinet churech; assert-
inag further, that he considered the belief in a personal Messiah to bhe
essential to the faith of Judaism, but as regards the interpretation
of thet belief as is portrayved in the prophets there was considerable
rooe fer varietv and difference of opinion.

After the expert testimony of the two Hahbis Mannheimer and Horowitz
had been heard, the State's Attorney still insisted that it was the in-
tention of Graetz to insult the Jewish religion by indirectly denving
the personalitv of the Messiah, and by employing the passage inm Isaiah
merely as a pretext.for his purpose. He waintained that the suthor of
Die Ver juensung des jugdischen Stammes transferred all the glory which
other prophets applied to the house of lavid, to the people Israel, and
then characterized the belief in the Messiah as a person, a caricature
and romantic vagary. Even though the Jewish religion was thereby not
offended, as the testimony of the two witunesses tried to prove, and in
the truth of which Lienbacher as a non-Jew had to admit, he neverthe-
less urged his second accusation; namelwy that the article was an cf-
fence against the dogma of the Catholie chuoreh. It is Christianity that
does maintain the belief in the Y¥essiah as a person. Ur. Graetz, in cha-
racterizine as a caricature and romantic vagary Lhis doetrine gwhich
is held sacred by the Christian, is pguilty of the offence of insulting

9



religion.

Lienbacher maintained that the use of expressions suech as Carriea-
tur and romantischen Schwaermerzi are inadmissable and dangerous,what-
ever opinions and interpretations Jewish commentators may have in ex-
plaining chapter LIII of Isaiah, still the Apostles always reffeéid to
it as proof for the coming of a personal Messiah. In holding up to ri-
dicule the interpretation of the psssace as referring to the Messiah
as a single individual, Christianity feels itself derided; since this
doctrine forms an isportant tenmet of faith especiaily of the Catholic
church. In allowing such matter to go throush his hands, and in order-
ing its publication, Eompert was guilty of mnegligence in that he failed
to exercise due supervision over the material that he admitted for pub-
lication; this being an isportant and necessary responsibility which
must be born by all editors. The State's Attorney then asked for the
judgement of the court.

Next appeared Dr. Lichtenstein, the defendino council of Dr. Hompert. —
He declared that it was stranse that his client should he charsed with
having insulted both Jodaism and Christianity and that by one and the
same passage. He further arcued that the law acknowledoes as relig:idons
only Catholies, Protestants, Jews, ete., but no particular species of
Jews. The indiectment postuolates the existence of an orthodox Jewish
church, a species which has no existence in faet. This orthodox church
which believes in a personal lessiah, has been in-sulted, such being
the contention of the State's Attornev. But two competent witnmesses have
aldready estahlushed that Jvedavsm is a omit and caunot be diivided into
sects of orthodox and reform Jews.

To constitute an offence of religion a doctrine of that religion
must he shown to he traduced, contended "r, Liehtcusicin, Fut Judaiss
has no definite doctrines of faith, il possesses no particuler erticles
of belief, It has but one doswey; nemely the existence and unity of God.
verything else is legitiwmately suhieet to speculation &nd contraversy.
This was estahlished by the two Vienna Rabhis. Judaiswm finds itself
therefore neither offended ner Lraduced bv the publication of Die Ver-
Jjuendung des jugdischen 3tammes. ‘

The connecil next urced thel to be guilty of an offence, the intent —
to offend wusi he present. In this case it is clear that it was Ffar fron
the intention of the accused to insult any religion. And om this point
the indictwent itself is conxpletely silent. The accused is then inno-

cent of the first charze which the court [imds itself compelled to drop.

Dp. Lichtenstein then turned to the second part of the accusation,

nawely that the article indirectly attacked the doctrines of Christia-
10




nity, and especially those of the Catholie church. Ee showed that even
Catbolic exegetes often denied the spplicability of the chapter LIII
of Isaiab to Christ as the Messiah. Competent scholars such as Oricen
and Rosenmueller, whom Rabbi Mannheiwer guoted, hold that the chapters
LIT and LIIY of Isaiah refer mot to any single individual, but to the
whole people of Israel. Fe further made the distinction between an st-
teck on the exegesis of 2 passapge and an atteck on the subject which
the passage hajpened to treat of; declaring that the attack on the ex-
egesis of a passage cannot be punishable, and that such is the case here,
for the material part of the offence, namely "disturbing religion"” is
absent.

On the charge that Kowpert is gnilty of mnegligence as an editor in
that be failed to exercise due care in the pubhlication of the article,
Dr. Lichtenstein declared that the editor had before hiw the work of
a man who had mever writtem a polewical watiter in bis life. In addition
to that Graetz is known as a scdentific man, occupying a position of
prominence in the communityv. The essav Die Ver juensuné des juedischen
Stammes, has nothing to do with Christianity, end even the single pas-
sare upon which the whole eharge is based, has no ellusion to Christi-
anity whatever, when it is taken in the plain ordivary sense. The edi-
tor could not conceive that anv one would invent an exposition of the
passece in ouestion to the extent of making it allude to Chrdstianity,
and that in a derosatoryv manner; a thing whiehk the text neither direet-
ly nor indirectly conveys.

The deecision of the court wmas that Hompert was not guilty of the of=-
fence of insultine an"acknowledged relipions association”, but guil-
ty of transcressing paracraph 30 of the press-law, since his conduoct
constituted a neglecet of duty, in that he Failed to use his powers of
supervision incumbent upon everyv editor. Kowpert was condemned to a fine
of forty Florins, or in defaunlt of payweni of the sum, to a prison con-
fipement lesting eicht davs. The court also ordered that the vearbook
for Isrselites of the vear 1563-64, shall not be allowed to cireculate,
and that the copies be desiroved.

As reasons for the decree, the court sustained itself on the fact
that two conjetent witnesses had affirmed the prevalence of divergent
views among Israelites regarding the Messianic helief. As Far as Jod-
aism was concerned the article harbored no insuvlt. The court however
saw in the expressions Carricatur and romantischen Schwaermerei, 2
derogatory reference to the Savior through which the divine person,
and conseguently God Bimself was derided. The offense of disturbing re-
lision is thus estahlished; hence the justification of the penalty in-

posed.
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TBE CONTROVERSY IN JKKISE CIRCLES.

/ The trial at Vienna created guite a stir in the circles of Jewry..
The proceedings at the trial, especially the testimonyv of the two wit-
nesses, Babbis Mannheimer and Horowitz, was so marked in its effect,
says the Occident, that it threatened to have "very serious comsequen-
ces" within Jewish ranks. For a tire the Jewish publications in Furope
became the arena for contraversy. Invectives were hurled by oeme group
ageinst another with such force and vehemence as to arouse the various
shades of Jewish opinion to assume crystallized forms, and to stemd out
in bold contrast to each other. Not only was European Jewry in seeth-
ing conflict, but also the Western Rorld found Jews arraved against
each other in a battle of words.

Ihe contrevarsy hecan when llr. Israel Hildesheimer, Kabbi of Eises=
stadl, issued a protest asainst the views expressed at the trial by the
wmitnesses who gave the expert testimonv. The protest proper contained
no reference to perseons, bul was concerned mainly with laying down the
basis of difference Lhal existed, iv the opinion of Hildesheimer, bet=
seen the orthodox and the reform camps. The reason for the protest, Bil-
desheizer said, was to counteract any misconception that micht arise
23 recards the nature and sohstance of Judaism. In comwenting on this
protest,Die Feuzeit of Januaryv 29, 1864 says:

"fiie Zuschriften welche wir von verschiedenen Seiten ueber die Hil-
desheimerische Acitation erhalten, bestaetigct nur unsere Vermuthung
fasz der Eisensfaedter Zelole ziemlich isoliert mit seiner Huehlerei
dasteht. "

How erroneouns this idea wes can be seen frow the fact that the pro-
test was supported bv the signatures of one hundred and twenty one
Rabhis, some of whom belonced to the most eminent lenugf Hungary, Ger-ﬂf
many, and Holland. The Bildesheimer declaration as reported in the Oc-
cident of June 1864, reads as follows:

'""in conseanence of the expressions ol opinion before the high im-
perial conrt in fienna, on the 30 ult., on occasion of the press-trial
which was of & kind to call up emoang faithful Isreelites great regret
and 2 deep erotion, the undersigned Find themselves in duty bouvad to
declare as follows:

""judaism consists in the laws and verities of faith communicated
to us by 6od in the writien and orel law; whoever denies any one of
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these verities of faith or the obligationness of any one of these laws
stands on a par with him whe rejects the w;;ie Sinaitie revelatien.

'"Awong the verities of faith handed down by revelation belongs the
imwovably firm trust in the Future coming of a personal Messiah out of
the stem of David; wherefore the abrogation of that belief must be re-
garded as a denial of the divine revelation vouchsefed to Israel.

'"fhoever lives according to the Talwudical writings in which the
totality of the oral law is contained, and according to the religiouns
acts which are based on the same, is orthodox, a true believeing Isra-
elitg, and can find satisfaction only in such a communal life, in which
he bhas the security of being able to observe exactly the Jewish reli-
gious law.

""The subscribers have deemed it necessary te publish this, in or-
der to counteract as speedily as possible any miscomeeption which could
originate frow the declaration of opinion wade at the aloresaid trial.

'""In the month of Shebat 5664, (Januarv 1864)"

itr. Hildesheiwer wrote to Rabbi lassel of Grosz-Kanischa, asking hiw .
to perril the latter's name to appear on the protest as one of its sup=-
porters. lassel who was one of the pioneers of wodern culture, wes by
no weans in sympathy with the deeclaration, since he himself introduced
many a reform which would not wholly coincide with the fixed opinionms
of strict orthodoxy.In direct answer to Hildesheimer, lassel writes in

Die Neuzeit of Januarv 29th: q
"Sie hahen durch lhr Hundschreihen***zgei ehrwuerdice ¥aenner Isra-

els verunolimpft, verketzert, els Unelaeuhige hin und den Verleusnern

der singitdischen Uffenbarung pleichgestellt.”

fassel states in words the meaning of which ecen hardly he wmisunder-
stood that the testimony of the two witnesses, Hebbis Mannheiner and
Horowitz, was in full comsenance with the beliefs and teachings of Juda=-
ism. He poes even further than that, and says what neither Mannheimer
nor Horowitz had ever intended to sayv, namelwy, that the belief in the
cowing of a persenal Messiah from the stem of David, does not belong
to the dogmas of Judaism. In this wise he justifies his refusal to
sign the protest,.since it does not contain a correct statement of Ju-
daism's tenets of faith. He says:

"Aber sind Sie such ueherzengt dasz die im folge des am 30 Dezember
v.y. verhandelten Preszprozesses geschehenen Aeuszeruncen, ja sogar der
inkriminirte Artikel selbst, ein Dogma des Judenthuws negirt oder auch
nur angreift? Schwerlich! Haben Sie hefor Sie ein so weittragendes Ge-
schosz gecen zwei ehrwuerdise Nestoren der juedischen Rissenschaft ab-
fearten, nachgedacht, ob nack den Ausspruechen des Tzlmuds und der jue-
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dischen Autoritaeten der Glaube an die einstige Ankunft eines persoen-
lichen Messias aus dem Stasme Davids wirklich zu den Dogmen Israels ge-
hoere, so dasz die Verleugnung dieses Glaubens als eine Leugnung der
goetlichen Uffenbarung zu betrachten ist? Schwerlich!"

In a rather sarcastic Fashion Fassel alleges that Bildesheimer must
have failed to motice the various important passagses both in the Tal-
sud and elsewhere thut treat of the guestion of the coming of a perso-
nal Messiah, and that class this belief as being a matter not essenti-
ally part of the faith of the believinz Jew. Fassel quotes Rabbi Hillel
who says that Tsrael does not expect the coming of the Messiah. (San-
bedrin 8b) Fillel believed in the coming of a Messimnic age maintained
Fassel, in which peace and prosperity shall remain unbroken. Billel be=-
lieved in the mission of Israel as portraved by the prophets namely,
that israsel is to be the redeemer of all humanitv. Even such a man as
Rillel denied the belief in the coming of a personal Messiah. PBe writes:

"Gewisz hat auch dieser Rabbi an die prophetische Zukunft gemlauoht,
'wo die gange Erde ein heiliger Gottesherz sein, wo nicht gefreweit und
nicht verderbtwerde; wo die ganze Memschemwelt voller frkentpnisz Sottes
sein wird, wie Gewaesser dg MYeer hedeecken; wo ein eviger, ununterhro-
chener friede hersche, gar kein Grund zu irgend eined Zerwuerfnisse vor-
handen sein wird und die Voelker ihre Schwerte za Sicheln und ikre Spi-
esze zu Hippen verwandeln werden,' u.s.w. diese Zukunft kann er unmoeg-
lich verleugnet haben; denn das waere ja eine Demolition der sanzen Pro-
phetie, ein Aufhebung der heiligen ¥ission Israels, und eine Negirung
des Endzweckes des Menschengeschlechtes. Sondern der persoenliche Mes—.
sias, der da komwmen soll zur Niederherstelluns des Reiches Zion, hat
er hlosz abregirt; war nuou Rabbi Hillel ein Verleugner der simaitischen
Offenbaranc? Oder hat nicht vielwmehr Albo recht, dasz eine Glauhenssache
welche bei einewm talwudischen lahhi gselewgnet wird unmoeglich zuo den
Blauhcn;;;;}keln cehoeren koenne,"

fassel then takes up the opimion of Maiwonides as regards the belief
in the coming of a personal Messiah. He says that the anthor of the 18
articles of Faith who put the belief im the personal Messiah as the 12th
principle in the confession of the believing Jew, never weant to stawp
as unbeliever him who would reject this principle on the grounds of its
beine in incompatihility with the dictates of reason. For Maimonides
hirself, by excluding this principle frow the discussions in the Moreh
Nebukim, from those chapters where only philosophically verifiahle
articles are treated, confesses that a helief in this principle must
rest on other grounds than those of reason, and syllogism. Kven in the
Bilehot Tshuba(3,6), where the helief in the comine of » personal Mes-
siah is dealt with at lensth, VYaimonides only deprives the denier of
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this belief,of the enjoyment of eternal salvation, but in no wise does
be stigwatize bhim as an infidel.

The belief in the coming ef & persomal Messiah could only be a se-
condary principle with Maimonides,maintains Fassel, for the author of
the Yoreh himsell adwits that the wise men and the prophets of Isra-
el never dreamed of the material conguests of the nations of the earth;
and that Israel should be the ruling power of the world. It was the
Messianic ace that was of prime importanc®; the age in which peace shall
reign uninterruptedly throughont the land of all natiens; in which there
shall be no hunger,no pain, no sufferine, no war, in which the sole oe-
cupation of all wmankind is to be the worship and reverence of God. It
is this solden age that is the end, the zoal to be striven for and
achieved; and the M¥essiah is at hest a means to the attainment of this
slorious, end. Maimonides could therefore never have meant that that
which is but a means should in itself be regarded as one of the essen-
tial and indispensable pillars of the Faith of the Jew,

Fassel calls attention to his work Diz mosaisch-rabbinische Relifi-
onslehre, in which the 12th Maimoanidian article of faith is explained
in the spirit of the Vessianic ace. He says that God shall raise a Mes=-
giah(ont of the stem of David,) throazh whom Israel shall be redeemed
and raised to a standard of excellence. All humanitv shall then be en-
lichtened and shall recoenize Lhe true God, and shall live with each
other as brothers in love and in perfect concord. He Ffarther declares q
that Fraetz was by no means the Ffirst one to declare lsrael as a Yes-
sianie people, proclaiming its mission to the world without recoarse
to a personal Messiah. Fassel is”perfect accord with Dr. 6Graetz as re-
gards the interpretation of chapterLlll of Isaiah, as referrinc not to
a sinale individual bhut to the whole people of Israel. He is of the
opinion that there exists no contradiction between this view and that
of Maimonides. According fo uaimonidei there shall arise one who shall
be the restorer of the kingdom of Zion, but the mission is thereby not
ended, for the whole earth must be won Ffor the cause of God.

Throneh whom shall this mission be realized? Through the kingly Mes-
siah? That would he impossible., Even ¥aimonides was fully aware of this,
for be discusses it in his commentary to the Vishna Sanhedrin, Perek
Chelek. The Messiah shall only he the redeemer of Israel, who is to
bring it to the kincdom of Zion. Israel shall thea through the practice
of justice and richteousness he sucecessful in winnine all the natiouns
to the complete and permanent recognition of God.Them will the prophe-
8y become true, "that the whole world shall he Fuoll of the glory of
God as the waters cover the sea.”
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Israel,according to Maimonides, who expects the coming of a perso-
nal Messiah, is in the end to be the Messiah of the world. HRow then
can it be said that Graets im Die Verjuenduné des jucdischen Stammes
bas abrogated the belief in the coming of apersonal Messiah? For Graetz
does not depart from the principles set down by Maimonides, as regards
the aission of Israel, and as regards the one who is in the end to
bring that mission to its full realization. The testimony of the two
witnesses Mannheimer and Haorowitz have certainly not done so, when they
endorsed the opinien of Graetz.

As further proof for Graetz's proper and legitimate position, Fassel
turas to Moses Sofer, chief Rabbi of Pres‘bnrg. The latter was asked -
whether or not he regards the belief in the coming of a personal Messiah
as belonging to the fundamental articles of the faith of Judaism. To
this he answered, that it wonld be impossihle to believe that the re- /
demption of Israel is one of the grounds upon whieh Judaism rests, and
that it formgﬁg% its necessary bases, and if that he removed the whole
of Judaism must fall. Fassel quotes Moses Sofer as sayinc that, even
if God were to desire that Israel should ever remain in the exile, ani
continue to exist spread throuzhbout the entire world, Judaism wounld
even then continue to exist upon a solid foundation. Thus Fassel adds
anolher anthority to support bis contention that the helief in the per-
sonal Messiah does not form one of the essential dogwas of Judaism.

Moses Sofer in stating his view says, that if the existence of Jud-
aism as a faith could only be maintained upon the helief in the coming
of a personal Messiah and upon the redemption of Israel, it would mean
that God is only worshipped because of the hounties that are in store
for those that pav Him hosage. Such cannot be the case, for God must
be recognized without the hope of reward, and without the "fruit of the
land and all that is cood thereof) he voochsafed to the believers in
the faith of Judaisa.

The article ol Graetz as well as the testimony of the two witmesses
Rabbis Yannheimer and Norowitz susteined a most severe attack fromz the
Jeshurun, the aclkunowledged «rzan of striet orthodoxy. Is that periodi-
c2l, the writer Dr. J. Guqznheimer, Rahbi of HolXin, condemns the essay
of Graetz and its supporters as a thing agarnst which the consciounsness
of every Jew must revolt.

Pr. Gugenheimer regards the article Diz Verjuengung dss juedischen
Stammes, as un-Jewish in character. This condemnation of Guszembeimer”,
is based on the fact, that Graetz in his essay supports the belief in
the existence of a pseudo-lsaiah. According to him it is sacrilicious
tomaintain that the last 27 chapters of Isaiah, especially those treat-

ing of the restoration under Cyrus, should have been writtew by an un-
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known contemporary of the Babylonian exile. The ediet of Cyrus per-
witting the people to return to Palestine, mentioned in these chapters
are therefore according to the supporters of the belief in the exist-
ence of a post exilic Isaiah, a vaticiniam post eventum. This view de=-
nies special prophesy, and shatters the correct opinion regarding the
anthenticity of the canmon.

Graetz's essay is further denounced by the writer in the Jeé%hrun,
on the ground that it pictures events in a light whieh is wholfy untrue
according to the known Facts of history. The sufferings of the Jewish
people, the ill-usages and oppressioms to which they were subjected in
the later furopean dispersions, are ascribed by Graetz to the period
of the Babylonian captivity, although history, Gusenheimer savs, is ig=-
aorant of any Jewish oppressions during the exile in Babyloa. Oa the
contrary, the advise which Jeremiah cave to the Bebrews that they should
carry om acriculture, huild houses, establiish families and multiply in
the land, and pray for the country's safetv, clearly shows that there
was no such thing as oppression for the Jew, sinece Jeremiah regarded
the peace of Israel as beinc dependent upon the neace of Rahvlon.

D77 DI% A ADIYZI OO (JeremiahXXIX §)

Forthermore the position occupied bv Daniel and his friends at the
roval table, and the favor whieh DNaniel enjoved at the hands of the king
certainly do not point to any persecutions of the Jew. Kven whea the
roval permission was given for Israel to return to Palestinian soil in
order to rebuild the tezple, only 2 very small portion of the people
took advantaze of the opportunity. Nor were those that went to Pales=-
tine, the elite of the people, as Graetz would have it. Graetz charac-
terizes in poetic fashion theselect few who returned to rebuild the
Temple, as the ones responsible for the rejuvenation of the Jewish
tribe.

"las war der diamantene Kern des 'unzerstoerharen KEnoecheleheans' von
dem die Auferstehuns und die Neuverjuengung susgina," sags Graetz. Gu-
senheirer maintains that quite the contraryv was the case; the decaving
element in Palestine was restored to a flourishing conditios preeisely
bv those people who resaimed in Dabvlon. The characterization of Graetz
is entirely out of harmonv with the Facts when he says:

PDiejenisen, welehe hereits ueher ein halbes Jahrhundert dort ance-
siiedelt waren,***vercaszen das verlorene Vaterland, das zerstoerte Je~
rusales, den verbrannten Tempel.*** Diese nahwen schnell den babylon-
ischen Goettercultus an---."

for it was Rahvlon that later furnished the vitality to re-envigo-
rate the withering colonists in Palestine. Gugenheimer therefore con-
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cludes that Judaism as well as science must stigmatize the essay of
Graetz as a fadse and an untenable presentation of the trath. ;

It is peculiar that Gugenheiwer who attacks Graetz's cssay from both
the bistoric and orthodox view-point, declares it guiltless as far as
the main charge,,nawely that of denyinz and ridiculing the belief in the
coming of a personal Messiah; upon which the whole trial was imstituted.
Gugenheimer says that the Jewish teaching recardinz the coming of a per-
sonal ¥essiah is in no wey repudiasted by the essay ofGraetz. Re admits
that Graetz is mot very plain in countenancing in his artiele the he-
lijelf in a personal Messiah. Kevertheless no direct denial of the belief
is in any way expressed.

On the contrary,it clearly states that the majority of the prophets
transfer the splendor of the ¥essiah to a kinclv descendent of David.
Gugenheimer regards the article as far as its expressed views concern-
ing the belief in the Messiah,, as in no wise affordine a cause for
criminal charces.

The most vigorous of the attacks of Gugenheimer are directed against
the testimonies of the Rahhis Xannheiwer and Horowitz, who were called
to the trial to offer their expert knowledce for the cause of the defend-
ast. The criticism which CGugzenheimer makes of the testimonies of the two
witnesses, is that thev did not meet the ohject of the chargse directly,
but resorted to seneralities that should in no wanner have been touched
upon. In stead of rewmoving the grounds for the charge that the essay
derided the Jewish doctrine of the personal ¥essiah, the witnesses in-
troduced the pecunliar question of whether or no there exists an ortho-
dox Judaisn. Instead of supportinc the cuniltlessness of the essay on
the grounds that the doctrine ol the personal ¥essiahis nowhere ridic=
uled nor denied, and hence Judaism cannot Ffind itself insulted, the wit-
nesses went ahont to treat a ouestion that had according to Guezemheimer
no bearing on the case, when thev hegan to inguire whether or no Juda-
ism is a suhstantial well-defined thing, that can be either denied or‘
affirmed, honored or derided.

He characterizes the statements of the two Kahbis, comcerninz the
natore of Judeism, as a being possessing the quality of India rubber
elasticity, which may be stretched Lo any length and form, without los-
ing its essentiel essence. Accordinz to the testimony of the two wit-
nesses, Guzenhe{ier says, Judaisz can harbor anv opinions however con-
tradietorv, for it hes no tenets of Ffaith, no articles or dogmas of he-
lief; hence it can neither be denied, derided, nor ridiculed. Such a
substance he rezards as wholly inconceivable. The guestion as to the
existence of an orthodox Judaism, and the nesative answer given to it
by the testimony of the two expert witnesses, is too much for Gugenbeim=-
er to endure. He stamps the reply of the Rabbis as the result of the
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crudest form of ignorance.

If Judaism has no positive basis, what kind of Jews are Mannheimer
and Horowitz? Gugenheimer asks: Has Judaism no principles by whiech it
can be distinguished? Has it no articles of faith, to be either confessed
or denied? The replies of the two witnesses to the guestions put to
theas at the trial, and their claiu that there are no sects in Juda-
ism, are in the opinion of Gugenheimer, the result of a deliberate at-
tempt to shut one's eyes to the truth, to the facts as they really and
openly exist.

The chief attack of Gugenheimer is prompted by the question put to
VYannheimer by the cou@ﬁil of the defendant,and the former's replv. Dr.
Lichtenstein asked Mannheimer:"lloes there exist am orthodox Judaisu?®
To thkis Mannheimer answered that he was in duty bound, and in the int-
erest of Judaisw to declare that there existed no separation within the
Jewish people. Be declared that he had alreadv made this point clear
when in the vear 1840 he was asked whether the Jewish oath in anv form
is binding on both the orthodox and the reforw Jews. Fe emphatically
asserted thet no seclarianism whatever was to bhe found within the ranks
of Jewrv. Vanvheirer adauitted the prevalence of 2l] sorts of opinions
recardine the teechines of Judaise. Buot in spite of all these there was
never an oontspoken schism. ke pointed to the Karaites as the onlv sect
within which the distingrishing warks are so greai as to separate its
merhers frow the rest of the Jewish people; bhut this sect is rapidly
diszppearing. The Jews are in general the so-called rabbinical Jews.

In spite of the diversent views which Judaiswz harbors, there has ne-
ver come such warked eleshing antaponisms as differentiate Catholies
fron Protestants, within the folds of the Jewish people. Mannheiwmer al-
leced that there ohtains amonz Jews, just as everyvwhere else, persons
enterteining opinions thet are either striect or lex; there are pecple
who are free-thinkina, and others who are hipoted. There are those that
are more helieving in thouzhkt, and others wore helieving in words. The

only chanses that were made, especially in Anstria, deal with the lit-
urcy, and sre of matters purelv formal in charaseter, such as the wor-
ship end its mode of expressioen, so tha€ it mav be more intelligibhle
to the norshigﬁ%rs and coincide more fully with the aesthetiec tastes
of the tiwmes. The essence of faith, the part that deals with the fuon-
damentals of Judeism is the same as of old. The suhstance of the pravers
of the Jews in Austria as well as elsewhere, is the same as that of all
Jews fromtime imnmemorial.

It is asaist these views expressed hy the  Vienna Rabbi, that Gugen-
beiwer vivorously directs his attacks. 1o sav that there was no split
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in the ranks of Jewry is simply to close one's eyes to the glaring facts.
Gugenheimer is especislly resenting the steatement of Mannheimer con@ern-
ing the changes in Judaism, which the latter says refer only to exter-
pals. To the declaration of Mannheimer that there exists no orthodox
Judaisw, mor a non-orthodox Judeism, Gugenheimer adds, surely sueh things
do not exist,. There is only one Judaisw bhut it does not harbor all sorts
of conflicting beliefs;Judaism is of one kind only. It is an embodiment
of ideas so fixed and so firmly comnstituted, that every step outside

of this embodiment alienates us from its limits. A non-orthodeox Juda-

isw is therefore no longer any Judaise.

"Is not the man who publicly vieletes the Sabbath on a par with the
apostate?” Gugenheimer asks, are there no criteria by which orthodox
Judaism can be distingnished frowm non-orthodox Judaism? How cam any one
who has eves to see fail to notice the large mass of those who profane
the Sabbath publicly, who disregard at home as well as outside its li=-
sits, all the dietary laws, and for whom the Jewish admonitions and
cuides for chastity no lonacer exist; who do not even eircumeize their
children, who declare as old-fashioned the Mosaic as well as the Kabbi-
wcal lawsy “ow can any one maintain that these people are still witkin
the Folds ol Judaisw? It is not merely belief that distincuishes a per-

' scv as a Jewsa 1t is adherence to the Jewish laws that confer upom hinm
' that privilece. What kind of Jewss are those whose spicific Jewish cha-
racter is ewbraced in their birth, the cemetery, and at the utmost,"en

hour of devotien on the dav of Atonement?” ‘
Gupenheimer then coes on to define Judaisw deeclarine that onlv those

are to be termed Jews who adhere in practice to its teachingos.

"VYor Gott, vor der Geschichte, vor der Wahrheit, vor dem Urtheile
jedes Unbefancenen sind und bleiben nur die orthedoxen, nur diejenicen
welche das sehriftliche und wuendliche Gottesgesetz nebst aul demselben
.berubhenden rahbhinischen Praeventivhestimmeonezen und Anordnungen, als die
unverbruechliche Norm ihres canzen Lebens betrachten, die wabrhaften
Anhaencer des geschichtlich ueherkommenen Judenthams.” Jeiﬁurun No. VIII.

It is all of the Yosaic and all of the Rahhinical law that constii-
tutes the fuondamental code for the conduct and life of the Jew. This
code is not to be meddled with, it is sacred, hence it is fixed and
definite, eternal and anchanging.

The distinctidon is further made by the Rabbi of Hollin, between Ju-
daism and Jewdow. He maintains that it is a gross error to confuse the
two. Jewdom exzhraces within its felds all those who were born from Jew-
ish parents. Conduct plavs no part in this destiny which is divinely
appointed and over which man has no sav. fven the most distant shades
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of belief held by those of Jewish parentage canm in no wise take them
out of the pale of Jewdom. Not even baptism itself can aadog the cha-
racter fixed by the hand of God in the act of birth. Judaism is a sys=
tem of beliefs and practices which can be either adhered tc¢, or depar-
ted from, a matter dependent upon the will of man. One may therefore
be within the ranks of Jewdom and vet be estreanged Prow Judaism.

To say that there exists no sechism in Jewdom is a violent denial of
evident, fects, which can anly be sincerely made by one who has no access
to those Jewish circles where such conditions prevail. Gugenheimer dec-
lares:

"—e-s0 raetselhaft musz es erscheinen, wenn ueber faktische Verhaelt-
nisse, uneher offen vorliesende Thatsachen hei deren Sehilderunc der Un-
hefancene die Influenz einer persoenlichen Meinunc sar nieht denkbar zu
halten verwmap, Krklaerangen ahpepeben werden, welehe auf der einfachen
Negation von Zustaenden beruhen,deren reale kxistenz so notori%ih ist,

dasz mwen die Leusnunc derselben nur hei demjenisen, der die freige in
denen Jene Zusteende sich manifestiren nie zubeobachten Gelesenbeit
hatte, Fuer moeclich halten sollte." Jeshurun ¥o. VI. p. 180.

Guiside of the Samaritans and the faraites, Susenheimer maimtains,

there exists in Jewrv a separation,a cleavage so distinct thel it was

' even f{earlessly aduitfed by the representatives of the Heforwm party.

! Fere Guzenheimer quotes fesf, who in the vear 1557, (Enevcklopaedie Sec-
tion2%7. Th. S. 312) divided the Jews into Habbinical Jeﬂshrinto the Ha=-
railes who believe in the Bibhle solely, and into"denkglagﬁigehihlisch-
er," The last mentioned interpret the Bible in accordance with tLhe die-
tetes of the spirit of science and the suidamce of reason.

Gugenheiner next cives an excerpl of the proclamation mwade by the ‘
150 memzbers of the Keform Jewish concrecation of Berlir in the vear
1845, in order to establish the point of the existence of se@ts in Jo-
daism similar to those that prevail im Christendom, of whom the Cath-
olies and the Protestants are the examples. The part guoted reads:

'" las alte rabbinische Judenthum mit seiner festen Basis, bhat keine
Basis mehr in uns--., fir koennen nicht mehr Gebote bheobachten, die kein
en veistigen Gehalt in uns habewn, und nicht einen Codex als unveraen-
derliches Gesetzbuch anerkennen, der das Mesen und die Aufpabe des Jud-
enthurs bestehen laest in upnachsichtlichem festhalten an Formen und
Yorschrilften, die in einer laenust versancesmen, und fuer immer entsch-
wondenen Zeit ihren Ursprung verdanken."!

Gueenheimer Further states that it is entirelv nonecessarv to re-
call an article written 27 veers aco, uner Lo remind oneself of the proc-
lewation of the Herlin Heforwm concregation, in order to rewove any doubt
which may exist as to the prevalence of sectarianism amons Jews. The
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eazents of the literary productions, of the periodicals and the pam-
phlets that appear in the service of Reform, especially the minutes
of the Rabbinical Conferences of the years 1844-1847, all those are
documents which establish beyond a partiele of doubt, the eleavase in
the circles of Jewry.

M¥ore convincing than these writtenm evidences, continues Gogenheimer,
are those which the very life of the people bring forth and foree upon
our consciousness the schism in Judaism. The features of the eleavace
are so marked and their siens so distinet thet their menifestation is
evident both in private as well as in public life. The dividing line-
aments hetween orthodoxy end reform are so contrastine, that the Jews
of Frankfort A.W., and of Mainz, of Stublweiszenburs, and of Darmstadt,
because of their desire to adhere to the orthodex practices, were cou-
pelled to sever their connections with the other members of their con-
cregations who were in the majoritv, and who were entirely ont of ac-
cord with the fundamental teachings and practices of the Rabbinieal Jews.
The latter found in separation the onlyv rewedv to whieh they had to re-
sort in the interest of their relicious duties, their convictions, and
their desire to treiuv their children in the lines of orthodoxy.

But here Guoenheimer fears that am interpretation may be laid upon
the act of the orthodox Jews in separating themselves frowm their bro-
thers, as prompted hy the desire of the former to form a sdisw. The or=-
thodox Jews were in no wise responsihle Fer the coming cleavage, for

he says:

"is war ja nur das Streben naeh Aufrechthaltung der in Geamtjnden-‘
keit seit Jahrtausenden heilis sehaltenen Lehren ond Gesetze, welche
die Separation der orthodoxen veranlaszte; nur der Umstand dasz die
der Reforz Huldisenden von diesen fesetzen cenz oder theilwetise sich
lossaoten, dieselben negiren, oder modifiziren zu duerfen slauvbten, uand
ihre Anschauunsen duarch die Macht der “djoritaet ibren cesetzestreuen
Pfruedern aufzudraenczen suchten, was die Sehritte der Trennuneg vermrsach-
te." deshurun Ko. VI.

The orthodox Jews can therefore not be considered as a cause for the
schism, since thev have not departed frow any of the practices of their
fathers.

."ﬁie orthodoxen Juden koennen daher nicht als Eecte betrachtet wer-
den; sie sind die Bekenner des alten, einzic wahren, von den Vaetern-
veherlieferten Judenthuns, wen aoch die au vielen Orten durch aeusere
Verhaeltnisse maechticere Heforr partei sich als St;?;=unﬂ Bauptocemein-
de gerirt, und den Protest sesen ihre Willkuehr zur Haeresie stempeln
moechte." ibid.
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Gugenheimer then turns to the guest:ion of the personal Messiah.

Ee declares as farcical the statements of Mannheimer that all Jews oc-
cupy the same standpoint, only that one conceives him as a wmoral per-
son, while the other assigns to him a personal character. The personal
Messiah as foretold by the prophets, is the posl of all Jewish hopes,
says Bugenheimer. It is the Messiah that has been interwoven im all the
natiopal pravers of the Jewqever since the first exile. The Jewish pe-
ople expect the restoration of their state in the Holy Land through and
under the scion of the Davidiam royal house. The doctrine of a non-per-
sonel ¥essiah repudiates completely the realization of this hope of the
Jewish people; since the Messidah is converted by this doctrine, into a
period for universal enlichtenment of all of wankind, without the re-
assewbling necessarily of the dispersed Jews on their soil under the
roval gcuidance of the son of David. Such a belief can onlv be looked
upon as heinv wholly in opposition to the dictates of orthodox Juda=-
ism.

Ze¢ mentions the opposition which Yaimonides, the author of the thir-
teen arfticles of faith encountered, and explains that this opposition
was not a result of thinking or the part of the npposinc anthorities,
that those articles of faith were in any way not bindine upon the he-
lievinz Jew. The opposition was due to the fact that MYaimonides sef
those thirteen principles as fundamentals of helief, whereas neither

savs:

"flie Upposition zegen die Aufstelluns von Glaubensartikeln war nu
dalure' veranlaszt weil in Bihel und Talmnd %ein Grund zur Aufstellang
von Fundamental-artikeln zn Finden ist, weil des Juvdenthum nicht 13 und
aicht 9 und niebt 3 Glauvhensartikeln keont, sondern im Judenthan jedes
einzelne der von Sott dureh die Thora ceoffenbarte Gebote und Verbote
Relizionssruondsatz ist, and die Leuwsnung irczeand eines Thoraverses oder
irzcend eines jener Ge® und Verhote Relicionsgrundsatz ist, end die Leuz-
nanz irgend einer in der Thora liecenden Andeuntunz oder einer einzelnen
dureh die awuendliche Gottes Lehre uneherlieferten qchluazfo}zerunw oder
fiortanalocie nach der Lehre des Judenthums als eine ?erhoedhnn der Goek-
tl1ishen OFfenharuns zn hetrachten ist." idbid.n202

Bugcenheimer then guotes Albho as saving that the belief in the con-
ing of the personal Messiah, while not one of the faundamental doguas
of Judaism nevertheless is a bhelief to xhiech everv Jew must hold, ani
a denial of wmhiech is tantamount to a denial of the immutability of the
law of God. (Sefer Ikkarim Xaamar 4, chap.42.)

From this Gucenheimer conclades that Alho recards the utterances of
the prophets concernine the Messiah, if they be made to refer to the
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whole peopie of Israel it would constitute a denial of the doctrine;
since Albo recards the descendant of David as the only true hasis for
the helief,

As a sumwary of his opinion, Cuscenheimer gives a crystallized dis-
tinetion between orthodoxy and mm-orthodoxy; declaring that the acknowm-
ledgement or the non-acknowledpgement of the inviolable and unabrozated
obligatoriness of the M¥osaic and the Habbimie law Forms the criterion
for that distinction. He further waiatains that the expectine or the
non-expecting of the future reassembline of the scattered Jews in one
theocratic state in Palestine under the dowinion of a scion of the Da-
vidian royal family, foras the criterion for distinguishbing between the
confession of the Jewish Messianic helief and the denial of that belief.

Guosenheimer stresses the poiat of the existence of a schism amons
Jewry. He does all in his power to make that emphatiec. In doing this
nis purpose is evident. He wants to hold in elear features, orthodox
Judaism before the eyves of the Jew, in order to avoid the penetration
of ideas of reform under the suise of orthodoxy. I'he recognition of the
existence of a sechism in Judaism is therefore to him of the highest im-
port. Be says:

"henn der sroeszere oder kleinere Theil der Juden den Glauben an ein-
en persoenlichen vom Hoenize Pavid abstammenden Vessias aufoesehen hat
and die Messiasprophetien anf das Volk selbst hezieht, schon hiedarch
die-®xistenz eiaer Spaltune im Somosze der Judenheit konstatirt ist."

The very trial of Kompert at which two Rabbis in Israel have given
as their expert testimony such an un-orthodox representation of the be-
lief in the ecoming of the Messiah, establishes bevond a doubt that there
is a definite schisw in Judaism. The eleavape consists in no wise of
mere extepzals; "sondern in der Leugnunz voan Heligioanswahrheiten, ***
deren Nichanerkeanunz in dem entschiedensten Widerspruche mit dem geof-
fenbarten Judenthume steht.”

Dne of the points in the trial wshich Hompert and the Rabbis stressei
was the non-existence of an orthodox Jewish chuorch, and orthodox Jew-
ish doctrines. fhat does exist, is Judaiswm., It is this Judaism whieh
is protected by the laws of the ewpire. The ordinances of June 2(, and
October 13, 1781, place the teachinos) customns and ceremonies of the
Jewish relicion, under the protection of the Austriam state. In these
laws no mention is made of anv particular kind of Judaism. It is the
Jewish relicion that is tolerated. Particular sects of this religion
coald lay no elaizs to protection by the state authorities. Gugenheim-
ermaintained in opposition to Kompert and the testimony of the two Kab-
his, that there does exist a decided schism in the ranks of Jemry. The
decrees of the empire in placing Jodaism wnder state protection, meant
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to tolerate the customns, ceremonies, and beliefs of the kind of Juda=-
ism which existed at that time; that being non other than the Kabbini-
cal or orthodox Judaism. Orthodox Judaism can therefore not be resar-
ded as a schism but is the real, genuine thino. It is the Judaism that
was inherited from the fathers. Non-orthodox or Reform Judsism could
certainly not have heen included in the decrees of the empire, as a re-
ligion to be protected. For it was not before Jacobson tried to intro-
duce reform practices that a cleavage in Judaism began to manifest it-
self. It is therefore reform and not orthodoxy which must be recarded
as a schism, and hence outside the state's protection. This last con-
closion, while not exactly expressed by Gusenheimer, is nevertheless
clearly hinted at,,for it is the most inevitable judgement to whieh
his statements direetly point.

The many attacks which succeeded the testimonv of the witnesses and
the judgement of the coart, on the part of the orthodox publie, induced
Rabhi Horowitz to come out in defence by the publication of a Hebrew
pamphlet, in which he maintained that his testimony was misunderstood;
sinee he was Far from believine that the Messiah doetrine did not form
a fundamental doama in Judaism. The only thins that is uncertain is the
tiwe aud manner of the Messiah's coming.

Y20 YIZIR DD DRYID AL?E N3IDR3 1BRS YIIaY PaT
pPIDY 3%3 2R D 37p3 TIRD nzﬂ%1e nfrn T31DRMY
1737 'a%? N%3 pPTIIY 13INRD MILD RIY NDY UK
(duoted, Jeshurun, Ko.VIII, p. 253.)
The pazphlet was severely reviewed by Vr. Hirseh, the editor of the —
Jeshurun. The testiwony if misundersteod by the exponents of orthodoxy
how much more must it have heen misunderstood by the court, claimed the
reviewer, if it could hase its judgement upon that testimony and declare
that orthodos Judaisz is but a seel which has seceded From universal
Judaism, and as such has no claim to the protection of the laws guaran-
teed to the recognized relizions of the empire? Horowitz should have
foand no rest until he had zade clear to the court, and to the entire
publie his real meaning hehind the given testimony, declared Mr. Hirsch.
for it is avheard of, the reviewer stated, that a conrt should base its
judocement upon the sworn testimony of a witness, which testizony the
court has taken to mean just diametrically opposite to the sense which
the witness intended to convev.
A pamphlet in Wehrew, further contested the reviewer, is only read
by Jewish circles, the court and the world outside know nothing of its
contents. By this act Rabbi Horowitz showed that he ia no wise intends
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to clear the misunderstanding with tbe court in order to bring about

8 revision of the judgcement. Bow can Horowitz be at ease when as a re-
sult of his testimony, the court issued its judgement and deelared that
actual or universal Judaism has nothing definite or precise in its doz~-
mas, and the Jew subscribes to but very cemeral catecories of helief?
How can Borowitz have his conscience clear when the court decided that
the Jewish confession whieh has erystallized dogmas unalterable and de-
fined, as for instamce orthodox Judaisam, is a separate and seceded seet
froe universal Judaisa?

In his pamphlet Borowitz states thet the reason for his deeclaration
that there exists no schism in Juodaism, was that those who have aban-
doned the faith, have as vet not constituted themselves into a separate
sect. As to the rituwal reforrs they only touch the litargy,.but the re-
lision itself, sy n1n is left undisturbed. To this the reviewer
in the Jeskurun answers, that this explaination hardly avails anyvtbing;
for the court due to Lhis very testimony, was aulhorized te assume pre=
cisely the opposite opinion.Namely, those docltrines and reforms of the
teform faith, whiech the orthodox Jews declare to be a departure from
the true religious doctrine, and as such to be cendemned, are lesitimate-
ly part and varcel of uaiversal Judaism, and are repudiated by the or-

| thodox element merelv because of seectarianism.

| In this review, ¥r. Hirsch maintains that dune to the testiwony of ‘
the two Rahbis, orthodox Judaism has practically been deprived of its

protection as a2 tolerated religion in the Austirian empire. For the

coart concluded that the true faith of Judaism is not orthodoxy but re-

form, the former having deviated Ffrowm universal Jodaiss.

The contraversy whieh rose to a very animate pitch among Jewry in
Europe, extended to the shores of America. The Israelite of ¥ayv27, 1864
sives the setting of the whole conflict. The lsraelite explains how the
contraversv had its oricin, and states what it deems to be the motivat-
ing power hehind it all. yt declares that a faction of the orthodox
sehool in Germanvy and Hancary have heen tryine for 2 long time to create
a schism in Judaism, and thus divide the Hebrews into two sects. These
persistent efforts led to the establishment of two small comgregations,
! one at Frankfort A.M. and another in Mainz. After these results further
sucecesses were not forthcominz. The leading men were constantly azitat-
ing and utilizing every availatle means to make a sect of their follow-
ers. These men hitterly attacked any attempt at progress and were es-
pecially denouneing the scientific winz of the orthodox camp. At the
appearance of Dr. OGraetz's 4th volume of the history of Israel, and al-
so at the publication of Darkzi pamishna by Dr. [rankel, the head of
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Breslan Rabbimical seminary,the agitaters of sectarianism, the Israe-
lit“asserts, fell upen these meritorious works and furiously denounced
their anthors. The eontrfveray between the two orthodox camps was con-
stantly ragineg.

The law-suit against Hompert, and the testimonv of the two Vienna
Kabbis was but another opportunity which the Faction utilized for its
purpose of making a separate sect in Jewry. It is the opinion of the
Israelite that the shores of America should never have welcomed with
attention the "petty quarrels"™ of the two orthodox camps on the other
side of the Atlantie. The Israelite declares that it finds itself forced
to treat of the matter in its col+pmne only hecause of the important
place which the editor of the Dcecident devoted to it; and also because
of the latter's ardently subscribing to the anoressive and agitatingo
faction.

The Israelite ridicules the editor of the Oceident Fop his stand in
attacking sach men as Worowitz, Yannheimer, and Graetz. Kow coald the
pietv of sach 2 wan as Horowilz be guestioned ,"one #ho refnses to Arink

CY2y ma%nz 2%n, or who would pot eai 9923 %2 hz ; is suech a wan
not orthodox enouch for the editor of the Jececident? " Asked the Israelite.
The whole cuestion should not have heen meddled with; savs that editon
fle rezards the treatment of the suhjeet and the sustainins of the attacks
on the defenders of Kompert and Graetz bv the editor of the Uecident,
as yroupted hv the feeling 'f sectarianism. The agoressive stand of the
Jeshurun, and of its editor, Mr. Hirseh, the Israelite asserts, can in
no wise he stamped, as does the editor of the Oeceident, 2s orthodox,
in contradistinction to the views of Graetz, Mannheimer, and Horowitz. ‘

In answer to these charses the Uceident assu;es a poiseful reserve,
stating thet it never reads the col+uvins of the Israelite, and the as-
saults on the part of its editor hrec vht to the Qeecident's attention
by outsiders, are hardlv worth while considerine., The editor of the Oec-
cident refoses to take up endoels with the editor of the Israelite, and
allowns him as much field For attack as the latter may choose. Mr. Leeser
deems it proper to iswnore the attacks of the editor of the Israelite,
on the ground that the life of Lhat editor in America, has been made
up of a "series of inconsistencies;" he can therefore "have the field
all to himself." _

Br. Wolf Lanﬁaué%, chief Habbi of lresden, Sasxony, in 2 letter to
Hev. Br. Jonas BHondi of New York, whieh was printed in the Qcecident of
July 1864, declares that Graelbz in Diz Ter juznfung degs juedischen Satam-
mes, does in no wise Tecuy the personality of the Jewish Messiah. As {o
the interpretation of the passace in Isaiesh as referring to the whole

Y




people of Israel, in this Braetz does not stand alone; for Ibn Ezra
and others are of the same opinion. The editor of the Uccident vigorous-
ly opposes this view of the wmatter, and is far frow w3lling to declare

fraetz "guiltless" of the charge of denyving the beliel iu the coming
of a perscnal Yessiah.

"o
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IvV.
CONCLUSION.

In viewing the verious elewents expressed by the particivents in the
contraversy, one cennot hel; but notice the prevalence of the differ-
ing opinions. ¥t hest one can enumerate those who took part in voicing
thbeir views in support of one side or the other, if j&’we are in any Way
desirous to do justice to the stand taken by each ene, and te the rea-
sens npon which that stand is based.

The only evidence of unanimity of opipion is seen in the Bildeshei-
ner protest whieh was supported hv the sicnatures of one hundred and
twentyv-one Habbis, Thers a definite stand is ftaken which reveals the
position of striet uncemprowmising orthodoxy. 1% reflects the views of
a definite perdiod which finally came o Erecognized as voicing the only
correct opiniens whieh 2 Jew can possibly entertzin if it is bis desire
to adhere to the faitb.

But even this unanimii{v is ohtained only by ''o expression of a vagne1
ceneral, ungualified shﬁxement. There 18 no attempt wmade to enumerate s
the particular articlesafaith, threveh the confession of whieh, wnor theﬁ v
definite necessary acts throogh the practice of which one may be classed
as a believing Jew. kven this ervstellized, definite element of strict
orihodoxy could enly mass tLocether the opinions of one handred and twen-
ty-cne Rahbis into the signine of a single arreement, onlyv upon the ba-
sis of a cemeral formule, whieh when analized reveals the wost complex

variety and diversence of views.

protest, reads:

"fihoever lives accordins to the ialmudiec writinos in whieh the to-
tality of the orzl law is contained, and according to the religious
acts whieh are based on the same, is orthodox, a true believing Isra-
elite."

To subseribe truithfully and upon the basis of fset to Suech a propo-
sition it would mean, tha¥ the views, laws, and traditions which the
Talanud conteains should form the basis of the helievine Jew. But these
views, laws, and traditions are far from being homogeneous, and mutun-
ally supportive. Un the contrary thev are develepmwental in character,
and therefore bound tc he confradictoryv, ranging from the strictest ad-
herence to definite forms to the greatest laxity in them. The Talwmud
the compendium of the opinions, sayincs, laws, and practices of the Jews
0

The seneral formule upon which rested the unanimity of the ortbodox.
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during a period of alwost a thousand years,can in no wise Porm a erys-
tellized unchanging basis for the faithful adherence of the believing
Jen. Bowever sincere in their intentions, it was nevertheless made pos-
sible only by the lack of the historic sense from which they suffered
in coumon, that a united expression of one hundred and twentv-one Rab-
bis came into being.

The doema of Judaism concernine the coming of a personal Messiah has
according tc Die Ver juendung des juedischen Stammes, and to the testi-
zonies of the two witnesses, been repudiated in the eyes of the prot-
esting Rabbis. That the Jews expect the coming of a personal ¥essiah,
is pretty well agreed upon by the anthorities of the Talwad. The only
prominent Talwondie anthority who denies this belief is Billel, " K -
"oxnz°% newe. (Sanhedrin 5b) =

The defence of Hompert that Graetz did not at all touch upon the
guestion of the Messiah's cowing, but was merely concerned with inter-
preting the 753rd chapter of Isaiah, must appear Eigi}lig&jc in charac-
ter. For to what purpose did Sraetz utilize the interpPetation of the
passagse in Isaiah, il it were not to support his idea of Isreel's mis-

sion?

But Hompert's statement that the expressions Carricatur and romnt-‘
, ischen Schwaernerei, refer to the semse of the passage and were not
meant to ridicule the belief in the personal Messiah, cerftainly is the
" only siegnificance which one can possibly dAraw from the sentence by Gretz.
‘¥t is hardly wise to sey that hecanse the statement: "1 do not believe
in the comine of a personal Yessiah," is not expressed hy Braetz in so
direet a fashion, thai he therefore does noi demy that helief. For the
the tenor of his essav in no wav suvpports any opportunity im which the
personal Yessiah ecan Fit inte the scheme of thinos such as is ountlined
in Die Verjuenéuné dss juedischen Stammes. Rabbi Fassel openly says
that this reaslv shows that Graetz does not expect the comine of a per-
sonal Yessiah, and that by this stend Greetz still is follewinc good
Jewish precedent.

One cannot help bhut realize that at the bottom of the contraversial
statements there lies the conflict hetween orthodoxyv and reform. Hhe-
ther consciously or unconsciously, the strusgcle bhetween the stetiona=-
rv and the movine view-point is wanifested by these exchances of clash-
ine opinions. Anv attempt to reconcile the twe can never be permanent.
Mannheimer has tried t« wake sueh a reconcilietion at thke trial whem
he saud, that Graetz speaks hut of the mission of TIsrael, amd that this
does not necessarily invelve the denial of the personal Messiah. Graetz
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waes led to his idea of the mission of Israel by his knowledse of the
history and development of the Jewish people. To him it was unigque,
thet Israel should have heen able to remain alive as an iwportant con-
tributory faector to civilization, in spite of the sufferings and cri-
tical periods in its history. This mysterv made Graetz believe in the
messianic character of the Jewish people, But what made Mannheimer in=-
sist that by this mission Graetz dees not abrosate the belief in the
personal Yessiah, was the unconscious inahility, on the part of the
Vienne Rabbi, to relinguish the fixed view=-point of orthodoxy.

It is impossible to make any strong duivisions as to the exact end-
ings of orthodoxy and the beginnings of reform, For both these are in-
separahly and wost often unconsciously interwoven even in one and the
same person. Yannheimer who regarded himself as orthodox beyond quest-
ion, maintained firmly the non-existence ol anyv schism in the ranks of
Jewry. He explained the divergence of views amone Jews, on the oround
that there are among Jews just as anvwhere else, people thet are bise-
ted, and those that are free-thinking; some are more helieving than
others, there are people who are striet in the adherence to laws, and
there are again others who are very lax in them. ‘

In strons contrast to this opinion expressed by Mannheimer, must be
placed the view of Gucenheimer in the Jeshurun. Aeccordins fo Sucenheim=-
er, there are no such Jews thet are to he classed as bigoted and other
Jews that are to he elassed as Ffree-thinkine. There can onlv be one kind
corposed of those who adhere to the positive and definite prineiples
of the faith of Judaism beth in Lheory and in practice. Any departure
from those principles constitues a dparture frowm Judaism. Guzenbeiuer
is of the opinion that there exists onlv one kind of Judaism, which har-
bors no econflictina heliefs. For it is the ewbodiment of fixed and po-
sitive idees from which anv deviation mnst be resarded as un-Jewish
in character. Sneh a stand absolutely discountenances any flexibility
whatever.

The dogma of Judaism concernine the comino of a personal Nessiah has
no trace of suppert in Die Ver juznéuné des jusdischen Stammes. Braetz
who pever dreawed of sivlino hiwself an adherent of reform, has either
consciously or annconsciously departed Frow a cerystallized unchanging
orthodoxy, whiech regsarded the helief in Lhe cowming of a personal Messiah
as one of its Fundarental tenets of faith. Graetz's severe critiecism
of the Reform party, and his chazpionine the caunse of conservatism, is
enouch to convince one of hi- attitude toward the Heform movement. But
one cannot help noticing that even thi- defender of orthodoxv deviated
fror the definite well defined liwils get by the author of the Shulchan
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Aruk, as forwing the true unalterable boundaries of Judaism.

The controversy of the Messianic dogma which the essay of Graetz
arovsed, had the very important effect im thet it brought to the front
the smbmerged differences of opinion that existed among the ramnks of
orthodoxy. It showed that the supposed universally accepted primciples
of Judaism were not at all solidly and strietly entertained by the or-
thodex camp. It revealed to a more strikino degree than was already

visible at the time, that Judaism was still in the process of evolu-
tionary change.
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