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Introduction

The general trend towards liberalism which engulfed Europe
in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was accompanied
by the "Haskalah" (Enlightenment) movement within Judaism. Both
these currents hit Austria-Hungary with full force, but their
effects upon the Jewish community there were quite distinct from
the experiences in other countries. While in Germany and France
the enlightenment was accompanied by a significant weakening in
the ranks of traditional Rabbinic Judaism, in Hungary the growth
of reform coincided with the development of a new and
invigorated extremist movement within conventional Judaismj
Much has been written regarding the two main factions in 19th

and 20th century Hungarian Jewish society; the reformers who

were known as the Neologue and the fundamentalist Orthodox.2

1Nathaniel Katzburg, "The Jewish Congress of 1869",
Hungarian-Jewish Studies II, New York 1969, pp. 20-23. Katzburg
points to the arrival of a number of important rabbis to Hungary
as well as the influx of Hassidic elements from Galicia as the
factors which gave the Orthodox the confidence to develop a
separatist ideology.

2For background on the events which precipitated the split
see Jacob Katz, "Contributions towards a Biography of R. Moses
Sofer", Studies in Mysticism and Religion (presented to Gerschom
M. Scholem on his seventieth birthday), Jerusalem 1967, pp. 115-
148; Moshe Sammet, “"Ma'avako Shel Hatam Sofer BaChadshanim",
Yehudei Hungaria - Mechkarim Historiim, Tel Aviv 1980: Michael
Silber, "The Historical Experience of German Jewry and Its
Impact on Haskalah and Reform in Hungary", Towards Modernity,
New York 1987, pp. 107-158.

For a general discussion of the conflict see Ibid; N. Katzburg,
"The Rabbinical Decision of Michalovic in 1865", Studies in the
History of Jewish Society in the Middle Ages and in the Modern
Period (Dedicated to Professor Jacob Katz), Jerusalem 1980, pp.
273-286; Jacob Katz, The Role of Religion in Modern Jewish
Society, Cambridge (Mass.), 1975; same author, "Orthodoxy in
Historical Perspective", Studies in Contemporary Jewry II,

Bloomington {(Minn.) 1986. For the strict Orthodox position see
Yekutiel Yehudah Greenwald, Korot HaTorah VeHaEmunah be
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However, there was a third group who took a moderate position
and to whom historians have paid little attention - R. Solomon
Zvi Schick should be identified with them.

Born in 1844, on the eve of the liberal revolt of 1848,
RaShBaN (an acronym for Rabbi Shelomo ben Natan), as a young
rabbi, witnessed the Jewish Congress of 1868-69. At the
Congress, Hungarian Jewry realized its recently won freedoms
through the creation of a consistoire type organization whose
purpose was "...to regulate internal affairs and external
relations", but itg establishment was at the cost of losing all
chances for Jewish unity.3 Rashban lived to see and deal with
the degenerate situation which developed.

His responsa follow, in most ways, traditional patterns of
this genre of literature. There are few halachic issues which

are not dealt with by other contemporary rabbis of greater

Hungaria, Budapest 1921; =ame author, LeToldot HaReformatzia
BeGermania UbeHungaria, New York 1948; Ben-Zion Jacobowitz,
Z'Chor Yemot Olam, Bnei Brak 1986 (a contemporary apologetic) N.
Katzbury, "Assimilatjion in Bungary in Modern Times: Orthodox
Positions", Jewish Assimilation in Modern Times, Boulder,
Colorado 1981, pp. 50-65; For the Neologue position see L. Low,
Der Judische Kongress in Ungarn, Pest 1871. Thomas Domjan, "Der
Kongress d'Ungarischen Israeliten", Ungarn Jahrbuch 1 (1969).

3Katzburg, "Assimilation in Hungary in Modern Times", bp.

52.
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4 As such, its unique contribution lies in jtg

stature.
revelations regarding the time in which it was written and the
personal opinions‘of its author. In order to create a full
picture of Rashban, it isg necessary to include in this paper a
summary of his 1life ag well as the erucial events of the times
which shaped the SCenario in whiéh he lived. However, the main

focus will be an analysis of his responsa.

The methodology used in examining the text will be to

highlight those responsa which address contemporary issues, thus
shedding light on Rashban's overall stance. In order to
accurately define where he stood in relation to the mainstream
of the Orthodox world, the responsa of his teacher, Maharanm
Schick, will be used as a foil against which Rashban's own
opinions will be compared and contrasted. In this manner, a
greater perspective Wwill be gained regarding R. Solomon Zvi
Schick as an individual.

Moreover, as a representative of the moderate position in
Hungarian Jewry, his responsa help in building a more accurate

model of thig overall approach.

4The two most Wwidely acclaimed responsa of nineteenth
century Hungary are: Moses Schreiber, T'Shuvot HaHatam Sofer,
Brooklyn 1973; Moses Schick, She'slot U'Tshuvot Maharam Schick,
Bnei Brak 1973.
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IT. Historical Background

The confrontation between the modernizing forces and the
traditionalists which reached its climax at the Jewish Congress
of 1868-69 i=s rooted in simultaneous developments on each side
which had begun before the turn of the century. Emperor Joseph
IT had already embarked on én enlightenment program which
included educational reforms affecting the Jews during his reign
between 1780 and 1790.5 The gradual increase in individual
rights was looked upon favorably by most of the Jews.
Influenced by their close cultural and political links to their
German brethren, many Hungarian Jews hoped that emancipation was
in sight and that with it would come full economic, intellectual
and social integration with non-Jewish society.5 Many factors
encouraged those proponents of modernization including the
renaissance of the Hungarian language (Magyar) which came about
in the wake of the Hungarian national revival. The new found
shared common tongue made cultural differences less blatant and

created an ideal situation for assimilation.7

5J. Katz, "Orthodoxy in Historical Perspective", p. 6.

EIbid; also see N. Katzburg, "The Jewish Congress...", p.

2.

TJacob Katz, "The Uniqueness of Hungarian Jewry", Forum 27,
1977, p. 46,

a}iféf““
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While there were those who saWw emancipation as an
opportunity +to completely throw off the shackles of being
identified as a Jew, for most of the proponents of
modernization, Judaism still held a prime position of importance
in their lives. For them religious reform was a means of
keeping Judaism relevant in an ever-changing modern world. Even
so, it is undeniable that the need for acceptance by Christian
society was a strong factor in the movament.8

The development of the Neologue element in Hungarian Jewry
throughout the 19th century brought with it varying degrees of
deviations from traditional ritual practice inplemented in their
Synagogues. They ranged from allowing parts of the service to
be recited in the vernacular and moving the Bimah (main prayer
reading table)} from the center to the front of the synagogue, to

dressing the Cantor in garments similar to priestsg, removing the

Mechitza (separation between men and women) and playing an organ
during Sabbath services. However, their stated goals in their
efforts to organize a single governing body for internal affairs
was

solely in order to reform cultural and educational affairs,

Decisions on purely ritual matters were to be decided on an

8Katzburg, "The Jewish Congress...", p. 4, cites the
request in 1850 by the Hungarian government "... to ascertain
the prevailing views within Jewry concerning communal and
educational affairs, with a view to possible improvement and
regulation.” Furthermore, on p. 7 he sSuggests that the
innovations of the Neologue were meant, "to make Jewish
religious practice more 'ecivilized' in the eyes of

= 1]
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individual basis by each community. The areas in which they
planned to create a consensus were external relations,
modernization of a mandatory Jewish educational system in which
all secular studies would be taught, and the sponsorship of a
seminary which would be the exclusive institution for producing

: The fierce opposition of the Orthodox to the

rabbis,
Neologue's suggestions may have stemmed particularly from their
absolute inability to even contemplate ritual changes but it
expressed itself in a unilaterally wvehement stand against all
new measures, both communal and ritual.

The Orthodox community consisted of two groups:
Westerners, primarily of German descent, and Eastern Hasidim
from Galicia. During the pre-Congress stages of the fight
against secularization, it became apparent that the Easterners
took a totally uncompromising position regarding anything to do
with secularization. The westerners initially showed some sign
of concession, but eventually the differences in their vieuws
were repressed as they combined in a unified front against the

Neologues.

gHere, the Neologue were somewhat hard Pressed to explain
how such an ordinance was not a significant effort to diminish
the influence of traditional Orthodox Yeshivot, thus producing
rabbis whose background would guarantee implementation of ritual
change as well.

Y

Qe



Moderate in Extremes, Page 9

Rabbi Moses Sofer (Ha-Hatam Sofer), the leading Orthodox
rabbinical figure in early 19th century Hungary, was vehemently
against any change. He was aware of the decline in religious
observances in his native Germany and sought to protect the
Hungarian community from any such encroachments. He maintained
that there is a biblieal prohibition against advancing anything
new and warned that if not for the government's legal
restrictions he would excommunicate (Herem) those who broke with

10 The Hatam Sofer's legacy was carried on by his two

tradition.
most famed students, his son R. Samuel Benjamin Sofer ({Ha-Ktav
Sofer) and R. Moses Schick (Maharam Schick). They were the
leading rabbinic figures during the era of the Congress and it
was their approval which allowed a policy of separation to be
accepted.

Between 1848 and 1868 the efforts on behalf of reform
increased at a rapid pace, as did the intensity of the conflict
between the traditionalists and Neologue. Along with the brief
sense of euphoria that was felt by the Hungarian people during
the short lived revolution, many Jews saw emancipation around
the corner. In fact, Lajos Kossuth, one of the leaders of the
nationalist movement, supported full integration of the Jews
into the nation if they would remove barriers which

differentiated them from other Hungarians.“ The reformers set

up a number of committees to suggest changes but none were

10

Katz, "Orthodoxy in Historical Perspective", p. 7: and
"Religion as a Force in Modern Jewish History", Jewish

Emancipation and Self-Emancipation, Philadelphia 1986, p. 29.
11

Katz, "The Uniqueness...", p. 47.
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accepted by the traditional rabbinical authorities.12

The compromise between Bungary and its Austrian Hapsburg
rulers in 1867 which created a dual rulership in which the
Hungarian government had total power over all internal affairs
drastically changed the predicament of the Jews. The new
government favored religious modernization and integration, and
had the power to achieve it,. Almost immediately a memorandun
was submitted to the government by the community of Pest
requesting that a conference of Jewish representation be set
up in order to institute a general Jewish organization.13

The Orthodox had actually taken steps to organize a joint
front even before the compromise of 1867. In 1865 a group of
rabbis, both western and "Hasidic" came together at Michalovic
to issue a court décree denouncing the changes proposed and put
into practice by the Neologues, Altogether sixty-seven rabbig
signed the‘document, but missing were the foremost authorities,
Rabbis Sofer and Schick. Scholars have suggested a number of
reasons for their absence, both may have feared that the
Neologues would publicize the decisions, thus causing ridicule
of the Orthodox among the non-Jews particularly for forbidding
speeches in German and Hungarian. In addition, R. Schick was

personally not as strong in his opposition to preaching in the

12Katzburg, "The Jewish Congress...", p. 4.

Ybid, p. 8.

st
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vernécular nor did he agree with pronouncing the title of "House
of Idol Worship" upon those synagogues in which the Bimah had
been moveci.14 However, once the idea of the Congress became a
reality, the internal rifts among the Orthodox were ignored (at
least temporarily) as they joined together to fight for the
preservation of tradition.15

As a response to the propositions for reform, and
especially in light of the receptiveness expressed by the new
government regarding these ideas, the Orthodox set up a
political arm known as the "Shomrei HaDas" (Guardians of Faith).
Its goals were to defend Hungarian-Jewish Orthodoxy in general,
against any attacks and assist individual communities who were
fighting a losing battle against reform. What made this action
unique was the utilization of modern political methods such as a
Hungarian language publication which asserted the patriotic
feelings of the Orthodox towards the country as a means of
defending their interests. To these efforts Rabbis Sofer and

Schick were willing to give their sign of approval.16

Y1pia, p. 1.

15See Katzburg, "The Rabbinical Decision of Michalovie in
1865", for a thorough discussion. He sees this as a watershed
event which "established in practical terms the principle of
separation.”

15Katzburg, "The Jewish Congress...", p. 10.
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This political arm became very important as a means of mass
communication for the Orthodox when in 1868, Joseph Eotvos, the
Hungarian Minister of Culture and Education and a staunch
supporter of integration, announced aelections for
representatives to the Congress. Both sides campaigned fiercely
and in the end the Neologues received 126 seats and the Orthodox
94, Seeing that they were in the minority, some Orthodox rabbis
suggested a number of areas to their colleagues in which there
might be room to compromise. Specifically, R. Azriel
Hildesheimer was in favor of having a rabbinical seminary with

T He

the approval and under the auspices of the Orthodox.
realized that inevitably a Seminary would be created and if the
Orthodox did not_participate, the institution would be directed
away from traditional views. Despite some support from R.
Abraham Sofer the extremists won out and a hard line was
adopted by the O}thodox as they entered the C:ongress..lie

Although the Congress officially lasted from December 14,
1868 to February 23, 1869, as far as the majority of the
Orthodox were concerned it was over already in the first week.
The Orthodox pfoposal that no principles be accepted which were

against that which was codified in the Shulhan Arukh (Code of

Jewish Law)} was rejected by the majority. Thus, more than half

17Then a Rabbi of Eisenstadt, he later moved to Berlin
where he successfully established his famed Seminary.

18Katzburg, "The Jewish Céngress...“, p. 14.

o
ey
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the Orthodox contingent abstained from participation. While
some led by Hildesheimer stayed, they too eventually did not
accept the resolutions adopted by the Congress. Despite these
facts, the Congress did gain approval of the government and the
Orthodox were confronted with the problem of how to protect
thenselves from the jurisdiction- of the new rules which
officially were to be the guide for interna} and external
communal affairs.

After a strong campaign on their own behalves the Orthodox
were able +to convince the Hungarian government that it was
against its own liberal principles to force these new rules upon
them. The Orthodox were allowed to set up their own communal
organization (known as the Konstiturieng agreement) and an
official division between Neologue and Orthodox was created
which lasted until the destruction of Hungarian Jewry in World
War II.19

There were communities which remained traditional in their
halachic observance but were uncomfortable with the policy of
separation espoused by the Orthodox group. They chose to stay
unaligned, without officially accepting either side, they
therefore became known as the "Status Quo". Intent as they were

to maintain traditional observance, they too feared an alliance

1gSee Katz, "The Uniqueness..., pp. 45-53, where he
suggests that the lack of a unified leadership may have played a
concrete role in allowing the Germans to transport the Jews
within ch a short time in 1944.
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with the reformers. But their choice to refrain from Jjoining
the Orthodox pact was strongly resented by the more extreme
observant Jews. It was felt that any deviation from absolute
conformity to positions ratified by the Konstiturang agreement
weakened them. Thus, the Status Quo were isolated on both
sides, resisting the reforms instituted by the modernizers as
well as the strong reaction to them articulated in the position
of the ultra-Orthodox camp.

The Status Quo remained a separate entity to the very end.
Although their voice of toleration could never overcome the
passion of the extremes, their role in Hungarian Jewish history
ig significant. On one level, their very existence juxtaposed
to the Orthodox accentuates the reactionary nature of the
extremists. Moreover, it becomes apparent in analyzing the
halachic decisions and the general actions and statements of the
moderate rabbinic leaders, that their position was not merely an
attempt at political tightrope, rather it was the expression of

a well developed world view which synthesised elements of both

extreme approaches to Judaism.
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I1I. Biographical Section
In name and in title Solomon 7vi Schick was not a Status
Quo rabbi. In fact, due to his strong efforts at a young age he
was able to convince his congregants in the town of Karcag,
where he lived and served for over forty years {(1869-1917) to

join the official Orthodox camp.Zu

yet his position as a true
moderate is borne out in the opinions expressed in his respdnsa
as compared to his Orthodox contemporaries and is illustrated by
the strong reaction of his colleagues to his statements and :
publications.

Born in 1841 to a rabbinical family, he received the
traditional training that would enable him to continue in this
path. In his early teens he was sent off by his father, R.
Natan Schick, to learn at his uncle, R. David gchick's yeshiva
in Szecseny. After three years he moved on to the yeshiva in
Balsa where he spent another three years studying before

entering the great yeshiva of Maharam Schick in Hust. Rashban

describes in the responsa onh Orah Hayyim 41 how he sat beside

his master, who was his second cousin, and studied Torah with

U

this venerable leader of Hungarian Jewry. In 1869, at the age

mMuch of the biographical data comes from Moshe Hirshko,
Toldot Kehillot Karcad, Jerusalem 1977, pp. 11-38.

2

solomon 2Zvi Schick, sefer She'elot U'Tshuvot Rashban al

Orah Hayyim, Munkacs 1900, p. 36. Maharam Schick was a first
cousin of Rashban's father. For a complete review of his
geneology see Hershko, P- 14. In Greenwald's Toldot
HaReformatzia ... he includes Rashban in a list of:

NI T 1wyl D21y pwo 191w (prv o"aan Ye) 1 TINONN AR hi
",.371502 DYDY
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of twenty-nine, Rashban began his formal rabbinic career as
~leader of the Jewish community in Karcag, he remained in this
‘position until his death forty-eight years later.
Karcag, which is located in central Hungary (akout one

hundred and fifty kilometers from Budapest), was never among the

more extreme communities in the Orthodox world.?” In factk,
Rashban’s predecessor was R, Mordechai Amram Hirsch, a student
of R. Solomon Judah Rappaport - one of the leaders of the

""Hochmat Yisrael' movement in Prague.® Rabbi Hirsch eventually
occupied important rabbinical positions in Prague and later in
Hamburg. While still in Hungary, he participated in the
Congress and was one of the leaders of the minority who pushed
for compromise in-the Orthodox camp.®

The welcome received by R, Schick wupon his arrival 1in
Karcag also attests to the non-traditional elements within

Karcag Jewry. In Orah Hayyim 101 he describes how they "'turned

their backs” to him upon finding out that he was identified with

the Orthodox, It took over four years of campaigning before he

*For a map of the Jewish communities in Hungary see, Pinkas
Hakehillot, Jerusalem 1976, p. 118.

“See 'Wissenschaft des Judentum", in Encyclopedia Judaica,
Jerusalem 1971, pp. 570-584, for a summary of the basic ideas
and personalities of the nineteenth century initiaters of the
use of scientific, critical methodeology for the study of
Judaism,

“Hershko, p. 19,

2
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could convince all the sgmall communities who were under the
auspices of the Karcag rabbinate to officially accept
affiliation with the Orthodox organization,® Eyen though on
paper he succeeded in gaining recognition for the Orthedox
faction, in practice only 25% of the Jewish families were
completely observant of the Sabbath and the Mitzvot
(commandments) .* 1In addition, Hungarian was the languaqe apokan
by the community and Rashban was never able to gain permission
to build a community sponsored yeshiva because the congregants
preferred that their children attend the Protestant Gymnasia,h?

It cannot be denied that Schick developed a close
relationship with his flock, he speaks exuberantly about the
celebration made in honor of the twenty-fifth anniversary of his
ascension to his post in Karcag and after his death his son was
unanimously accepted as the new rabbi In addition, his

*Rashban, OH, PP. 76-80. Here he summarizes the history of
the Jewish community .in Karcagq, Regarding his first years he
states: *J1 DY aw*9 >nua v'aan vava wy nenn oy»av
YeadTID 19, 233R TN Wne Ry L 11330 Roo SV °n¥a
Also see Rashban, OH, p. 9, where he describes how he negotiated
with one of the outlying communities to join the Orthodox
organization,

*Hirshko, p. 31; In OH (139), p. 106, Rashban addresses a
question te R. Chaim Zvi Manheimer regarding the recent
rhenomenon of Jewish shopkeepers opening their stores on the
Sabbath,

“Hirshko, p. 19,

*Rashban, OH, p. 77: -4nu TN LIV WY wnn Dyca iy
N7vh *3a yn*oon nN¥IAIM ®U3 2 19 *nawcw nun 0w N'a ymvw

«D22% ocwuny aYoany npana 22’0 a0 AR o aany WWR PR 3y
+«.0D2VY DNPWY L DRCvAY L, DRrern » TNR WRD 190M1H AP *yq
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accomplishments in terms of uniting the community and
establishing institutions such as the '"Chevra Kadisha' (Burial
Society}), a day school where Jewish and general studies were
taught, and other social welfare groups were significant.” Yet,
the limitations of his sphere of. influence are clear, Tt
appears that he was aware that in his own community he would not
find an audience receptive or knowledgeable enough to appreciate
his Torah wisdom and overall philosophy regarding the place of
traditional Judaism in the modern world.™ Therefore, the main
focus of his efforts was in the sphere of his voluminous
literary works: and his constant correspondences. Moreover,
while Rashban’s ideal was to combine secular and religious
studies under one.roof (as he did in the day school up till
fourth grade) and he certainly was dismayed by the lack of
observance on the part of the majority of the Jews of Karcaqg, he
was also a pragmatist and was willing to compromise. The
tolerant nature of his world view allowed him the flexibility to
set his priorities in the areas where he thought the most could

be accomplished. To R, Solomon Zvi Schick, as will socon become

And see Hirshko, p. 40,

®Hirshko, pp. 31-35. On p. 13, Hirshko demonstrates the
degree of happiness that Rashban found in the Karcag
surroundings by the fact that he was offered many more

prestigious rabbinical positions and never accepted,

®Iibid, p. 27: Hirshko points out that one of the major
criticisms of Rashban was that a generation of assimilated Jews
had grown up in Karcag that did not understand his speeches, let
alone his books,
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evident, the goals of developing a traditional Judaism which
could thrive in the era of emancipation, educating those Jews
lacking in knowledge in a positive way and finding common
language among the divided people became pristine ideals: for
these he was willing to fight.

The education which he gave his children, the spouses whom
they married and the rabbinical positions which they occupied
also attest to Rashban's positive view of that which can be
gained from the secular world and his willingness to associate
with and look meritoriously upon Jews not in the Orthodox

organization.“

All three of his sons, Berachia, Moshe Aharon,
and Avraham Yaakov studied Judaic studies with their father and
went on to yeshivot, but they also received degrees from German
universities. Two of his sons married girls whose fathers were

rabbis in Status Quo or Neologue communities and two of his

daughters married non-0rthodox rabbis.32

31Rashban's wife's name was Rachel, she was the daughter of

R. Anshel Rosenfeld. He goes out of his way to praise her in
the introduction to Orah Hayyim, p. 1:

MY ravean 117900V 1ny YoY% nTaa DownR 'nY aT)

TY *TIVN TRy 'n MUY YR DYTonn Yon "nivp Inrn

na Snn ey NI ™M _11v nvn 19 103 > ,ntn pyon

P"P2 27 9"r pya onnar ' 1IH2 RN 'A% N1 nox

1IN0 PIDVYY HoRY NANR3 23ymYy NTHIY N*aY ,YuI9NN

"nanangs T3I299 pDrnw NNTY9Y DInY 1"awn D330 Y7194

Mirshke, p. 29.

R
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In the intreduction te his responsa on QOrah Hayyim, R,
Schick states his reason for publishing this work. It can be
inferred that the basic thrust of all his literary output

is explained in this paragraph:

,O07IPTN DY 070N NuT 22%230 N NYT L, D2 *3IVN INW DPIwn Tend)
AWV NN NN DAPRYY 0PN LY NIsAan Yu brTIay Naaw3n 13Ten
IPRY D2N09R IPR :DYIWRY CTYRN Dbun L DCRTNN DPPAN YT DL RARD
WY AP CARSND NRTY . DPNAN IPRY 1PVPD PR, 1°1PNn DDN9Y
M oR3IL IR DIWHD YN CHNANIY NYAIWNY NYRen

Schick saw the deterieration in practice and the absence of an
authority to whom a broad base of Jewry could relate, He
therefore felt obligated to write books which would educate Jews
about the basic préctices and halachic issues confronting them.
To this end, he wrote or edited seven books: a siddur (prayer
book - 1"awn 1v7170, 1869), two books on the history of customs -

one in general and another specifically in the synagogue (137°0
na2rany mMapn ,o?ainn 1884), his two responsa works ()1"awa n''w,
IQUQ and 1905), a commentary on the pentateuch (hn>w n1m, and
a Yiddish +translation of the Shulchan Aruch (1896). In

.

addition, he wrote, '""Mi-Moshe ad Moshe', a biography of Maharam

Schick and history of the entire Schick family.™

YRashban, OH, p. la.

¥Hershko, p. 12,

=
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These works were not well-received by the ultra-Orthodox
world. In the first place, Rashban was unable to receive
funding from +the Orthodox organization in Budapest and had to

3 Furthermore,

finance their publication from his own pocket.
there were those who went as far as to threaten to put his
writings in "Cherem" ({excommunication), particularly the "Siddur

Rashban" (pravyer book}.36 In Orach Hayyim 183, Rashban responds

to those who criticized him for naming the book after his
acronym and publishing it during his own iifetime. He presents

evidence from the Shulhan Arukh for the acceptance of his

practice and then adds that these attacks 1illustrated to what
point the hatred and division in this generation has gone and
how wasteful it is to spend precious time regarding these

i It appears that Moshe Hirshko is correct in

"stubborn fools".
his suggestion that the criticism of Rashban's bocks was
actually a cover for personal attacks on him for his dissent

from the opinions and style of dress accepted in Orthodox

Wipid.

35Ibid, p. 25, Hershko cites an attack in Tel Talpiyot a
journal of Halacha and Aggada printed in Hungary from 1892 whose
contributors were primarily Orthodox rabbis. The particular
article which he appears to be referring to is a critique of
giddur Rashban by the editor himself D.Z. Katzburg, "Bikoret al
siddur Rashban", Tel Talpiyot (1900), pp. 1-3.

3’JRas.hba.n, OH, pp. 140-142: nyT1 0OYL 23103 Nl YNORDI
LLaRMIVEN T 9V 130772 RITVR VAR 1D2n T niNany
"o BYwaunY DYYPYLHIN NITIR PYR 10t 9va% 13Y nYoN

Also see OH: 121, 140, 271 and EH 174.
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lrabbinic circles. The only two substantive reproofs appear to
be his inability to establish a veshiva in Karcag and the
high rate of assimilation among its inhabitants.38

Based on the biographical material reviewed here it is
evident that R. Solomon 2Zvi Schick was viewed by many of his
Orthodox peers as a radical! Unquestionably, his views
regarding education, and his general ocutspokenness for the cause
of Jewish unity separated him from the tendency towards
extremism exemplified by the majority of the Orthodox rabbinate. ¥

However, in an age of fanaticism, anvone who veers at all from

the straight path will be branded "unOrthodox".

¥yershko, p. 27: Rashban, OH, pp. 107a-108b. The
published attacks on Rashban as well as the defense against them
veiced by him as well as his son Berahiah will be discussed in
detail in a separate section.
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Therefore, in order to understand the true nature of his
position -- to what degree his opinions both philosophic and
halachic differ from the mainstream traditional norm, does such
a rabbi actually have more in common with his Neologue brethren,
did it evolve over the course of time or was it consistent
throughout his career -- it is necessary to compare him, to one
who was viewed both by him and his foes as a standard bearer for
the observant community. BY focusing on specific points where
he and Maharam Schick agree and disagree we will gain a more
exact appraisal of Rashban and the moderate rabbinate in late

19th and early 20th century Hungary in general.ﬁ‘g

”In Toldot HaReformatzia..., PP- 110-111, Greenwald uses
the dispute which erupted between the Orthodox and the Status
Quo in Sighet between 1883-1889 as an illustration of the
centrality of Maharam Schick's position as the halachic
authority for Hungarian Jewry. Even though he had already
.passed away in 1879, his name was mentioned on almost every page
of the books written by both sides as the primary source for
justification of their position.

M
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Iv. The Respongsa

The She'elot U'Tshuvot Rashban were published in 1900 (Orah

Hayyim) and in 1905 (Even HaFzer) respectively, but they are
actually a compilation of his responsa over the course of his
close to forty vears in the rabbinate. The first volume, which
deals primarily with the laws of the festivals and of synagogue
ritual, has three hundred responsa. The second, based on Jewish
family law, contains 286 entries.

R. Schick did not, however, limit himself +to the purely
legalistic side of the halacha. In many of the "halachic"
queries there 1is a quick legal decision followed by a discourse
on some related (or unrelated) matter in the Torah in which he
felt he could add some new nuance. The breadth of his knowledge
of both the halachic and aggadic spheres is illustrated by the
wide range of topics which were gubmitted to him for response
from as far as Jerusalem and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. In
addition to these responsa, there are a number of essays which
he included on issues which he felt were of particular
significance. One is a list of forty reasons to believe in the

authenticity of the Torah.4u

Another, is a very warm, highly
personal account of his trip to the land of Israel in 1905. He
tells of each place where he and a group of Hungarian Jewish

leaders visited and spices up each description with an

ﬁRashban, Even HaFzer, Satmar 1905, pp. 147a-148b.

&
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appropriate biblical citation and anecdote regarding that
place.“

Both the halachist and the aggadist is apt to find a
treasure of material in R. Solomon vvi Shick's responsa. Yet
the dominant chord which traverses the entire work 1is his
concern and effort to deal with the crises of the day. Over
sixty individual responsa gpeak directly about subjects related
to the divisions within the Jewish community and many more
address them indirectly. We will now begin with a presentation
of Rashban's general thoughts and the reflection of this
weltanschauung on specific halachic decisions and policies as
expressed in the "she'elot U'Tshuvot”. The responsa of Maharam

schick will be used as a barometer.42

Y1pid, pp. 194a-235a.

42Most of Maharam Schick’s opinions are expressed in

She'elot U'Tshuvot Maharam schick. Tn addition, there 1is one
instance where Rashban cites a personal letter that he received
from his teacher. Another important source is a letter of

Maharam Schick published in: Moses gchreiber (Sofer), Likutei

shut Hatam Sofer, London 1965, pp. 63-65. I came across this
responsum in a footnote in N. Katzburg's "Michalovie...", there
Katzburg thanks Professor Jacob Katz for alerting him to its
existence. Therefore, I too am indebted here to Professor Katz.

mﬁ-ﬁ“{'ﬁ
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V. General Views

The Congress

It has already been shown that although the conflicts
between the traditional and reformist factions in Hungarian
Jewry began before the turn of the nineteenth century, their
intensity drastically increased in the 1850's and sixties. The
culmination of these activities were the events surrounding the
Jewish Congress of 1868-69 from which the Orthodox seceded after
not receiving the acquiescence of the majority to their request

that no resolutions contradict the Shulhan Arukh. This

concretized the program of separation which dominated the next
seventy-five years of Hungarian Jewry's existence, and therefore
we start with a discussion of the Congress.

In Orah Havyim 309, Maharan Schick summarizes the

proceedings of the Congress and his view of the actions of the
respective parties and the outcome. Jacob Katz points out that
the purpose of this statement was to explain to the Jewish

community why after two and a half months of taking part, the
Orthodox leaders had decided to 1eave.43

He begins with a justification for the very presence of the

orthodox rabbis at a conference with the non-observant:

43Katz, "Sources of Oorthodox Trends" in The Role of
Religion in Modern Jewish Society, Pp. 32.
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faNy L '0adh 230 nThv RTYARADYV I IYING DIRAPIN 137 TIINY 33T NRA
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.PURIN NTY DYY¥ANAN D7373¥1 32 12A1TY DId

LYNTY O OMRORDN 1179 n11ana 199 R 1amr Yo
179010 13N3IR IN 9Y ... DYV pRY3ta AR RNYT LNy 2w on rhRbhh!
...nmnn 9y nraayn DIYIR DN YU YITIY DYIIIRPA
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CRTH D17NT NIDTRan nvan SNAYT Y11 TIINR TBIPY ANa

clearly, the impression that the Orthodox had of their Neologue
colleagues was negative. He calls them "treasonous to the
Torah" and "Rif-Raf", and asks point blank: how can we be
sitting down to judge with people whom the sages warned not to
associate with? His answer is somewhat ambiguous, and actually
seems to express two contrasting reasons. On one hand he
alludes to being required (one would assume by the government
authorities) to attend when he says that they originally came
"forced by command" ("Anus al-Pi Ha—dibbur"}.45 However, he
then goes on in a more positive light, that they hoped to
achieve the goal of saving the Jewish people from "apikorsut”
{heresy) and preventing the faith from being " destroved. One
gsenses that the Orthodox truly did have high expectations for

the Congress and that they did not see the division as a

My haram Schick, OH, p. 103a.

45An idiom originally found in the Sifre {(Halachic Midrash)
and popularized in the Passover _Haggadah referring to divine
command.
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"fait accompli" before the conference even began.45

In his description of the interchange regarding the

authority of the Shulhan arukh, Maharam gchick continues this

trend towards portraying the Orthodox as conciliatory as opposed

to the hostile Neologues:

ANRD IYNY 139pas ... DR YNAT Mwi% AnDa BIYYY 137 T7T330% 12/

999 DVIAIRPT TPIN UNNA THIDY 2TNNY BAR LA OYIIIRPNY D12V
1N9¥2 RI1AND RN YRD a"rayy anoavw P"nan Ty NAT nInn 223109 Aiph
AT BRTI0Y ANY DYNAIRPD PN SmP3 aAph? ¥9I1 1AvIn 0IND XN T1Y
AINRYNY 19107 13NN BhYDY N33 Y3TTAINY ... Y'Y AT 1ay vITIP
YT NNINN TA1D vy NOY VITYTIYIOn NYVan nIPYRPoYN navat 11'nvpl
DITTIVHR Y01 NMIIRD YR prry 1Ry 1na n"nio? Yy 0YINIY DY
AR O112TY ITRY ... NN ATan 9% 712Yy91 RINav S%5n2 YAy

d Lol TARD WY TV Y9I 130nR 2 LOVIAINPD

In a peaceful gesture the Orthodox reqguested that anvy
proclamation which diverged from the tenets set forth in the

shulhan Arukh be like "hroken glass". Ignac Hirschler,

President of the Congress and a hard line reformer, shrugged
them off by saving simply that everything would be in the
"gpirit of the Torah". This was totally unacceptable from the
mouth of one who publicly desecrated the commandments and the
Orthodeox left the Congress. But, it would appear almost
immediately, they felt that there was still hope ("0d Yesh

Tigva") and they decided to try again. The subtle irony of this

J‘sKatz, nsources...", p. 33, feels that introduction of the
shulkhan Aruch issue by the orthodox shows that from the outset
they intended to separate.

ﬂMaharam gchick, OH, p. 103a.
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passage is very telling regarding the stance of mainstream
Hungarian Orthodoxy. Inasmuch as their‘ demands were
unreasonable and the ultimate outcome of a confrontation of
groups so far apart in their outlocks was almost inevitable,

4 Albeit,

there is still a glimmer of longing for conciliation.
their own request left little room .for compromise, but there is
still an effort made to show that they did not want division as
the result and that the modernists caused it. This is further
shown in_his reference and emphasis on a second effort at
negotiation =-- while not being realistic in their actions,
emotionally they hoped till the last minute that an agreement
could be made.

Only after this second attempt failed and it was clear that

there could be no common language between them did the Orthodox

exclaim:

1312 ﬂnb1 119 AN ... DAY AYD 312 MI0RT DN NIPR 1RY 3TN
LINPY 2NN ORIV WIRY TIIY 1ROV D0 NOIRD 12TV

wProf. Katz pointed out to me that although there is no
date attached to this entry, internal evidence shows that it was
written at least two vyears after the Congress took place.
Therefore, what appears to be a fully accurate description of
what happened is clouded not only by the usual personal biases
of the author - here the passing of two years before publication
indicates that inspiration for writing it was clearly to
popularize the notion that the Orthodox were the peace loving
partners and the Neologues the spoilers.

dgMaha.ra.m Schick, OH, p. 103a.

&
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This was the point of departure (He deoes mention that some
Orthodox tried again but they too failed and eventually Jjoined
up with the others who had already left), at that verv instant
the permanent separation was confirmed. Once he makes clear
that this was the course of developments which led to the schism
he takes off on a zealous ecall t6 battle, using some extremely
vituperative language to describe the Neologue leaders and the
"evil" rescolutions which they eventually passed at the Congress.
We are left with the impression that for Maharam Schick, the
Congress was not foreseen as simply a formal way of ratifying
the unilateral differences between the Orthodox and the
Neologue. He did not spend two and one half months there in
order to sinply walk out. Rather, the Orthodox, steadfast in
their belief in the incontrovertible truth of their position,
hoped that wultimately this would prevail upon their brethren.
When they were sure that this would not happen they dug in to
their trenches and decided that the only choice which remained
was to fight with the most lethal ammunition they could find.

The Congress is continually mentioned <throughout the
responsa of R. Solomon 2Zvi Schick; he refers to the Neologue as
"Anshei HaCongress" (the people of the Congress}). But in a few
Places he gives his exact impressions of. actual occurrences
which took place there. It becomes apparent to the reader
almost immediately that an evolution took place in Rashban's

thinking in the course of the thirty vears from the time he

o
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first expressed his views on the subject till the publication of
his works. He was quite aware of this himself and in fact a
number of responsa include a c¢itation of one of his speeches
from the early 1870s followed by an expression of his
contemporary position in the early‘twentieth century.

In QOrah Hayyim 7, which was written in 1873, Rashban

elicits an impassioned defense of the authority, holiness and

wisdom of the Shulhan Arukh:

NIIPN NR TUY 09Y 129 Nt NN YY1 Nt N0 DYYTRNND DR ] nY9RY)
BRYNINY RI A9RYY .. 1Y RYIRN YATR DY N9RPN N1IpRY narIgn
NII0 NVTERNY MITIBhA 22 %27p2 Y209 DYBYD NIDN 190 NN 10R 3920
(171Y L7170V L NIPONGAN NTNY DMBRON NTN L AIYTY NIJIIERY L, N1

N80 DTR DIV DIYY NAYTRY TYNNY 'R NRNY L, DTIDWY DryY nNanR L navan
W... T 1N5Y

He too begins with a positive approach. The same sense of naive
astonishment at the ability of anvone to ignore the undeniable
truths is evident. 1Is there a person on this earth who could
reject a book which contains so many ideal gqualities?

With this in mind he explains why the Orthodox had no
choice but to act as they did at the Congress:

YInws 187 XY Din R2ATIT R D DOYIIINPD NOQYORI 3N Inam

NIOPN MIAPD TOD PO ODIANIIR 13D 'R ORMIND 10dnY L 110°N1aR nnapnn
ee. 1TV DY VIR

50Rashban, 0H, p. 96a.

Mpid.
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Bgain we see the opinion that there was no choice but to
separate. The Congress was proof that the innovators
("Mitchadshim") had no interest in adhering to the " . .precepts
of our fathers".
Finally, he ends similarly to Maharam Schick with a call to
all "believers" to join the indepeﬁdent Orthodox organization in

order to prevent the "drunken" Neologues from ruling over them:

D3390 1N200P A1TIWIVIVYINPD N1 RAD DYRTYD DY 3N 33772
nIRA? *22n D129 DAY DYVTNRN 1'72‘{52137'951 I9wny KD 1YN9 DIPYTAN
... 0¥127TH DY¥an 10N TY

The resemblance of the words of Rashban here to those of
his mentor is great. Both are of the view that the Neologue
refused a perfectly forthright and attractive invitation on the

part of the Orthodox to join in accepting the Shulhan Arukh.

Once this was impossible, Rashban too felt that no choice was
left but to split. He even uses this as a basis for an appeal
to join the Orthodox organization as did his teacher.

Fourteen years later, in Orah Hayyim 42, he strikes a

similar chord, but rather than from the angle of the reaction of
the Neologue, he focuses on his analysis of the position taken

by Maharam Schick in leading the Orthodox towards a policy of

disengagenent;
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Besides an inspiring demonstration of the closeness and respect
which he felt for his teacher, there is a conscious effort made
here to portray Maharam Schick as a moderate. He emphasizes
that R. Moses Schick took after Maimonides in searching for the
"golden path®. Juxtaposed to this is Rashban's description of
what took place at the Congress. The apologetic tone is
manifest as he strives to show that Maharam Schick's decision to
separate was not the rash act of an extremist - in fact it was
the radical Hassidic element ("Sefaradim") whose position he was
able to soften through his leadership. While Rashban is still
as steadfast in his belief in the propriety of his Master's
action as he was in 1873, by 1887 he appears to feel a need to
modify his depiction to fit more into the moderate approach
which he was developing himself.

The entries numbered 195 and 189 in Even HaFzer both record

Raghban's response to the Congress in the 1870s and then attach

8

Ibid, p. 36a.
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an addendum with his comments in retrospect thirty yvears
later. Many of the same points already cited reappear as well
as some ﬁew ones. More importantly, his brief comments on his
words from the past direct our attention to the fact that he was
aware that his outlook had changed somewhat and felt a need to
re-exanine former opinions and aétions in light of what had
taken place since then.

Entry 195 iz a speech made by Rashban in 1871 before his
congregants in which he repeats the misdeeds of the Neologue at
the Congress and henceforth which led to the separation in an
effort to convince the greater Karcag community to officially
join the Orthodox organization. After comparing this generation

to that of the Tower of Babel he adds:

L Y Pgl"l LLLDUYARIRD VAN NAIVY 0 XIN TIN9AY L 7RI NI YT OI0R
THRAVY YOPN AN 1TANY XYY BRIYY IDNT IR TINSn

One might read his presentation of the disunion in a positive
light as merely an attempt to pacify those in the crowd who were
against it. Nevertheless, a simpler explanation of this passage
is that it is consistent with the general approach taken by R.
Moses Schick and originally by R. Solomon Zvi Schick that in
light of the refusal of the Neologue to conform to certain basic

principles the best thing to do was to divide. This would

Ypashban, EH, p. 160b.

&
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ultimately maintain the Jewish identity of both groups.

In this case after thirty vears, Rashban still maintains
the righteousness of his leader's deeds of the past. He points
to the incredible fact that a Neologue rabbi performed a wedding
between a non-Jewish man and a Jewish girl as proof that if not
for the separation things would have been worse.

In responsum 189 begun in 1875 and completed in 1905 some
similar ideas are expressed but his conclusions paint a somewhat
different picture. The earlier section is a response to a
letter from a certain "Joseph your brother from Pressbhourg" who
asks why the Orthodox felt it necessary to 1eave.55 Rashban's
reply begins with a notation from a letter of Maharam Schick in
which he attacks the Braunschweig assembly of Reform rabbis in
1844 at which a number of innovative resolutions were decided
i:ljpcm.‘:’5 He then adds on his wusual account of how the Neologue
greeted the generous offer of the rabbis at the Congress with
laughter. He comments that the only reason the Hungarian

reforms have not gone as far as their Gerwin counterparts is:

Not because of their love of our Torah. But because
they know that till this day the majority of Israel in
our state still fear God and will sacrifice ﬁheir
bodies and might in order to destroy their words.

“1bid, pp. 155a-156a.

56Sae Katz, "Sources...", p. 29 for a list of the
controversial decisions.

5?Rashban, EH, p. 155b.
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In the addendum he lists the manifold examples of how the
Neologue has become worse in their religious depravity in the
course of thirty vyears; they don't accept the truth of the
Torah, rabbis eat non-kosher meats and improper divorce
contracts (Gittin) are written. This just shows that:
1I"AN 7N 0 AR INMINY DR YR AR o 2rinn 1rand av v erw on

2 ,N2730 DNPDM DAIXR YTaNY 21NnY nav D’%JﬁN 1389 IR Py nvn 'n
ORIV NP2 NN NNV oD

As usual, Rashban must give homage to the vision of his master
who foresaw these developments. Yet, in the ensuing paragraph a
striking statement is made which indicates a paradox in what he

has said until this point;

TNDY2 DR2TY NN 1300 ORNA 1A9W Q1TN 79I1TA 0D NYOND JuY avyn joRr
DU AR WINPT 139 DN ORIV AU n NVT9 M0V v 3an 110 w93

PRY 2V DNY NND 2D DRIR IYLNY WIRD NNY NR 19907 DPRTRAVAR 91730

OAIR INT 9°TY NUYY DIP IR INYT N1INY ThR THY DRY 1977V nwyn

DY2*207% D*AT3 AYYIY ' IR ,D1TOY TD 131Y% 3R NNVY .07 anwa

niny ey ,D’T%ﬁ? [nle i) 1%31 D237y 193 NINIY DAZ 19Y 091N BIYIND
k LITIAR NITIAN L NIND NIRD NNy 1oyl "o

Here he presents his view of the developments since the
Congress. In contrast to the specific events in the late 1860=

he does not vent his anguish primarily at the reformers,

Mrbid, p. 156a.

Ypid,

0
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rather, he veices his frustration at the refusal of the Orthodox
leadership to get up and act positively in an effort to prevent
the divisions from widening and the Jewishness of the Neologue
from declining. He says that their obsession with the
"Holiness" of the name "Orthodox" has caused them to be blind to
the real task at hand which isAto work towards building a
healthy Jewish nation.

This point is borne out even stronger in the end of the

next paragraph when he savs,

nI27NY IRNY 0OIL ... 9"% 12000 3T DYIYHND 1RY NTY AN 20 DD
oTn2% ,0'Pannn EO'\P'D'! MIZTRVA NIYYY 1379V 2300 AR 9933 ... 1IyY"
.N12390 DARYAY 11°2RY AP DNTIINY L, NI¥BY DOR

In the end, he cannot openly condemn the secession which his
teacher, Maharam Schick led forty vears before but in essence,
the whole basis of his policies was a rejection of this
approach. He sought to draw the groups closer, to de-emphasize
the formal names which had been used as a barrier between the
groups over the vyears. We are left with two contradicting
themes as the expression of Rashban's views of the Congress. He
knew full well that his opinions on the division had changed
since 1870s, but his allegiance to Maharam Schick forced him to

level all the blame for the current situation on the Neologue

Orpia.

iy
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b It would never occur to him to

and the contemporary leaders.
express the fact that it was actually his teacher's actions
which concretized a philosophy of separation and thus, set into
play the subsequent developments. Even if the words of Maharam
Schick and Rashban regarding the Congress itself seem almost
identical, their basic message is quite different. Maharam
Schick remained steadfast in his support for separation until

his death, while Rashban took a more critical position in

retrospect.

The Neologue

Although the discussion until this point has already dealt
with the general opinions of both rabbis regarding the Neologue,
there are a few more citations which are worthy of mention in
order to round out our picture.

In Orah Hayyim 306, written in 1879, Maharam Schick

explains why it is necessary to be so outspoken in his vehement

oppogition to contacts with the Neologue:

61Hirshko, p. 20, says that Rashban was basically a
moderate even before the Congress and only took up an extreme
position there because of the rejection of the Shulhan Arukh.
This does not seem wholly correct in light of our analysis.
While we have seen that both Maharam Schick and his student
still had hope for conciliation at the Congress, Rashban's true
colors as a moderate did not develop until later. It appears
from the passages which he cites, that Hirshko did a more
thorough review of Rashban's work on Orah Havyvim than on Even
Haezer.

S e e, e e
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62
Maharam Schick felt that his purpose was to protect this and
future generations. His emphasis is not on saving every last
member of the Jewish people, but rather preserving a solid base
whose exclusion from the masses would enable them to survive.

He reiterates this "defensive" emphasis on the totally
separate identities of the two entities in a number of other

halachic queries. In Yoreh Deah 231 he refers to reformers as

Karaites and in 233 he states that: "They have no part or
portion in the children of Israel."63

Rashban, remains consistent throughout in his negative
appraisal of the Neologue's actions at the Congress and their
general rejection of the commandments. However, there is still
a feeling that he is not resigned to separation and feels that
there is still hope for the Neologues - cooperation and unity
rather than division are the answer. This point comes across

very clearly in Even HaEzer 33. Written in 1888, it is a letter

of protest to his uncle and former teacher, R. David Schick, for
having given ordination to one of his students with the
condition that he only accept a pulpit in a synagogue which is

part of the Orthodox Organization. Regarding the grave

52Maharam Schick, OH, p. 102a.

%1bid, Yoreh Deah, pp. 111a and 112a-b.
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connotations of such a stance he states:
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There is a practical and a philosophical point being made here.
The very fact that the decline in the level of religious leaders
who tend to the needs of the Neologue will lead to problems of
pedigree for the Orthodox is a strong argument against this
plan. However, if Rashban's primary concern was for the
Orthodox he could have taken the position that Orthodox children
be prevented from marrying those outside the sect.65 His
emphasis though, is on retaining the normative Jewish identity
of the Neologue as well, and not allowing them to attain the

atatus of the forbidden Karaites which his master had already

openly attached to them.

64Rashban, EH, p. 206.

55In Jacob Xatz's Out of the Ghetto, Cambridge (Mass.)
1973, p. 210, he points to the contradiction between the
pronouncenents made by the Orthodox about the Neologue and their
actual legal status as Jews. He writes that even if the extreme
Orthodox stated that they were of a different religion than the
Neologue, "This position was primarily tactical. They won
thereby the right to set up under government auspices separate
communal organizations, but they never sought to deny...that
‘being Jewish was a question of descent rather than conviction.”

iy
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The Status Quo

As one of the leaders of the Orthodox, Maharam Schick
certainly limited his written attacks to those not affiliated
with his movement. Rashban, while always officially considering
himself an Orthodox rabbi, had no compunction to hold back if in
his opinion an injustice was beingAdone by any party. This has
already come across in his complaints about the inaction of his
colleagues in relation to the Neologue, and it will be even more
clear in regard to their relation to the Status.Quo.

Maharam Schick felt betrayed by the Status Quo. He did not
gquestion their personal commitments to observance of the
commandments, and he even recognized their good intentions. His
rift with them was primarily over their decision to remain
outside the Orthodox Organization thus weakening their strength
vis-a-vis the Neologue and the government. Despite his
sympathies, his chief concern was still to defend and preserve
the standing of his group, and this is reflected both in his
sharp statement and halachic decisions regarding them.

Orah Hayyim 207, written in 1872 -- not long after the

Orthodox had won the right to organize separately -- is an
emotional, strong attack on the Status Quo communities for their
refusal to join with the Orthodox. In this rebuke to a rabbi

for recognizing the Status Quo group in Kassa he inquires:

uﬁlﬂ-’?\’m
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While he states clearly that they are not in the category of the
members of the Congress they are éuilty of not being among the
brave who came to God's assistance -- like the tribes of Israel
who did not come to battle with Barak against Sisera and the
Hazorites in Judges four and five.

This reprimand though, is not limited to the sphere of
allegiance and morality -- it has halachic manifestations as
well. He says that those who do not enter the Orthodox
agreement are beiﬁg remiss in their observance of the positive
commandment to build a fence around one's roof because they are
not protecting their "Jewish homes" from the dangers of the
Congress., Furthermore, the Status Quo have transgressed the
prohibition on not swearing falsely because their commitment to
the Torah requires them to fulfil the commandnment "to guard
oneself" ("VeNeshmartem"). Finally, in the responsum's most far
reaching statement he accepts the prohibition pronounced by the
local Orthodox rabbis on the teachers, ritual slaughterers and

wine of the Status Quo:

BﬁMaharam Schick, OH, p. 102a.

b,




Moderate in Extremes, Page 43

TIY O TAN? 178 L7110TN 100 YR O PIUNR] D?P3IHIN IN0HY FI10IRN ...
nAnyn DnxrN*Y pbeonn 97312 N jrar 13293Y IR 13V anva LIND Nta
NIIn *hYyd NInn avyl ,DY31IXD DY2974 DYNON SV 199 DI 1T

NIN OOAY NYY NRIN NV ATYY 90P Y22 AvYY N iyen hr Tra03n 1NN
YANINR ;DOYOYYO Y 2y DINUISYT BYINhI9) D1YP RN AYNp Yo apyrY
Naan Y0 YA n%'hNT oh YN BYBIAN R1IPDILRLYN ’J&WRI VYA IRPAN

LNTH OYANAwT

Both the rabbis and entire Status Quo community are guilty of
weakening the "Shomrei Hadat", this is sufficient reason to
invalidate their trustworthiness in religious matters.
Interestingly, despite Maharam Schick's earlier admittance of
the difference between the two groups opposed to the Orthodox,
here he seems to view them as equally evil as he admonishes the:
"lovers of the Congress and lovers of the Status Quo".

Two more responza of Maharam Schick, both writtem in 1878
deal with the Status Quo. The one written earlier that vear,

Yoreh Deah 233, is notably more sympathetic than his reaction

six years before. He repeats the charge that they "did not come
to God's help with the brave ones", but admits that in
observance the Status Quo may be "Holy and pure" ("Kedoshim
U'tehorim") communities.68 He feels that even if  people cannot
be expected to know the future, they must be cognizant of the
past. In practical terms, after seeing the actions of the

Neologue at the Congress and subsequently, God fearing Jews

must take heed of the call of King Solomon in Ecclesiastes:

YIbid, p. 102b.

Byaharam Schick, YD, p. 112b.
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"Blessed is the man who is always in fear." Rather than simply
leave these utterances as sufficient evidence for his views, he
sums up 'the responsum with an explanation for his differences
with the Status Quo approach which shows his awareness of the
noble reason for their decisions to act as they did, yet with a

sharp rejection of thig premise;
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Maharam Schick recognized their view that by not officially
separating from the reformists they were maintaining a feeling
of brotherhood which weuld allow for a possible rapprochement to
take place. Even so, he was convinced that more likely the
association would spoil those who still believed. For this
reason, a defensive strategy remained the only sure way to
insure the survival of God fearing Jeus.

With this in mind, it is understandable why he did not
limit his wrath to the Neologue. In a war, no one is neutral.

Thus, later that same Year, in OQOrah Hayyim 36, Maharam Schick

told a group of Orthodox in the small +town of Sarlo in the Bars

region who were led by R. Sanmuel Shulzinger, that it is better

B biq.
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for them to Pray in a private home than in the Status Quo
sSynagogue. Notwithstanding, he adds on in the last Paragraph a

simple remedy for the Status Quo to solve this entire pProblem:
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Maharam Schick made it clear that despite his awareness of the

e

bPure intentions of the Status Quo, what remained of utmost
importance was the name; "Orthodox™ meant friend, anything else
meant foe, Again we see the seeds of hig extremist followers i
actions already sown within the Writings of their Master. tg,

R. Solomon 2Zvi Schick's view of the Status Quo isas

Was generally critical of throughout his life and only hoped
that they could be brought closer. Although, he continues the

trend of agreeing with the Maharam S8chick's actions at the

Congress, it is evident that this is simply lip service. His {
formal reverence aside, we See a vivid example of his departure
from the thinking of his teacher.

The first entry in Orah Hayyim is a letter to R, Meir

Perles, a renowned Talmudic scholar and a leader in the Status
Quo movement . Written in 1882, it is an urgent request to him

to lead a call for all parties who recognize the Shulhan Arukh

T%aharam Schick, OH, p. 10a.
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as the basis for Jewish law to unite;
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Lamenting the general state of division he shows concern for all
parties involved. But his first task was to bring together
those who shared a common language. Surely at this point he
still would have preferred if the Status Quo would formally join
with the Orthodox, however, the most important goals for him
were clearly unity and peace.

Later that same year, he took a halachie stand which
testifies to his respect for the religious sincerity of the
Status Quo. Writing to R. Hayyim Zvi Manheimer of Unguar, a
leader in extremist Orthodox circles, he repeats his usual tacit
rebuke to the Status Quo for their actions at the Congress, but
lashes out at the Orthodox for the prohibition enacted on the
Status Quo which included not teaching in their schools and not

slaughtering for them. 1In Orah Hayvim 173, he states:

D ,OMIRY RTIP O9PD 9 iothY AR ANIRA AN A9AN D3TA PR
N7723 IR XYY MY apn Yy T1oR QI0RY 120N A"ATA DOINAY T3 Th YApt
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”Rashban, OH, p. 3a.
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affiliations. It must also be mentioned that this iz an
incontrovertible exanple of Rashban's departure from the
opinions of Maharam Schick, whom we saw earlier upheld the
prohibition invoked against the Status Quo.

By 1892, a responsum appears which sheds light not only on
his opinions of the Status Quo ag God-fearing people, it also
reflects his own empathy for their "caught in the middle"

status. In Even Haezer 13 he Wwrites to R. Joseph Schreiber of

Esad in answer to whether it ig necessary to receive the

sanction of one hundred rabbis as the Shulhan Arukh prescribes

in order to allow a man whose wife committed adultery to remarry

without a formal "get" {(Divorce writ), the following:

1793 DYRYYD D19 10 RITAT R R 7291V00 n¥Ya 137173 vgan
D*2¥1A D129 DY annnay 132 7I08Y N9 HYYaY anoa D*ANINY NIYyvn nv-aa
TANO0N WPl Yhy a"ATh M3 A%0Pa a1 o JOPRTOVN DY 09 1'Rw nYnpa
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27b2 33190 M"ay Jrnopa 17RY DYWIND I9YXD nInoon 021930 nn DY IRp
“... 1017 P 12191

Even if R. Schreiber had wanted to get one hundred Signatories
he could not because his community did not have the name
"Orthodox", and certainly the autographs of Neologue rabbisg
would not give the decision any greater validity. Moreover, it
appears from Rashban's emotional outery that he himself had

begun to feel such anguish due to his own controversial

HRashban, EH, p. 18h.
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predicament. Here is a telling illustration of what it meant to
be a moderate rabbi in post-Congress Hungary.

The final example of Rashban's view of tﬁe Status Quo is
from Even Haezer 85. Written 1in 1901, it answers a direct
inquiry as to what he thinks of them. His response is his most
outspoken defense of the non-Orthodox communities and criticism
of their attackers. After repeating his disapproval of the
prohibition against the Status Quo (upon which he levels doubt
as to the numbers of rabbis who actually gave their approval to
the petition} and restating his belief that the crucial issues

were having a righteous rabbi and a reliable ritual slaughterer

{Shochet) he openly mourns:

DYN A2 1RV 51P21 0¥ 0T DIPTTYN AR D2TINY DAIRN 13791720
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His annoyance at his Orthodox associates is for the day to day

acts of insult that they commit and of greater enduring

significance for alienating those whom they should really

identify with as well as those who need to be brought closer.

mIbid, p. 79b. This responsum is cited by Greenwald, p.
102a (note 67) as a case in which Rashban claimed without
factual basis that Maharam Schick agreed to the prohibition
against the Status Quo. Not only is he mistaken because Maharam
Schick's name or any allusion to him does not appear in the
entire entry, his explanation that Rashban took a non-critical
approach to the Status Quo because his sons-in-law were rabbis
in such communities is extremely presumptucus.
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The responsum ends with a statement of his conviction that "“if
there were peace" between Orthodox and Status Quo there would be
less to fear from. And, if God-fearing Torah scholars would do
pastoral work and teaching among the Neologue, they too would
learn the truth, see their mistakes and the conflict would end.
With all this in mind he recommends to his correspondent that as
long as he abides by laws of Kashrut (Jewish dietary laws) and
brings up his children according to the Torah it should not
matter what others call one another.

Rashban may have always seen the Orthodox organization's
importance as an alliance against the Congress but by 1901
without doubt this position had evolved to the degree that even
such a loose affiliation seemed unimportant. A man whoe had
spent four vyears frying to convince his own congregants to join
with the Orthodox, was now openly advising people not to take
such associations seriously. While his view of the Neologue was
as critical in many ways as his master's their differences being
primarily a vresult of Maharam Schick's inward approach as
opposed to Rashban's continual belief in reaching out and seeing
hope in all other Jews, regarding the Status Quo they were
miles apart.

Not only did Rashban value their religious commnitment and
observance as on the same level as the Orthoddx, his sympathies
for their plight betray his own identification with their

position.

nowE e
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The Orthodox

In a number of points, the issue of R. Solomon Zvi Schick's
view of his Orthodox colleagues and their organization has
already been mentioned. However, a more thorough overview sheds
light as to the degree to which he felt alienated.

In this section there are no quotes from the Maharam Schick
because it has already become obvious that he supported the
Orthodox and was among the founders of this group.

Throughout She'elot U'Tshuvot Rashban we repeatedly see

homage being paid to the leaders who felt the necessity to make
the original split from the non-0Orthodox, however, in essence it
will become clear that even this limited act of conformity is
compromised when juxtaposed to the virulence of his words
regarding the separatists of his own day.

In Orah Hayvim 107, written in 1887, Rashban writes to R.

Naftali Sofer. He begins by congratulating R. sofer for his

introduction to his book Mateh Naftali in which he gives credit

to those Rabbis who choose to serve in non-~0Orthodox communities.
To this Rashban adds his own seething condemnation of those who

attack such rabbis:
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TQﬁbe nTIas nx 2rawvnoa

The real evildoers are those who exacerbate the feuds among the
Jews by emphasising the names and affiliations of people rather
than their actions. Rashban even goes as far as to call them
"Sabbath desecraters",. Whether he meant to imply that their
actions were equivalent in their depravity to such people or
that there actually were those among the "Shomrei Hadas"
extremists who would commit a transgression on the Sabbath in

" In either case it

order to attack their opponents is unclear.
is certainly a heavy handed accusation.

The second selection is from Orah Hayyim 140. In the

course of addressing a question from his son Berahia regarding
circumcision, Rashban discusses the two groups who stand in the
way of "holiness".

After reviewing his proposal for revamping the Hungarian
Jewish educational system Rashban suggests a parallel between
himself and R. Simeon b. Ychai, who upon returning from twelve
vears of seclusion in a cave saw that the Torah scholars of that
generation felt themselves too great to go out and try to bring
the masses back to observance.18 This great Tannaitic figure's

response was to say that even if the others refuse he will do

nRashban, OH, p. 81a.

”Anyone who is aware of the frequent spates of
contemporary rock throwing cannot help but assume that the
latter is true.

78See education section for an expanded explanation.

iy
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his best to bring the people closer to God.Tg So teoo, in his
day, Rashban sees himself as a lone figure who is willing to
return those who have swayed and separated themselves from
traditional observance - a situation which clearly resulted from
the Michalovic conference and the Congress.au

He then proceeds to illustraté the difficulty of this task
by describing the onerous qualities which have become identified

with extreme group. He describes the Orthodox as follows:
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His candid appraisal of his Orthodox contemporaries leaves no
doubts as to the degree of disagreement between he and themn.
Their fear of God is misdirected and this has quite serious
consequences . Moreover, the graphic description of them as

bloodthirsty watchdogs ready to pounce on any intruder

79Rashban, OH, p. 107a.
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Ybid, 108a.




demonstrates how disturbing the attacks against Rashban were to
him and the degree of hatred which he Saw manifested in the
actions of the extreme Orthodox.

He then lists the specific areas in which he hag been
attacked for hig hon-conformity; his dress, his speech and his
general actions and approach. ﬁe concludes by saying that
despite their belief that they are higher than Rashban, in
truth, neither group is worthy of arguing with him.ﬂ2 Besides
eXpanding our understanding of Rashban's opinion of the
Orthodox, it is intimated in this responsum that only a man with
an almost pompous feeling of self-confidence and gelf-
righteousness could have the gaul to defend such a vulnerable
position and withstand the attacks levelled against him.

Responsum 174 jn Even HaEzer is a letter from R, Solomon

Zvi Schick to R. Haim Hezekiah Medini, the Sephardic Chief Rabbi
of Hebron and author of the encyclopedic work on halacha, Sde
ggmgg.m Although there is no date attached to the letter, it
Wwas certainly written after 1892 and probably later, because
that is the vyear of the firgt Printing of sde Hemed and Rashban
refers to the book in the letter. This entry is significant to
4 presentation of Rashban's view of the Orthodox primarily

becauge whereas in the aforementioned responsa he presents one

Yrnid, 108p.

83Rashban, EH, bp. 139a-140a; Hainm Hezekiah Medini, 8de
Hemed, Warsaw, 1892,
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unequivocal view of the Orthodox and their transgressions, here
he divides the type of Orthodox reactiong into two grops (albeit
that both are wrong). In addition, it 1is the first entry in
which rather than demonstrating a fighting spirit, Rashban
basically adnits that the chances of ever putting an end to the
deep-seated divisions among Hungarian Jewry are doubtful.

This last point comes out in the beginning of the
responsum. In introducing his comments regarding the divisions
in Hungary he suggests that just as it has been said that there
are three things which cannot always be cured: hatred, sickness
and poverty, so he would add the situation in his generation to
this list of unsolvable problems.“

On this somber note he sets out to describe the main
components of this incurable virus. The first group is the
Hasidim who have absolutely no wits about them and spread
vicious rumors as well as embarrass in public anyone who does
not say "Amen" to all their words. The second tier are those

who while actually being more discerning people refuse to

disagree with the extremists,

&Js-m 227D MYYn opY nvronw "N1aya"™ panpra onraaT 909 MR B3V
DTN DY PIvNYY TinvY ntn

84Rashban, EE, p. 139a.

Bipid, p. 139b,
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To their claims of modesty Rashban retorts:

IYND DI TINN N2TH NIRID POV RYNY DA 11YA ORI n 9o
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In a sense, to Rashban this second category of perpetrators is
more guilty than the first. Because as opposed to the others
who are convinced of the righteocusness of their actions, these
rabbis choose to support the extremists out of self-interest
rather than conviction. It would appear that this would be
especially irksome to Rashban, who had the qualifications
necessary to be a mainstream rabbinic leader but chose instead
the lonely path of defending his own perception of the just way.

In commenting on the hypocrisy of the extreme Orthodox's
deeds, Rashban raises their claim to justification in slandering

other Jews on the basis of a law expounded by the Magen Avraham

(a seventeenth century commentary on the Shulkan Arukh):

o SNPI2NK OV 5Y YN 1199 Y anan

To this he answers that their interpretation of "Baalei
Makhloket" is anyone who does not totally accept their opinion.

This point is significant because it is another case in which

¥rpid,

8Tlftbraham Gumbiner, Magen Avraham, 157:44,60.
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Rashban not only blames the extreme Orthodox for a misdirected
outlook, but actually accuses them of outright halachic
transgressions. In a sense he is trying to prove that even in
the area of religious observance, the policy of separation
espoused by the Orthodox has not created an environment
conducive to greater compliance with the laws of the Torah - in
effect the opposite has happened.

The last point in this entry is a review of two attacks
levied against him by a leading Orthodox figure.88 One is his

naming of his book, She'elot U'Tshuvot Rashban, which was

considered highly presumptuous for one of his stature. The
other is for printing his secular name "Solomon" on the first
page of his book. He refutes these claims and then comments
that the public criticisms for such minor issues only mask the
true intentions of these attacks:

i LI10RN N3N T2 DhRIVI BNNIP B'RIN ntav

The final selection on this topic is from QOrah Hayvyim

202."  written in 1900, it doss not add that much to our

definition of Rashban's view of the Orthodox, but it does show a

BaThe author of the attack referred to here is probably
D.Z. Katzburg, the editor of Tel Talpiyot, a fervent espouser of
the extreme Orthodox approach who wrote a number of critiques of
Rashban's works and printed them in his publication. These
articles will be dealt with at length at the end of this study.

§

*Rashban, EH, p. 139b.

YRashban, OH, pp. 214b-217b.
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dichotomy in R. Solomon Zvi Schick's approach to defending hig
principles which is quite telling about how he viewed himself
vis-a-vis other Orthodox rabbis.

It appears that Berahiah Schick was quite upset by the
public attacks levelled at his father. He therefore turned to
him to ask what should be the Proper response to such people.
Whereas in relation to specific ideological pPoints of contention

Rashban's attitude Was to voice in vehement terms his own view,

o
art

in relation to Personal attacks he preferred to keep silent.
His position was that just as many great men and their original
works had been maligned throughout Jewish history, so he would
have to dea) with such a situation. The fact that many leading
Torah scholars had both personally and in correspondence
commended his work was enough to derail the words of others who
were simply using literary critigque as a vehicle for attacking
him for his un-conventional opinions. He ends the first part of

the responsum with words of éncouragement to hisg son:

Y27 12288 0Y9rawa 11T Yva% Bn aTs 1982 DYYpYNn thu b |
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12 DYDY yan w92 129 WaN *xrY pwos Nl R 1PTY X vean
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After digressing from this topic for a few Paragraphs, at

the end of the responsum he reiterates in more specific termg

Mpid, p. 216a.
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his instructions to hig son. He gives three reasons why no
of retribution against his attackers should be enployed. FirSt,
because it would be beneath his dignity. Second, because.thoée
who engage in such attacks actually thrive on building such
disagreements into major feuds. Finally, because just as God
commanded the Children of Israel to "remember" ('Zakhor') the
deeds of the Amalekites {(their first aggressors) but did not say
to "hate" ("NIVO") them, so too their response should be to
passively avoid these People and not interact with them but they
should not take active steps against them.

The second and third points are particularly roignant.
Rashban was well aware that he must maintain a policy of
"argument only for heavenfs name". It was clear to him that any
action on his part would only add fuel to a Personal witch hunt
which would cause further shame to the honor of Torah scholars.
Yet, the analogy between his attackers and Judaism's eternal
enemy '"the Amalekitesg" betrays the true feelings that he had
regarding these beople. They were hisg personal enemiez and the
stumbling blocks to his dreams of Jewish unity coming to
fruition. He may have chosen for bractical reasons not to allow
the conditions for a formal break to come about but
unquestionably he felt not only distance but an inherent enmity
between he and the extreme-Orthodox which could only be
described in terms of the relation between Israel and the

Ama.lekites.92

Ypid, p. 217a.
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Both the images which R. Solomon Zvi Schick uses to portray

the Orthodox {"Evildoers", "Bloodthirsty dogs" and "Amalekiteg")
as well as his efforts to convict them of actual halachic
transgressions ("Sabbath desecraters", "slanderers") express the
ill feeling that he had regarding them. But it is important to
note that these negative express}ons were not results of his
philosophical disagreements with them. While he defended his
own principles and criticized the lack of wvision of his
counterparts, what +truly created their monsterous portraval of
them was their methods, not their beliefs. Most importantly,
the passages reviewed here confirm the acute awareness and
occasional insecurity that Rashban had regarding his
ostracization from what had become mainstream Hungarian
Orthodoxy. It appears that there iz a correlation between the
development of his attitudes regarding the divisions among
Hungarian Jewry and his acceptance of his status as a pariah
amongst his colleagues. At first he felt a need to recall his
original support for the creation of the Konstiturang agreement,
further on he chose to fight and show that others were wrong for
singling him out, eventually he accepted the reality that his
convictions by definition relegated him to the periphery of such

a homogeneous world.
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VI. Education

Under the broad title of education, a number of responsa
will now be analyzed which further illustrate the gap between
the thinking of R. Solomon Zvi Schick and that cf R. Moshe
Schick which has already been shown.in relation to their general
views of the conflict between the factions in late 19th and
early 20th century Hungarian Jewry. The focus on more specific
subjects will show that by and large the basic views which have
already been outlined carry over into many areas in which they
dealt as halachic authorities. Moreover, this in turn further
rounds out the picture of Rashban as a moderate within Hungarian
Rabbinic circles.

The issues which are dealt with in this section are: their
respective attitudes towards secular education and regarding the
Hungarian Rabbinical Seminary as well as Rabbi Azriel
Hildesheimer's alternative model for an Orthodox seminary.g3
Many of the responsa quoted treat all three of thezse topics
simultaneously but for clarity sake they are presented here

individually.

%A detailed description of these institutions will appear
later along with those topics.
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Secular Knowledge

Maharam Schick's responsa 70 and 209 in Orah Hayyim give

the most comprehensive reports on his attitudes towards secular
studies. Number seventy is undated but appears to have been
written around 1866 because it is an answer to an inquiry
regarding the validity of the sanctions ratified in Michalovic
in 1865. His evaluation is that Jewish interest in "the
knowledge of the nations and outside wisdom" has caused Isr;el
to move away from the Torah and most of thoée who delve and
become deeply involved in such knowledge lack fear of God.94
While he admits that there are some who are able to balance
their religious commitment with their outside learning they are
a tiny minority. In fact, he says, those people should still
shy away from such endeavors because others who lack the ability
to control their evil ineclinations will observe them and follow
suit. Therefore, he concludes, "It is incumbent upon us to
enact a proclamation to distance ourselves from all such issueg
as much as possible.™ Here is set out a clear injunction
against all secular studies because it is undoubtedly the cause
of the assimilationist reformist tendencies of the time.

In responsum 209, written in 1868, at about the time when
the Congress was convened, Maharam Schick expands on his view by
offering an.explanation for why Torah and secular knowledge

cannot live fogether:

94Maharam Schick, OH, p. 20b.
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While entertaining the possibilify that a partnership between
the two could theoretically work, he rejects this notien because
"man's nature does not allow him to balance such opposing
forces." Ultimately he will be forced to veer to one extreme
and in this case it will usually be towards the secul;r because
it is easier to attain while Torah requires the ultimate effort.
The evil that comes to the forefront due to a Jeus' study of
"outside literature" is so great, according to R. Moses Schick,
that it must imply an organic contradiction implicit in the
confrontation between it and Torah within the human mind.

The responsum goes on to quote two halachice sources as

proof that sgecular studies must be banned: the Code of

Maimonides and Rabbi Joseph Karo's Shulhan Arukh. Quoting from

Hilchot Yesodei HaTorah he states that Maimonides' injunction:

B1hid, p. 103b.
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refers to studying "other wisdoms". This would seem to be a
very strong proof for Schick's position. However, there are two
difficulties in the usage of this quote which demonstrate the
problematic nature of this passagek regarding the point which it
is meant to prove. Showing these difficultiesg isg significant
because it gheds light on the extremes to which authorities will
go in order to insure that a decision which they view asm having

wide ranging ramifications be accepted by the masses. 3 simple

glance through the fourth chapter of Hilchot Yesodei HaTorah
will show that Maimonides does not understand "Pardes" to mean
secular literature, rather it refers to the hidden secrets of
creation and Ezekiel's vision of the Chariot and other related
topics whose mystical content was too potent for even Rabbi
Akiva's great comrades to handle. In addition, it is
interesting that Maharam Schick only emphasized the point that
such study is not allowed without drawing attention to the
adjacent rejoinder that if one is knowledgeable in what g
permisgible and forbidden and all the other commandments, such

interests are no longer dangerous.

%Both the quotes from Maimonides and from Isserles appear
in two other entrieg: OH 308 and YD 335. While in Yoreh Deah
Maharam Schick does do greater justice to Isserles by quoting
the full statement in his name, the misleading connotation isg
still maintained.
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It appears that Maharam Schick placed such importance on
outlawing "outside knowledge" that he was willing to give a
quite liberal interpretation of the law set out in the code as
well as ignore the addendum which is attached by Maimonides to
his statement.

To a lesser extent, a similar use of an unorthodox
explanation is evident regarding the quoting of a statement made

by R. Moses Isserles in his notes on the Shulhan Arukh. He

quotes the Shulhan Arukh (Yoreh Deah 246) as saying that it is

forbidden to study other wisdom's except in a chance manner."

First he cites the reference in the name of the Shulhan Arukh

when it was actually said by Isserles. Furthermore, the actual
context is a list of those studies which will enable a man to
gain entry into the world to come and from this list "other
wisdoms" are excluded, but by no means is it implied that such
books are forbidden (in fact only heretical texts are
disallowed). Finally, he ignores the limitation put on the
statement -~ studying on a chance occasion (Ela B'Akrai) which
seemingly allows some modicum of positive involvement with
secular subjects. Both his clearly negative statement and the
"liberal" use of sources for proofs attest to the wicked nature
of "outside wisdom" according to Maharam Schick.

As has been stated already, there was some common thread
between the views of Rashban and his teacher regarding the

Neclogue. However, pertaining to secular studies their paths

-y
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completely diverge. Already in the first entry in Qrah Hayyim,

in his discussion of how ideally the Jewish community should

live he dreamily desires:

aMoNY NN DIINAN 1TRY Y D139 pDraTYY AT n\’)}’qll TR 2%
LA12%w

This desire to include "wisdom" in the required studies of
Jewish students isg reflected in a good number of responsa

throughout both volumes of She'elot V'Tshuvot Rashban. While it

might appear simple to many that a person must have enough
skills to earn a living, in an age of Orthodox retreat from
society even this became a revolutionary idea. Moreover, it
will become evident that Rashban's commitment to the synthesisg
of Torah and knowledge goes way beyond the practical necessities
of life and becomes ideal within the makeup of the complete Jew;

In Orah Hayvim the responsa deal primarily with the

practical aspects of secular education. In number 116, written
in 1883 to Rabbi Feivel Plout, he presents a co@prehensive plan
for the re-organization of the Jewish educational structure.ga
He begins with an elaborate introduction pProving that the proper
way for a Jew to conduct his 1life is by walking along the

"middle path" as professed by Maimonides. He shows that the

grl'Ratshba&n, OH, p. 41.

%1bid, pp. 85a-88a.
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Talmud in Tractate Brachot {35a) rejects the opinion of R.

Simeon ben Gamliel that "Man is not required to till, reap or
involve himself in worldly affairs, but rather should only
engross himself in Torah and his work will be done by others.”
Rather, one must attain the attributes of "Hokhma, Da'at, and
Tevunah", which includes knowladgekof the world in order to
attain the Maimonidean ideal.

He then prefaces his actual plan with a description of the
current situation: Once upon a time Jewish voung men 1éarned in
a Yeshiva and eventually either became rabbis and teachers or
married into a family who helped them earn a livelihood. Today,
he says, rabbis must know the language as well as Lknowledge of
the world in order to communicate with their congregants. More
significantly regarding those who do not become professional

educators he states:

1P NOIN BRY 1R YD DINYA THRNN 1YY ARTIND 1Y AN K2 PR 10D
1327772 Noanaen .D’N"?J 1R 1IW9Y aAnoa DA L NTANIR 1'RY NN
--- NIODY NN DYATIVR OTINYI YD uvinnn

With this acute awareness of the change that modern times
hasg brought upon the realities of economic life he sets out
a three stage plan. All young men will learn first in local
vegshivot where Talmud, Bible, and Jewish law will be taught,

this will encompass institutions with up to ten students as well

¥1bid, p. 87a.
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as those with up to fifty. After being graduated from this

level a choice will be given: those who plan to serve the
community will go to the highest level of Yeshiva where they
will do advanced study in Jewish law as well as being exposed to

that of outside wisdom which is crucial to their success as

rabbis and orators. For those who choose to enter the working

world three educational centers in the main geographic areas of

Hungary will be set up. The "poor bovs who do not want or lack

the wherewithal to learn Torah and become Rabbis" will learn

Bible, practical Jewish law as well as writing, grammar,

language and "clean work - a profession".wﬂ

The responsum ends with an appeal to accept his proposals

(even to the Hassidic element in Hungary) on the basis of the

famous words of R. Judah in Mishna Tractate Kiddushin, "A father

who does not teach his son a profession it is as if he taught

him thievery."

The plan, as well as his reasoning in proposing it, are

reiterated on numerous occasions throughout u

the two volunmes.

His pleas were to no avail, as time and again he states how he

appealed to rabbinic leaders on this and other propositions

162

and the response, if any, was in the negative. While one

might surmise that a rabbi of greater stature could have

0 rhia.

Msee 1bia (120, p. 91a.

"see 1bia (121), p. 91b.
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accomplished more in this direction and his failure was due to
his inadequacy, the fact 1is that no such leaders existed.
Either for fear of being rejected by the extremists or simply
because everyone (as we have seen including Maharam Schick) was
carried away by the approach of shutting the door to anything
new, it was left +to Rashban to be é standard bearer for such a
compromising approach within the Orthodox world.

In Even HaEzer, Rashban goes a step further by acecepting

inclusion of secular knowledge as part of the ultimate picture
of a Jews' makeup and not just a concession to the realities of
the contemporary economic conditions.

Entries 99, 101 and 102 are citations of letters written to
R. Solomon 2Zvi Schick from R. Shabtai Lifshutz of Ilencia in
which he attacks Schick on a number of issues and Rashban
responds.m In the course of pointing out the impropriety of

the practice of quoting an opinion without including its

original source, Lifshutz mentions as an aside that according to

the Sefer Mahane Hayvim {Orah Havyim part three entry eleven)

this would not be wrong if one is citing a work of the Neologue

("D’\’)“rnnn“).w'i After brushing off the other criticisms

Rashban jumps on the seemingly innocent mention of the aforesaid
injunction. He says that "anyone who says such a thing is

wrong" because it is clear from the Mishna and Talmud and

"™ 1bid, EH, pp. 87a-89b; 90a to 9da.

Mypia, p. 87b.
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Maimonides that it is not forbidden to quote from a Neologue.
For example, he says, the Talmud quotes laws in the name of Ben
Azzai, Ben Zomah, and Elisha ben Abuya who went into "Pardes"
with Rabbi Akiva and their belief was impaired. In addition,
during their lives many said that it was forbidden to study the
works of Maimonides and R. Jonathan Eibeshutz, and today their
books are widely accepted by Torah scholars. Therefore, not

only does he not accept a prohibition on quoting from Neologue

sources, he gquestions:

R 93102 708y 0YwInnDnn RN THYT VTIDNN XRID N NN Y nrmgnn "
LNy

He goes on to point out that the Mahane Hayvim participated in

the Michalovic conference which considered that anyone who spoke
in the vernacular was a "Mithadesh", thus invalidating his
opinion - especially in light of the fact that he claims that
Maharam Schick sermonized in German and quoted in the name of
Moshe Desau (Mendellsohn).

After a return letter in which R. Lifschutz garnishes more
proofs for his positions and refutations for Rashban's answers,
Schick adds on to what he previously said. Begides
supplementing the list of great religious figures in Jewish

history who studied and cited secular sources, he asks what has

W 1pid, p. 89a.
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happened to the ideal of "Torah im Derech Eretz" (Torah with

knowledge of world) which is propounded in the Ethics of Our

Fathers. The above entries clearly show that in Rashban's eyes
there was no doubt that sources both non-traditional and secular
are an organic part of worldly knowledge, and by no means should

be dismissed due to their origin.

In this wvein, responsa 139 and 140 in FEven HaFzer give

additional concrete example of this approach and go a step
further in explaining Rashban's commitment to it.mﬁ Written in
1901, they both comment on the ordinance listed in Tractate
Shabbat (75) that one who learns from an "Angushi" (either a
wizard or a heretic) is deserving punishment by death. He first

points out that although +the Shulhan Arukh accepts this

prohibition, Maimonides and many of the commentaries on Karo's
work do not. Moreover, Maimonides actually says that members of
the Sanhedrin (Highest Judicial and Legislative body in Jewish
law) must learn the wisdom of the "Amgushi". The reason for

this as well as the original prohibition is explained by

Rashban:

NTOIMR RY L, DN 270 CWIANRD 11 TNION 9D TINSNN YNON 19NN DN Y
YR DIWITRD 10X, DY DROUYN DRN 1TNYOW 19BN TWRA L 11A0Y RO
DN 2V 21NN ,TH%? NN NaYOPR DYPAITY 278N 1N TINA D29IINY XARA
L0701 _NINND DR PINIIT_AWRD PTI WA 2190 TA9Y

M8 Rashban, EH, pp. 114b-117b.

Wipid., p. 115a.
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Maimonides was aware of the dangers of learning from people's
deeds and not from their words and therefore only required that
the Sanhedrin study them. While this could be construed as a
severe limitation on the study of "outside wisdom" by the
masses, wWe know already that Rashban did not accept this

108 More significantly, the language used to describe

opinion.
the relationship between Torah and other wisdom testify to the
high regard that Rashban had for it. If one can take away the
shell and eat the insides then it will only help to strengthen

one's faith.

Finally, in Even HaEzer 196, Rashban gives his last

significant appraisal of the relationship between Torah and

Wisdom and explains how this synthesis can be maintained by an

observant Jew.mq Referring to the need to study in order to

teach the truths of Judaism to the world he states:

oY NN 379 129 210N TH2Y1 TAYY Nan 2Y NNINa PIDYY AN n 13R
TIV OIAYIVI NYIAPN NNV DD D 0vIva NINONa 01 0%9¥in N1 NN 1T
1M 0P 0992 VNN DAY ayy DYDITI ONIXR ®IAPYT N1 URYn L DIan
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N WIN PRI ... TDRN 039 DAY D NIVINKMI TUPn ®R1DY DAOND IR
DYP191 OTR Y31 D212 12108 NRONAT TOTY 1°UnY 19319 138 RO TR
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1UaIn EH 196, as will be seen, Rashban provides an approach
for studying secular studies in a way which will not pose
problems to a God fearing student.

¥ 1yid, pp. 161a-b.

110

Ibid, pp. 162a-b.
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The main point made here is that Torah and wisdom are integrally
related. Torah is only enhanced through greater secular
knowledge, by itself its stature is lessened, as he says, "For
two are better than ocne." He adds on that one may find that
even if philosophically this may be true, technically, one can
be "blinded" by this new light. Therefore, he advises, one must
work towards attaining secular knowledge slowly in order that
one will be able to properly see the "light of the sun".

This final entry rounds out Rashban's approach to secular
education and brings to the forefront the difference between him
and Maharam Schick in its most lucid state. Throughout the
responsa on this subject it has become evident that Raghban felt
that in the modern world Jews are obligated to know worldly

learning. On one level practically it was necessary for

survival, moreover, it enhances the greatness of the Torah and’

makes it relevant in 19th century society. At this point it
should also be remembered that he put his words into practice as
we have already pointed out via the education which he gave his
own children. Maharam Schick not only ignored the philosophic
arguments, his fear of the dangers involved in instituting such
educational changes was so great that he dismissed even the most
basic inclusion of secular education as impossible. Thus, he
was of opinion that man's nature could not allow the two to live

side by side.
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However, beyond their positions regarding this subject, we
see a concrete example of how their general world views
influenced the way they approached specific matters. Maharam
Schick was convinced that traditional Judaism could only survive
if it separated itself from the rest of the world, because
outside influences were responsible for the crimes committed to
that point. Rashban also zaw the problems which had come about
due to the inclusion of Jews in secular society. Yet his
response wWas that it was necessary to work harder to show how
authentic Judaism actually fit in and benefitted by its
association with the modern world -- if only it was presented

properly.

The Rabbinical Seminary

Both Rabbis Moses and Solomon Zvi Schick opposed the
broposal to establish a rabbinical seminary which would be the
only official training ground for rabbis in Hungary. They knew
its faculty would include many with Neologue tendencies. In
addition, they felt that jts inclusion as part of the Congress
agreement was an attempt by the reformers to take the guidance
of future Jewish leaders out of the hands of the Yeshivot. 1In
fact, Rashban was among those who signed a prohibition against
111

the seminary in 1876 once its establishment was definite.

However, it will again become clear that Rashban could still see

111See Jacobowitz photocopy, 27 and 28.
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positive in the roots of the endeavor, while Maharam Schick s=aw
it as pure unadulterated evil. Moreover, the difference in
their respective attitudes is shown in full color in regard to
the prototype of a Modernized Orthodox Yeshiva instituted by
Rabbi Azriel Hildesheimer in Eisenstadt.

In two responsa, both Written‘ within two weeks of each
other in 1875, Maharam Schick expresses his views regarding

establishing a rabbinical seminary. Entries 235 in Yoreh Deah

and 209 in Orah Hayyim, share many of the same points, but the

latter deals in greater depth with the "Kosher"'seminary.112

The selection in Yoreh Deah begins with a question:

_oulld

"...What is the prohibition against having a seminary..
After expressing his general opposition to studyving Torah and
science together, he specifies his complaints against the
seminary and its students. He first gives his reasons why it is
forbidden to appoint seminary graduates to rabbinical positions:
communities may be attracted to them over greater scholars from
traditional yeshivot -- this would be a mistake because their
secular knowledge causes them to lack fear of God; This, he
says, 1is a problem when incurred by any man, let alone the
religious leader of the community. In addition, he enjoins
against even those who do not plan to be rabbis, attending the

seminary. He reasons that it is a "place of danger" because of

112Maharam Schick, ¥D, pp. 112b-113b; OH, pp. 102b-103a.

"1pid, p. 102b.
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the faculty and the methodology and subjects that they teach, as
well as the bad influence of the student body. Both these
factors create an atmosphere of "Kalut", weakening of religious

principles. In conclusion he states:
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Anyone who associates with the Seminary is "from those who cause
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the masses to sin"“.

In Orah Hayyim, Maharam Schick responds directly to the

question of whether the acceptance by some Orthodox rabbis of a
"kosher seminary" was enough Jjustification to allow its
establishment. He stresses the fact that these rabbis were
clearly in the minority, and on such matters a majority is
sufficient to classify a law as a biblical prohibition. He

begins with some background to the invocation of this edict:

10 ARITNON 1Y MNIYD 13y 219 19NnNn (1869) V"> N nawas
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M1pid, p. 113a.
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The rest of the responsum explainé why even if one were to think
that this does not fulfil the qualifications of a "din Torah"
(Toraitic 1law), all would agree that it isg a s=sanctioned
preventative measure ("gezerah") which must be heeded in order
to insulate the Torah community from evil.

Clearly, whether jt be a biblical or rabbinic injunction,
establishing a seminary was an irreconcilably forbidden act. 1In
this light, there is an oral tradition recorded that when Rabbi
Moses Schick was told that work had begun on the seminary
building, he wept and ripped his clothes as is customary when a
Jew is informed of an immediate relatives' death.“ﬁ More
important than the eXact halachice category of the law, however,
is the fact that the prohibition makes no differentiation
between a Neologue sponsored seminary and an Orthodox
institution. To Maharam Schick anything which digressed from
the traditional vyeshiva model was forbidden because it
represented a step away from the ghetto towards modernization.
This would inevitably lead to gross reform and assimilation.
Joseph Schweitzer, in his article on responsa regarding the
Seminary, cites a letter from R. Hayyim Sofer to Maharam Schick,
in which his "comrade in arms" states such a position in its

most extreme formulation:

116J. Schweitzer, "The Seminary in Responsa Literature", The
Rabbinical Seminary of Budapest, New York 1986, p. 103. This
story was found in memoirs attributed to VY.V, Greenwald.
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There is no difference between a rabbinical school of
higher learning which admits secular studies, and a
seminary...On the contrary, it is better to have a
seminary in Pest for those who haVﬁT moved away from
the faith, than a Kosher seminary...

As has already been pointed out, R. Solomon Zvi Schick

opposed the Neologue Seminary, but in Orah Hayyim 121 and 122 he

shows that this did not stop him from having sympathy for those
who chose to attend and it certainly only re-enforced his

18 In the first

commitment to organizing an Orthodox version.
one, an undated appeal to an unmentioned leading rabbinical
figure, he points out that the majority of those studying in the
Seminary came from areas in Hungary where the local language was
taught and spoken. He therefore is convinced that if this
necessary knowledge was taught in the Orthodox yeshivot that
"they would not run away from our schools."119 While by no means
sanctioning their action, he certainly could understand that a
young man brought up in the modern world was not attracted to

the limited scope of a yeshiva. Thus it was necessary to adjust

the yeshiva to meet 19th century needs.

mIbid, P. 89. The quote is from Y.Y. Sofer (Ed.) Toldot
Sofrim -~ Kan Sofer - Kinnot Sofrim, London, 1963, letter no. 86.

118

Rashban, OH, pp. 90b-95b.

Wipia, p. 94b.
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Rashban's responsum 122 isg actually a &irect appe&T"to
Maharam Schick to give his blessings to creating a kosher
seminary. He appears equally as vociferous and unbudging as his
mentor in regard to the Neologue seminary even as he supports

the Orthodox version:
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However, his frustration at the lack of enthusiasm for his own
solution is what sets the tone in his subsequent statements.
Here, we see one of Rashban's most provocative and inspiring
formulations regarding his own view of what the goals of Jewish

education should be:
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His annoyance at those who have misconstrued his agreement to
sign the prohibition against the Neologue Seminary in Pest as
including all seminaries, is only eclipsed by his verbalization

122 Basically, this

of the grave connotations of such an edict.
meant complete rejection of the very essence of what being a
model rabbinic leader meant. " To Rashban, Hirsch and
Hildesheimer were the ultimate role models - for they had
attained worldly knowledge, and through it they had been able to
show the importance of Judaism in the modern world. Thus,
thousands of Jewish souls had been saved. To R. Solomon Z2vi
Schick enacting prohibitions against a Kosher seminary was
tantamount to rejecting the proper role of the rabbi, thereby
giving up on the Jewishness of a large segment of Hungarian
Jewry.

This was essentially the policy that Maharam Schick chose
to accept. Rather than take a chance and try to save the masszses
he was convinced that Judaism's survival would be insured by
totally separating those whose commitment to the Torah was
strong from anything that could possibly taint their Purity. As

Schweitzer explains

quee Jacobowitz, photocopy 27.
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Everything ocutside that often very narrow world
was foreign to then. While they sensed the dynanmic
changes that were taking place around them in the life
of Hungarian Jewry, they saw in then only dangers

threatening the 1life which they considered theuaonly
possible one for themselves and their followers.

By contrast, Rashban was consistent in his middle of the road
approach. Just as he was firm in his opposition to the Neologue
position at the Congress -- vet to some degree gympathetic to
their plight, so too here he takes such a stand. Moreover, he
once again shows in an even more clear manner that he identifies
Wwith a moderating force within the traditional group.

As an epilogue to the responsum just cited, it should be
noted that Rashban adds on after finishing his own argument

that:
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Aware as he was of his mentors opposition to his own plan,
Rashban decided to leave it up to his reader's efforts to read
responsum 70 of Maharam Schick. We have already cited this
entry as R. Moses Schick's most pronounced statement against

study of secular subjects.

mSchweitzer, p. 102.

124Rashban, OH, p. 95b.
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VI. Synagogue and Ritual

The purpose of this section is to show that even decisions
on specific questions of ritual and synagogue practice were
affected by the rabbi's general world views. The topics dealt
with here ostensibly could have Been decided based purely on
objective halachic eriterion. However, inevitably the Neologue-
Orthodox schism took a prominent place in the responsa of both
Rashban and Maharam Schick. As such, we see to what degree this
issue became the central factor in any problem concerning Jewish
life in late nineteenth century Hungary. Moreover, the specific
responsa cited present a particulary ingightful outlook
regarding both men and round out our general picture of them and
their weltanschaung.

Not all the subjects dealt with by Maharam Schick are
addressed by Rashban and vice versa. Therefore, as opposed to
the other sections where their words are compared directly on
each point, here in some instances the differences in their
approaches is more based on underlying positions expressed by
one which are then applied to the printed statement of the

other.
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The Synagogue: Conduct and Construction

The first topic is one which only R. Moses Schick
discusses, but it is crucial towards understanding to what
extent his approach influenced his decision making. As
mentioned earlier, a conference of extreme Orthodox rabbis was
convened in 1865 in the town of Michalovie. There ten sanctions
were ratified, which essentially prohibited any charges in any
aspect of Jewish religious practice and synagogue etiquette.
Maharam Schick did not gsign these prohibitions. Most assert
that this was due to the inclusion of two particularly radical
statements: one forbidding rabbis from speaking in the
vernacular in the synagogue, the other proclaiming that a
Neologue "shul" should be classified halachically as a "house of
idol worship". Nathaniel Katzburg, in his work on the
conference, shows that R. Hillel Lichtenstein who was the
driving force behind the affair showed the proposals to Maharanm
Schick before and therefore he decided not to participate.125

In two places Maharam Schick proves that halachically there
is no basis for forbidding the presentation of homiletical

discussions in German or Hungarian. In Orah Hayvim 70, after

expressing his opposition to secular studies he states:

125

Ratzburyg, "...Michalovic...", pp. 276-282.




Moderate in Extremes, Page 84

R 131397 108y 9231907 93y 1998 .-+ PTTY DTR BNNI DN DIPA 99n
227 DINIRY 11991 WA1TT ' RI71 NN RIAY 12 VIR 1PPIRINT DI19WY DR
210N DIPAR INXRNA N9 ATI¥TY R399 MTIINRT NNN2 129Vn

YINTY ND DRY O O.X"92 DR YD VInwY BUryvina 1INV BIpna

126.&"7] PIAT2 "N N9 91098 InNNn R? 1720 1308 NN 122p R"92

Here we see hisg objective appraisal that this action isg
permissible, combined with sensitivity to the importance of such
communication in saving Jews from further distancing themselves
from traditional Judaism.

However, five lines later he explains that this was the

original position he took,
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Therefore, his final decision is that speaking in the vernacular
in synagogue is forbidden.

Katzburg assumes that Maharam Schick's willingness to
follow the Michalovic decision on this issue was a reaction to
the overwhelming acceptance of this approach among the Orthodox
camp. He feels that the pressure to follow the popular extreme
approach was overwhelming. However, we see in g responsum
written to R. Hillel Lichtenstein before the conference even
began that Maharam Schick was prepared from the outset to

eventually agree with them:

126Maharam Schick, OH, p. 21a.
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Moreover, it seems rather presumptuous to suggest that R. Moses
Schick, who was considered the leading rabbinical figure of the
generation, would succumb to simple popular pressure and change
his decigion. If that were the case, he should have changed his
mind on whether Neologue synagogues are considered houses of
idol worship -- which he did not do. This, and the fact that he
chose not to participate in the Michalovic conference in the
first place, knowing full well that jts decisions would be
accepted by the extreme Orthodox, shows that outside pressure
could not have forced a total about face in his verdict.

It would appear that it was Maharam Schick's overall stance
advocating separation of Orthodoxy from any possible negative
influences which allowed him to decide against his objective
halachic evaluation. Essentially, what he expresses in both
responsa is that while pure legalities could not prevail upon
him to prohibit speaking German or Hungarian in the synagogue
(and he could even see merit in it), in his heart he believed
that there was much danger in doing so and therefore once the
majority took this pogition he was convinced of its

righteousness.

128Likutei Shut Hatam Sofer, p. 75.
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This explanation is supported by the language he uses in
responsum seventy as well as by a subsequent letter %o a
student. Even when he says that such a practice should be
permitted he uses a negative formulation. Rather than savying
that it is "muttar" (permitted) the terminology he utilizes is
"Lo Matzati Issur" (I have founa no prohibition). One can
almost feel his disappointment at the lack of unbiased proof for
such a prohibition. Moreover, in a subsequent private letter to
his student R. Wolf Zussman of Santograd (the author of the
original query dealt with in responsum 70), he explains in no
uncertain terms the reason for his change of opinion. In the
correspondence cited by Yekutiel Yehuda Greenwald, Zussman, who
was a rabbi in a community which required him to orate in the
local tongue, expresses his distress at the thought of where he
would find material sustenance if he followed this ruling.
Maharam Schick again shows compassion for his student but in the
end he cannot permit such conduct because the decision of
Michalovic was necessary,
10I¥R3 van prannd. 1l
Primary in Maharam Schick's mind was anything whiech could
possibly limit the evils of reform. Therefore, when the
majority decided against speaking in the vernacular in the

synagogue, it was not difficult for him to be flexible toward

129Greenwald, P. 69 (note 14}. Greenwald says that this was
a private correspondence which he came upon but is unpublished.

&
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them because on basic outlook they were in agreement.

If this was the case, then the questions of why he did not
participate in the Michalovic conference and why he maintained
his position regarding Neologue shuls must be solved. The first
issue is basically answered by Katzburg. The initiative for the
conference as well as the majority of the participants were from
the Hasidic sector to which Schick certainly did not l:ae}.ong.”U
While they shared the Same general opinion that "separation"
("Hibadlut") was the way to fight reform, they still had many
issues of contention between them. Therefore, Maharam Schick
would not subject himself to the authority of their decisions
from the ocutset - 3 condition for attending the meeting. Once
he could independently analyze them he was willing to give his
support if they were in line with his approach. The very proof
of this is the pronouncement that declared the Neologue "shulg"
to be houses of idol worship. Not only was there no halachic
justification for it, in addition, it seems that Maharam Schick
did not believe that this was consistent with his outlook and
therefore refused to agree,

On most points his position regarding the Neologue was as
extreme as the Hassidim. However, his independence as a thinker
and man of stature allowed him to have a more discerning,
thoughtful view of when such standpoints should be applied to

practice.

13[]Ka.tzbt.trg, "...Michalovic...", p. 285,
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R. BSolomon Zvi Schick does not deal specifically with
theissue of speaking in the vernacular in the synagogue, however
one can surmise that the positive attitude which he had towards
knowledge of secular subjects and the priority which he gave to
Jewish students attaining such basic skills as grammar and
writing show that he saw nothing reprehensible in utilizing the
local language in speech,131 In addition, his belief that
anything which isg halachically permissible, which draw Jews in a
positive way closer to traditional Judaism should be encouraged,

11 But the contrast

also seems to point in this direction.
between Rashban's and Maharam Schick's attitudes towards their
objective halachic appraisals and how they meshed with their

respective ideoclogies is strikingly c¢lear. Here, a number of

topics from Sheelot Utshuvot HaRashban are discussed.

Responsa 42, 43, 82 and 85 in Orah Hayvim all deal with

aspects of inclusion of non-Hebrew language in prayer or
allowing Latin characters to be inscribed on permanent fixtures
in the synagogue.133 In 42 and 43 he deals with the question of
including some Hungarian language in the service -- specifically

the prayver for the welfare of the government. He gives five

,

131In fact he was attacked for printing his German name and
position "Salamon Schuck Bezirrabbiner" on the title rage of his
book in Latin letters.

132In EH, 118, he takes a vehement stand against Neologue
shuls being called Houses of Idol Worship.

M Rashban, oH, pp. 33b-38a; 70a-Tla: 72a-b.
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halachic proofs why this should bhe forbidden. From a socio-
religious point of view he feels that the Hebrew language was

prescribed by the sages for formal prayer (even though prima
facie they acknowledged that individual praver could be said in
any language which the person undgrstands) in order to insure
the holiness of the Jewish people as well as to prevent them
from following the ways of the Christians who changed the
language of prayer from Hebrew to Latin. In addition, from a
linguistic point of wview Jewish prayer in general, and
specifically the many entries which deal with messianism, lose
their full meaning in other languages. Finally, the Hebrew
language would be lost completely to the Jewish people if it was

not used in praver. He cites Maimonides Code (Hilchot Xriat

134

Shema 2:10) as testimony to this opinion.

To these halachic arguments he adds that he sees these
proposed changes as efforts to remove much of what
differentiates Judaism from Christianity. Based on these
factors he rules that it iz forbidden to recite the prayer for
the government in Hungarian or inscribe Latin lettering on the

cloth covering of the "Bimah" (Table upon which the Torah is

anN P77 ,07YNYY DI TAN §7120 DIARY 12N 10N 9Y NI onn
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Maimonides permits recitation of the "Shema" in any language but
highly advises saying it in Hebrew because in other languages
one must be careful to maintain the accuracy of the translation.
The Rabad comments that according to this reasoning, only Hebrew
should be permitted.
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placed when it is read publicly.) He ends entry forty~-three
with a call for peace and unity among the Jewish people. For

only then will Israel be blessed and their prayers heard.

These responsa were written in 1893, at a time when we have
shown that he clearly had already expressed a conciliatory
attitude regarding the non-Orthodox. What is evident from this
entry is that Rashban always felt that these opinions could not
affect his rulings if it meant compromising objective halachic
criterion. Thus, even though he was aware that the Neologue
would feel closer to the Orthodox if they would concede on some
of these issues, he searched for the wisdom in the unbiased
halachic appraisal. In addition, as noted earlier, Rashban
showed openness toward the Neologue to the extent that he locked
for those things which they had in common. But he was well
aware of the many innovations which he thought were detrimental
to accepted Jewish practice and about which he had no gqualms
doing anything within his power to prevent their acceptance
among traditional groups.

Having made clear what his stand was on these issues,
responsa 82 and 84 show that this hard line did not prevent him
from showing flexibility if he felt that the integrity of the
law was being maintained. In both cases Latin lettering was

inscribed on permanent fixtures of the synagogue; in 82 on the

Bimah cover and in 86 (which is & response to a gquestion from
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his scocn Berahiah) on a wall chart. Rashban's decision is that
since the actions had already been done, a compromise must be
formulated. Regarding the Bimah cover he says that since the
lady who donated it will be offended if it is removed, it should
remain, but henceforth it should be made clear that no foreign
lettering would be permitted in theé synagogue. 1In answer to his
son, he suggests that the .original chart which was hung should
be removed and replaced by a Hebrew one, but a smaller facsimile
of the first one should be placed underneath. These solutions
might seem obvious, but in contrast to Maharam Schick who
allowed his personal opinion to dictate actions which were
inconsistent with his halachic evaluation, R. Solomon Zvi Schick
appears to have taken great pains to maintain the integrity of
the halacha even when one might assume that his natural instinct
would have been to show greater leniency.135

An example of proposed changes in the synagogue which both
Maharam Schick and Rashban did discus= is moving the Bimah from
its traditional position in the middle of the worshippers to the
front. They each opposed such change because it was an effort

to make the synagogue look more like a church.135

However, they
also both came to the halachic conclusicn that the decree made

at Michalovic which forbade entrance into such a synagogue was

135Rashban, OH, p. T2a~b.

136

topic.

See Greenwald pp. 75-77 for a general discussion of this

M
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incorrect. The contrast then between Maharam Schick and Rashban
on this issue is not in their objective appraisals, but how
their general outlooks affected the language of their respective

responsa and the actual practice which they recommended.

Maharam Schick discusses entering such a shul in number 84

3

of Likutei Shut Hatam Sofer and Orah Hayyim 204.1 In the first

responsum, dated 1865, he records his agreement with the
prohibition against moving the Bimah and other similar changes.
But later he explains that he cannot agree with an outright ban
on entrance to such a shul. Rather, he forbids entrance to pray
with a Neologue service (and says its preferable to pray
individually without a quorum) or even to enter when a service
is taking place. The only exception ig if there is a grave need
for a place for an Orthodox service to be held and it is clear

that this will not benefit the "evil doers” then:

NN DV 279nn% 7% DR DR NOMIn 93Ta TN W EN\D ynen
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While he is loyal here to the halachic appraisal, he poses
severe limitations on when such permission should be granted.

It is clear that Maharam Schick was weary of anything that could

Uy ixutei Shut Hatam Sofer, pp. 73-75; Maharam Schick, OH,
pp. 101a-b.

138

Ibid., p. 74.
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in the slightest way appear as a concession to the Neologue.

By 1872, even the already stated decisgion is put in less
positive terms. In response to R. Hayyim Sofer, an advocate of
extreme measures against reform, he says that while he agrees
that the actions of the Neologue are disgraceful and dangerous,

AI0N AANY TN NO?ASN '[’N'T”g

Here, as in his discussion regarding the use of the vernacular
in the synagogue he is only willing to say that it is not in
itself ("Assur") forbidden to enter a Neologue shul, but he does
not use the language of "Muttar" which means "allowed". The
narrow scope which he tolerates along with the reluctant terms
which he uses again attest to his awkward feelings about
whatever authorization he did give.

In Even HaEzer 118, Rashban discusses the prohibition

149

against placing the Bimah at the front of the synagogue.
After stating that those who do this are "sinners", he discusses
why despite this there ia =still no basizs for declaring such
places houses of idol worsghip. In this context he even quotes
from Maharam Schick's responsum just cited. However, further

on it becomes clear that he was well aware of their differences

regarding the ramifications of such a decision;

M Maharam Schick, OH, p. 101b.

" pashban, EH, pp. 101b-102a.
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Quite possibly Rashban was unaware of the responsum of Maharam

Schick (published later in Likutei Shut Hatam Sofer) which gave

limited allowance to praving in such an edifice. But,
regardless of this, Rashban seemed to have discerned that hig
mentor's permissiveness was much more guarded than his own.

He then goes on to say that since there are existent
traditional synagogues in Europe whose Bimah is set in the
front, if observant Jews were to decide not to enter any shul
with such construction it would cause people to completely lose
respect and make fun of the prohibition. Therefore, his advice
regarding one's action in entering an existing synagogue with

the Bimah in the middle is:
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Rashban's approach is that once it is permissible according to
the cbjective criterion of the law, there is no excuse not to
join together with fellow Jews who pray there. While Maharam
Schick sought to limit any contact between Orthodox and those
who in any way deviated, even if such associations were
rermitted, Rashban saw the positive response of the law as a cue
to encourage greater affiliation and partnership between them.
For he felt that separation would only exacerbate the already
existing tensions, while closer contact would lead to finding

that which they held in common.

The "Metzizah" Controversy

An integral part of the Jewish circumcision right is the
oral cleansing offi of the blood after the incision by the Mohel
(performer of the ritual). This is called "metzizah”. 1In early
1837, a number of crib ﬁeaths and severe illnesses took place
among Jewish children in Vienna and were attributed to the
transfer of the virus wvia the "metzizah" which had been
performed by one specific mohel. R. Elazar Horowitz, the Chief
Rabbi of Vienna, suggested that due to the doctor's belief that
metzizah was the cause of the problem it would be permissible to

perform this task (whose purpose according to Tractate Shabbat

133b was purely medicinal) through another safer method such as
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the use of a sponge. This idea was immediately put forth before
his mentor R. Moses Schreiber (Ha-Hatam Sofer} who wrote a
monumental response within four days of receiving the query.143
Sofer accepted Horowitz's point that the word "metzizah" as used
in the Talmud did not always mean by mouth. However his
decision is even more far reaching in that he says that even if
this was definitely the intention of the Talmud, =since the
purpose was clearly to prevent danger to the boy, if this was
not being accomplished through the traditional method as
attested to by doctors, there was no problem with finding an
alternative. His only stipulation was that it cause the same

effect.144

143Both question and answer were never printed in the
responsum of Sofer or Horowitz's Yad Elazar. Their first
appearance is oddly in Cochavei Yitzhak {1947) ed. M.I. Stern,
pp. 37-42, a Journal of Jewish folklore and Wissenschaft
writings. Thig fact was used as ammunition by thosze who did not
accept HaHatam Sofer's opinion as proof that either the letter
was falsified or at least was limited to one specific instance
and was never meant to be a generally accepted decision.

For background into the controversy as well as a reproduction of
the letters see Meir Herskovics' "R. Elazar Halevi Horowitz",
Aresheth Vv, (1972), pp. 222-229, in which in addition he
includes a very thorough listing of the applicable sources; in
Sde Hemed Section Aleph, letter Yud a listing of the responsa on
Metziza throughout the ages appears; Y.P. Shields, "The Making
cof Metzizah" Tradition 13 (1972), pp. 36-48.
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The Hatam Sofer's responsa was by no means accepted

145

unanimously. Although in R. Elazar Horowitz's Vienna the

sponge was used, most traditional communities continued to
practice oral metzizah.ME However, the question took on greater
consequence in later years for a twofold reason: the neoclogue
toock a negative attitude towards oral metzizah and encouraged
the abolition of this act, and because of the health ministries
own standards the government enacted a series of laws which
forbade the practice of oral metzizah. Thus, in the era of
Maharam Schick and Rashban it was necessary to decide once again
how important it was to maintain the traditional form of this
ritual.

The responsa of Maharam Schick contains two entries which

deal with the metzizah question.

The first responsum on the topic which appears in Yoreh

Deah 244, is an undated answer to one haron Moses Shushka of

1‘;SSee Herscovics' pp. 225-227 for a listing of those who

accepted and those who opposed Ha-Hatam Sofer's decision.
Although most of the rabbinic leaders reacted negatively, there
were important figures (besides R. Elazar Horowitz nd Rashban)
who accepted it; of particular mention in this group is R. Zvi
Hirsch Hayot, Shut Maharatz Hayot, Section A, No. 60, who went
further and allowed the use of medicines as a replacement for
oral metzizah.

145Even if they believed in the authenticity of Ha-Hatam
Sofer's responsa, they were sure it was a one-time (hora'at
Sha'ah") decision from which no general halachic principles
could be learned.

o
et




Moderate in Extremes, Page 98
Gaiya (Moravia) whose community passed an ordinance that forbade

metzizah.”1

Subsequent to the passing of this law he continued
to circumcise with metzizah and was not rebuked, however, he
inquired whether in case he was told perscnally to cease this

practice it would be better to stop performing the commandment

of Brit milah or continue to do soc without proper metzizah.

Maharam Schick begins his response with a sharp attack on
those who had the gall to enact an ordinance which clearly
contradicts the opinions of the sages simply because of the

testimony of a few doctors:
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There is no doubt in Maharam Schick's mind that those who passed
this communal law were intent on destroyving the teachings of the

Sages. He could not fathom that people would seriocusly consider

141Maharam Schick, ¥D, p. B82a; The chronology of these
responsa has been suggested by Professor Katz due to the lack of
referrence Hust (¥1I2i1®871) in Maharam Schick's signature at the
end of Orah Hayyim 152. As such it would appear that he had not
vet become the Rabbi of Hust when this responsum was written.

MErpia.
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the word of doctors against what was a clear cut requirement.

He then goes on to give three reasons why it is "clear in
his eyes" that if they do not allow the questioner to do
metzizah that he should refuse to perform the milah. First, the
fact that metzizah is performed on the Sabbath - an activity
only allowed because of the permission the sages gave to do
normally prohibited work on the Sabbath in order to save a life
("pikuach Nefesh doche Shabbat") - shows that it truly had to be
necessary in order to assure the maintenance of the health of
the boy. Thus, by not doing metzizah he would be contradicting
the basic premise upon which he was permitted to ignore the
usual biblical prohibition. S8Second, because it is a biblical
requirement to try to prevent somecne from dying - even if there

14 Finally,

is only a small chance that the person will die.
even if this is not a biblical law but an addition of the sages,
it is still better to passively ("shev ve'al Ta'aseh") not
enable the biblical requirement of circumcision to take place
then to actively omit a practice that the rabbis required.

The third reason is the most relevant to our discussion

because it again shows the degree to which Maharam Schick was

willing to assert the tradition as the basis for a halachie

149Here he adds that even if one accepts in certain areas

the principle that nature can change, it wouldn't apply here
because this is a biblical law. This division which Maharam
Schick makes regarding when such a principle can be used does
show an interesting sense of halachic flexibility on his part
and deserves further analysis.

I
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decision - even when it was weighted against the result of a boy
remaining uncircumcised - the most basic element in defining a

Jewish male. Here he cites the background for his position in a

statement in Tractate Sanhedrin 74b (which 1is accepted by
Maimonides and Caro as the law) that in times when a public
decree against the observance of - Judaism has been proclaimed,
while normally only being forced to perform immoral sexual acts,
idolatry, or murder would constitute a reason to give up ones
life, in such a c¢ase even being forced to change one's shoe

150

strap was sufficient reason to prefer death. With this in

mind he states:
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Clearly, Maharam Schick saw the challenge to metzizah as
representative of the overall battle of the reformers to make
the laws of the Torah obsolete. Therefore, he found a way to

justify forbidding the questioner to do circumcision without

metzizah.

15ﬂThe reason for this is because any accession to the will

of the oppressors would constitute profaning God's name.

151Maharam Schick, ¥D, B82b.
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The last sentence of the reponsum adds strength to the

aforesaid point. Regarding the third reason he says:
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In terms of making a decision he could have limited himself to
the first two answers, but Maharam Schick did not want to lose a
chance to show the evils of reform and the flexibility which
existed within halacha to fight against it.

Interestingly, there is no distinction made in the
responsum between oral metzizah and other forms. One cannot
know if in the original gquestion such a suggestion is made,
because Maharam Schick only paraphrases it. However, in any
case, 1t is highly doubtful that the community would have
prohibited replacing oral metzizah with the use of a sponge.
With this in mind, one must assume that Maharam Schick did not
think it necessary to mention this option because to him it was
the equivalent of not having performed the act at all. This
argument is particularly significant because it will be seen

that in his responsum on metzizah in Qrah Hayyim, he said that

HaHatam Sofer's acceptance of using a sponge was only said in a
dire situation. Why was not the issue of preventing a Jewish

child from remaining uncircumcised enough of a reason for

e
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Maharam Schick to accept such a compromise? The answer is that
this too would show acquiescence to the bearers of ruin to
Judaism and therefore would be unacceptable.
Rashban discusses this issue in Orah Hayyim 140 through

147.”3 In particular he reacts to his teacher's adamant

position that the accepted practice must be continued and that

the use of a sponge was forbidden. These responsa are among the
most significant of the entire work. For in the course of
shedding light on their specific decisions regarding metzizah,
R. Solomon Zvi Schick articulates the most crucial differences

between their respective outlooks. Rashban cites government

laws forbidding metzizah having been enacted both in 1877 and in
1900.154 Although the responsa on this lissue are grouped
together they are not all cited chronologically in the books.
However, since the dating may be significant they will be
presented here in what appears to be the correct chronological

order.

The second responsum appears in Orah Hayyim 152 and it is

an answer to a question =solicited by Rashban in late 1876.
There is no mention of any government prohibitions, rather

Maharan Schick reacts here to the efforts of the neoclogue to do

) pashban, OH, pp. 107a-112a.

154See Magyar Zsido Szemle {1900) pp. 91-92 for the text of
the law.

I ——————
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away with oral metzizah based on the testimony of expert
doctors. Already in the third sentence we see his strong
opposition to those who seek to find fault with the traditional

practice:

Y NN JBn T911Y9 PYIN AN NIJT 210 N9 DNTNAT ININY 'n
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He then goes on to say that the testimony of doctors, be they
gentile or non-observant Jews, does not hold weight against
accepted Jewish custom. Furthermore, he suggests that HaHatam
Sofer’'s lenient judgement was a one time permission to use a
sponge in Vienna where the Mohel was sick - as proved by the
fact that his responsum was not included in his published work.
He ends with an open expression of his personal difficulties

regarding a change in this custom:
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After all is said and done, Maharam Schick points out that an
overriding factor in making his decision was his abhorrence of

any type of change.

155Maharam Schick, OH, pp. 50a.

5 1pid.
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The two earliest entries on metzizah according to the

printed dates are QOrah Hayyim 142 and 146 written in 1877.ﬁ1

142 answers a letter from R. Abraham Zvi Fischer of Kondoiros in
early summer 1877. Here Rashban mentions a recent "communal"
law which forbade metzizah but says that he already spoke with
the doctor who told him that the orders were only meant to
insure supervision so that no harm should come to the health of
the mohel or the child. It seems that the authorities
threatened to only allow doctors to perform circumcisions if the
traditicnal metzizah practice was kept up. In reaction to this,
Rashbam states that the most important factors in choosing a
mohel be that he is knowledgeable of the Torah and possesses
strong faith in God. Therefore, in as much as efforts should be
made to perform oral metzizah, if in order to attain approval of
the doctors it must be done with a sponge then this is better

than,

TIIRT NAY Y9NnRN NaYT N9YPNY on 20w N ang
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A similar chord is struck in 146, another short entry from

7 pashban, OH, p. 10%a, 112a.

" 1pid, p. 109a.
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the same year.159 Here too he states his open loyalty to the
traditional custom but in the event that the doctors do not
permit it then one can use a sponge. Interestingly, as opposed
to the previous responsum discussed, here he cites both the
negative reply of Maharam Schick teo this question as well as
making it clear that his permissive decision is based on that of
Hahatam Sofer. Possibly this is due to the fact that this
example was written just at the time that he had been in contact
with Maharam Schick, when the correspondence was fresher in his
mind, while 142mu was written a few months after and by that
time these opinions had become common knowledge and there was no
necessity to repeat the two sources for the positions. Also
worth noting is the fact that Rashban couches his response in
terms which make it clear that this decision was only due to the
strong pressure from the authorities. This is expressed most

clearly in the final sentences of 146 jin which he uses the term

"oness" which strongly connotes being forced against one's will.

SOUR T3 12X DIINTID NWYN DIIRD AR DRY YT nNtH
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" 1pid, p. 112a.

160146 was written during the week corresponding to the
reading of the Hukat Torah portion in the end of Numbers, while
142 corresponds to Vayeshev which is at the end of CGenesis.

" Rashban, OH, p. 112a.
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Responsum 140 has no date on it but it is addressed to his
son Berahia who was by then a Rabbi in the town of
Stulissenberg. This shows that it was clearly written after
1877, =ince at that time Berahiah had not vyet taken this
position. Also, Maharam Schick is meﬁtioned as already having
passed away which took place in 1878. Here, he discusses
metzizah and guickly states the two conflicting approaches of

his predecessors:

[
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Instead of taking the next step and stating his own opinion,
Rashban simply uses this lack of consensus on a paramount
halachic matter as another example of the problems within
Hungarian Jewry and the need for institution of his education

communal plan,
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The rest of the T'shuvah is an expansion on his proposals and
attack on his opponents. Those issues are discussed in other
sections. The fact that no decision is given here may be
significant. Because even though in 1877 he openly accepted
metzizah with a sponge this was, as we have pointed out in order
to conform to a government decree - while he openly says that
his "halachic" preference is to maintain oral metzizah.

Therefore, it is possible that a definite chronological

%2 1154, p. 107a.

18 1piq.
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development in Rashban's opinion on this issue took place in
which he began with a leaning to Maharam Schick's approach. If
it can be assumed that 140 was written sometime between 1877 and
1900 then it seems at that point he was unsure of his leaning or
did not feel the need to express it as long as there was no
outside pressure to give a decision.

With the passing of a new State resolution governing all
aspects of circumcision in 1899, the culwmination of Rashban's
opinion on this subject comes to fruition. In the course of

about four weeks in winter 1900 a barrage of questions on the

new law were subnitted to Rashban. His first reaction is in
143, which was written during the week in which the final
portion of Genesis, "Veyehi", was to be read. Responding to R.

Nahum Weinberger of Hunhegyes, he reviews the opinions of R.
Elazar Horowitz and Ha-~Hatam sofer as well as the even nmore
lenient decision of R. Zvi Hirsch Hayot to permit the use of
medicines without any other act. However, he then qualifies his

remark:
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Here Rashban is still uncommittal. He would prefer to maintain

164

Ibid, p. 109b.
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the traditional act and therefore decided to hold off on making
a decision until it is elear how strict the government planned
to be in enforcing this law.

In the following two weeks Rashban wrote twc more responsa
on the subject. 1In both 144 and 141 he is still not completely
clear but there is a definite change in tone. Entry 144, which
was written during the week in which the first portion of Exodus
was read, is parficularly interesting because he quotes from the
letter which he sent to Maharan Schick in 1877 regarding oral

metzizah which his mentor responded to in Qrah Hayvim 152. In

his letter he mentions the law passed in 1877 as well as the
permissive opinion of Ha-Hatam Sofer to R. Horowitz. He then
goes on to give an explanation why oral metzizah is ideally the
broper wavy. However, he then makes a strong about-face and

states:
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Here Rashban comes out clearly on the =side of HaHatam Sofer.

Assuming that this was the actual letter which he sent in 18177,

®1bid, p. 110a.
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it would seem as though he always maintained a lenient position
on this issue. Yet, it has been shown that in his other entries
from that year that he was not so forthcoming in stating this.
This apparent contradiction seems +to point to the conclusion
that although in 1877 Rashban already had strong ideas regarding
both the specific issue of metzizah and the general problem of
preventing further moves by the Neologue from mainstream halacha
once Maharam Schick responded so negatively, his reverence, for
his mentor forced him to sublimate his initially strong instinct
and give respect to an otherwise disagreeable conclusion.While
even in 1877, he was willing to permit acting in accordance with
the Hatam Sofer, we have already clearly seen that in those
responsa Rashbam makes clear that his allegiance is gtill with
his master.

By 1900, R. Solomon %Zvi Schick gives a completely different
impression of his opinion regarding the view of Maharam Schick.
Following his citation of the letter from 1877, he summarizes

his teacher’s response ag follows:
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It is understandable that Rashban waited until 1900 to publish

his own letter, because twenty-three vears later he was becoming

18 1 hid.
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convinced that his original instinet was correct and that
Maharan Schick's responsa inability to accept the Hatam Sofer's
decision had weak backing. Yet, even here he states his
allegiance to the traditional practice, albeit with the
rejoinder that

mT"Nn13ﬁnT NITT DIPY 1319y 3N 99D JaTa At

A week later in Orah Hayyim 141, he again does not come to

a clear cut conclusion, but he does make one interesting
comment . After reviewing the two sides of the issue -~ the
lenient opinion of Hatam Sofer and the more strict approach
which is this time said in the name of the sages of Germany -
he says regarding the German Rabbis preference for oral

metzizah.

mIbid; An interesting side point which the correspondence
between Rashban and Maharam Schick raises is the response of
halachists to governmental law. While Rashban says that he
brought the issue of allowing other forms of metzizah to the
attention of Maharam Schick in the context of an 1877 law

forbidding oral metzizah, this law is never alluded to in
Maharam Schick's answer (he only discusses the neologues who
wanted to do away with this tradition). The real test of

Maharam Schick's allegiance to oral metzizah would be what he
would have held in face of a law such as the one promulgated in
1900. Because if it was a clear halacha, one assumes he would
have stood his ground even against a governmental law. Howewver,
if his visceral defense of oral metzizah was more because of his
fear of the ramifications of giving in on this issue vis-a-vis
the neologue, he probably would have relented in response to
such legislation.
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While not committing himself, Rashban takes it for granted that
the Hatam Sofer's opinion was the one which the average Jew

accepted in practice.

Responsum 145 draws the whole series £o a climax both in
terms of Rashban's most open disagreement with his master's
position and his explanation of the viewpoint which caused
Maharam Schick to rule as he did. Written to R. Kalman Weiss,
the father of his son-in-law and rabbi of the town of Chalei, it
is a reaction to R. Weiss' strong support of HaHatam Sofer's
decision against that of Maharam Schick. R. Weiss goes as far
as to say that his confidence in Sofer's position is so strong
that the fact that this responsum was never published in Sofer's
own work is of no consequence. He assumes that either Sofer's
son R. BSimon Sofer who organized the collection forgot to
include it or purposely omitted it because of the stricter
opinion which was later espoused by Maharam Schick.

Rashban sets out to explain why Maharam Schick acted as he
did with an analogy from the life of biblical Moses. There are
three cases in the Pentateuch in which Moses did not know what
to answer the children of Israel: the episode of the man who

cut down trees on the Sabbath, the story of Korach and his

% rhid, 109a.
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followers, and the question of whether to give the

8 pashban attributes

children of Ts'lafhad an inheritance.
Moses' inability to pronounce a verdict not to his lack of

knowledge, but rather that he had lost his objectivity because

these pecple were his enemies;
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So too, he suggests, was the case with his respected teacher, R.

Moses Schick:
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In crystal clear terms, Rashban shows that he understood why
Maharam Schick decided as he d4id. His fear of the repercussions
of introducing anyvthing new led to his consistently strict
approach regarding halachic innovations - even those which other

authorities permitted. This was the root of his actions, and

1ﬁgNumbers: 15-18.

1w1'~h:-1£-:hb&).h, CH, pp. 111a.

MIbid, p. 111b.
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therefore his decisions did not show complete objectivity.

The paragraph continues with a recollection of a letter
that Maharam Schick wrote to Rashban regarding the Orthodox-
‘Neologue schism. In it, his master explains that despite the
verse in Isaiah 33 which says that those who fear are sinners,
in this age one must accept the opinioﬁ of King Solomon in
Proverbs 28 that, "blessed is one who is always in fear". His

explanation is that the days' events have forced this approach:
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Here, Rashban shows that the insecurity of the Orthodox about
being able to maintain themselves when faced with the challenges
from the Neologue forced them to take an inward, separation
oriented stance vis-a-vis other Jewish groups and any proposal
for change made by them. This expressed itself in their general
opinions of the other groups - the Status Quo included - as well
as their attitudes regarding educational issues and even in the
realm of normative halacha.

The metzizah issue was no different and that is why Maharam
Schick ruled against using a sponge. He felt that acceding to
the opinions of the doctors would show too much compromise and

lead to more radical changes. Despite his clear

112
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disagreement with his teacher regarding Metzizah as well as
their general outlooks he shows his respect for him. In fact,
he suggests that Maharam Schick should at least be dgiven credit
for not accepting the edicts of the Michalovic conference.

After explaining the opinion of Maharam Schick, Rashban
devotes the last section of this responsum to showing why a
lenient decision allowing use of a sponge for Metzizah was
appropriate. Here, significantly, he does not lock at the
permission to allow non-oral metzizah simply as a concession in
light of the government law, but rather he Presents it in a
positive light as a healthier and preferable way to perform the
commandment. This is certainly the ultimate departure from the
view of his teacher. He states that he realizes that
traditionally Jews react negatively to any laws promulgated by
the non-Jewish authorities because of the many harsh edicts that
historically were forced upon them. However, he feels that in

this case the situation is differant:
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This recognition allowed him to view the aforesaid
legislation about Metzizah as a good thing and thus try to find

objective halachic criteria which allowed for the religious and

M ibid.
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secular law to live side by side. Moreover, it reflects the
difference between his attitude and that of his teacher. To the
degree to which halachic guidelines would allow, Rashban looked
to find ways to minimize the differences between the various
groups within Hungarian Jewry. As in this case, when presented
with something new he sought to find out if it could be
Justified according to Jewish legal norms; separation and
outright rejection were reserved for areas where no common
ground could bhe found. This stood in c¢lear distinction to
Maharam Schick's almost reflexive reaction in favor of
separation as a counterattack to all that was "new".

As an addendum to the aforesaid comments, the final entry

on metzizah from Rashban is Orah Hayvim 147.”4 There 1is no

date, but it is apparently from 1900 or beyond because he simply
states the opinion of the Hatam Sofer, admits that there are
those (no names mentioned) who disagree and concludes with a

c¢lear cut proof that Sofer's decision is correct.

Ibid, p. 112a.
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VII. Published Critiques of R. Solomon Zvi Schick's Works

Throughout this study quotes from She elot U'tshuvot

Rashban have been cited which both raise the attacks levelled
against the author and offer a spirited defense. Clearly the
Picture of an embattled figure, hounded and maligned, has been
drawn. Yet, in order to objectively evaluate the nature of the
words of his opponents it is necessary to see them in their
original published form. Only through experiencing the
intensity of their expression can we completely comprehend the
position of Rashban vis-a-visg his Orthodox rabbinic peers.

Four separately published essays dealing with Rashban's
works are analyzed here. Three fall neatly into the category of
extreme Orthodox attacks on the author and his literary output.
The fourth, however, is an objective examination of She'elot

U'Tshuvot Rashban Al Orah Hayyim by a colleague of Rashban's who

possessed like views. Its significance though, lies in the fact
that despite this shared outlook it still contains some of the
criticisms which the others highlight - thus eliciting a candid
comment on the seemingly unanimous feelings of others regarding

Rashban's own self-image as expressed in his writings.
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of the three extreme~orthodox compositions two are

critiques of Rashban's books MiMoshe Ad Moshe and Siddur Rashban

written by David Zvi Katzburg and printed in his journal Tel

175

Talpiot The third is a halachiec decision regarding the

permissibility to read Siddur Raghban writtemn by R. Mordechai

Leib Winkler and published in the collection of his responsa,

Levushel Mordechai.”ﬁ

In his critique of 8iddur Rashban, Katzburg begins with the

statement that despite the tradition in Jewish Learning to argue
with authority until a tenable explanation can be mustered, the
"Janguage, conversation, questions and answers" written in

Siddur Rashban exhibit a complete lack of respect for "our

Rabbig of blessed memory" (RaZaL).”T He then goes on to explain

why he feels the necessity to give publicity to such a book:
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H5D.Z. Katzburg, "Bikoret al Siddur Rashban", Tel Talpiyot
Tishrei 1900, pp. 1-3; same author, "Simat Ayin al Sefer MiMoshe
ad Moshe", Tel Talpiyot, 12, 1904, pp. 33-36.

HSMOrdechai Leib Winkler, Levushei Mordechai (Yoreh Deah
section), no. 88, Telesva, 1912, pp. 3%a-38b.

mKatzburg, Siddur Rashban, p. 1.

M 1pid.
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The villainous nature of Rashban was 50 well known and dangerous
in +the eyes of the Hungarian Orthodox rabbinate that Katzburg
openly states that the forthcoming character assassination is
justified in order to prevent God-fearing people from other
countries who are not aware of the deviousness of the author
from accepting his opinions. But he fears that even this will
not suffice, =so he enlists his colleagues in the campaign to
make clear that Rashban's words are not in congruence with the
words of the sages.

The article then lists sixteen gspecific areas in which
Rashban's digression from accepted Jewish practices and beliefs
are manifested. The first is his incorrigible habit of giving
his name to the title of his book - all those in previous times
whose names becane titles to their books were not directly

f18 The other

responsible, it was always done post-humously.
claims include guestioning the Aggada and suggesting motives for
the legal decisions of the Rabbis - both acts of derision to the
Sages, using foolish methods in making halachic decisions, not
~alling the famous heretic Elisha ben Abuyah by the name which
the Talmud uses, "aher" - an example of doubting the truth of
the Talmud, using scientific evidence to disagree with the

Aggada, and giving a reason other than that given by the Rabbis

for a certain legal decision.

M 1pid.
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0f all his offences though, the greatest consternation

expressed is for his comment on a quote from Tractate Abot, says

Katzburg:
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While among the previcusly mentioned reproofs there is some
objective substance, they primarily focus on differences in
outlook regarding the liberties that a present day rabbinic
scholar has in commenting on the edicts of the sages. Rashban's
approach may have shown him to be a maverick but clearly there
are too many other traditional rabbinic figures who remained in
the fold despite similar views for this to sufficiently warrant
the charges levelled against him. Rather, by saving the most
serious accusation for the end, Katzburg has left no doubt as to
the most significant reason for his feelings about Rasghban.
Rashban's greatest sins were that he was against the total
separation of the Orthodox from other Jews, that he valued peace

above all else, and that he suggested that the perpetrators of

such a policy may be considered equal to or more wicked than

®ipid, p. 3.
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their enemies. Regarding such opinions, says Katzburg, there is
no need to retort for everyone knows that the separation was a
necessary gift which the Rabbis of blessed memory left to the
Orthodox Jews of Hungary.
Katzburg ends the critique by complaining that it disgusts
him too much to read any further and therefore he will cease

discussing Siddur Rashban satisfied with the knowledge that he

has sufficiently warned any reader.

In his article three years later about Rashban's MiMoshe Ad

Moshe, Katzburg again prefaces by saying that his purpose in
devoting space to this issue is to prevent impressionable
voungsters who are swayed by the printed word from believing the

181 A number of issues

lies "and counterfeit" ideas of this book.
critiqued here are also mentioned in his previous discussion,
but the majority of the essay is an attack on Rashban's
conception of prophecy and the tools necessary to receive it.
Katzburg says that in Rashban's opinion, in ancient times there
were schools where one could learn to be a prophet - the

implication being that direct divine inspiration was a skill

which could be learned through available means.

181Katzburg, MiMoghe Bd Moshe, p. 33.
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Towards the very end, however, he sums up his attitude
regarding the serious offenses which Rashban has thus
transgressed in a rather awkward way which again betrays the
true source of Katzburg's highly negative feelings regarding

Rashban and his literary output:

SOINNRD ARTYI YAV OYIIRAN A2V NN, 10N. ..
nyYT 2¥Y "2THY R13I10NN NI1OY 1r2taY 37N 1R 5D DR
It IPOYY YRNTR 1183 NIVHNT BTIaVh DANKNI DIIven
IR ... VTR 29prva nyIuh DURINT Py D™annn N oan

Y72 ﬁ?TN INRYN TRIY N N1 Y223 12 29V% 2131187 YR RY
LINYVOL 179y NYY DBYIVP DY DY2ITA aTab Senwe

Here Katzburg has found a unique method for accomplishing
two goals. By saving that he need not mention the opinions of
Rashban regarding the internal divisions of Hungarian Jewry in
order to prove his perniciousness, he has strengthened his
attack on the book. Because 1t was accepted that Rashban's
public opinions were evil, if these new accusations were of
equal severity then they certainly were serious. Moreover, he
found a way to mention what in actuality was his greatest
difficulty with Rashban. By presenting this point in such an
obtuse manner it is almost as if Katzburg 1is saying that he
could not resist including the separation issue because without
it a true condemnation and explication of the ills which spread
forth from the tongue and pen of R. Solomon Zvi Schick would not

be complete.

®rnid, pp. 35-36.
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The last pParagraph in the article is a defense of the
Orthodox camp against alleged "attacks" expressed by Rashban for
not encouraging a more structured secular education for their
children. Rashban was clearly pointing to their rejection of
his plan to set up an all encompassing educational system in
which in addition to religious studies, secular subjects and
professional skills would be taught. Katzburg, however,
interpreted this as accusations regarding his group's patriotism
towards Hungary. Therefore, in a very defensive tone he claims
that they hire competent teachers to instruct the students in
Wwriting and language. In addition, he remarks that the fact
that Rashban wrote a few speeches in "German" does not make him
the authority on patriotism.wl Besides attesting to the high
level of anxiety felt by Hungarian Jews in respect to challenges
to their allegiance to their country, this rPassage again
exemplifies the degree of bitterness held by the Orthodox
towards Rashban. What Schick Saw as a sincere presentation of a
plan to revamp the traditional yeshiva structure in light of the
socio~economic changes of the late nineteenth century was
perceived as an outright challenge to the legitimacy of the
Orthodox contingent. So much so, that Katzburg must retort by
alluding to ancther of Rashban's heinous actions - giving
speeches in German in the Synagogue - a clear violation of the

Michalovic agreement.

i,
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While one cannot doubt the sincerity of Rabbi Katzburg's
deepseated anxiety towards many of the ideas expressed in both
of the books which he critiqued, this does not deny the fact
that the polemical nature of his words results from an
underlying view of R. Solomon Zvi Schick which pre-determined
the tenor of the articles. Both its prominence in the review of

Siddur Rashban and the obtuse manner in which the subject is

introduced in relation to MiMoshe Ad Moshe attest to the fact

that above all else Rashban's crime was denying the Orthodox
assertion that separation was the key to Jewish survival and
fighting to find ways to emphasize the unifying factors among
Hungarian Jewry.

If the Tel Talpivyot essays did not present an adamant

enough position regarding Rashban and his views then the
decision published by R. Mordechai Leib Winkler certainly
exhibits a more blunt response which immediately addresses the
heart of the issue as far as the author was concerned. Already
in the brief summaries of the contents of this section of the
responsa, the following abstract is printed for entry 88:

1“".)*n 112N29 (B23na3n oy"awan) 170 IRE A

184Winkler, index no. 88.
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Once we know that he is a heretic there is no question that the
verdict will be guilty, what remains is simply to pronounce the
sentence.
The responsum itself is more condensed and sharp-tongued
than Katzburg's writings but the end result strikes a harsher
but similar chord. He begins with a general condemnation of

Siddur Rashban as well as all of Rashban's other writings:

TNVTY "IM"awn A To" 113V 1Y TRY 130 2T AUR NYT oy

2NN YV 112N 9D VYND 101 Ntaa Draan 23% 11YL

1229 179 WYI9Y D9 TYN WINYa1 DBanin 11792 DA 0D

MITIAN YT 1"]31183'3 D DR 2"ton 72T Tal oPn

L19 PN YNIYN 931 hainon

He then lists the various offenses which are committed. Some,
including Rashban's allegorization of the words of the sages and
his apparent conviction that he knew the answer to questions
which have eluded the Rabbis since the Second Temple period are
so hilarious that, "the voungsters will laugh and dance in the

streets" when they hear of these things.185

Furthermore, he
warns that people should not be swayed by the attached consents
of great rabbinical authorities, because it 1is known that
Rashban misrepresented the book to them as being a defense of

the traditions against hose who seek to destroy themn. In

actuality though, says Winkler, anyone who is somewhat familiar

B 1pid, p. 39a.

W6 1yid.
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with the Talmud can attest to the fact that Rashban's knowledge
is worthless. To this list he adds that he has heard that
Rashban has made improper pronouncements about "prophecy", if so
it is clear,

HLﬂWNTﬂ 25% vMIprar wne"

It would appear that R. Winkler could have stopped here
having satisfactorily established the heretical nature of the
author and his work. However, he too felt the need to include
an addendum which provides the reader with the true reason for

this vituperative responsum;

2y (P DILNVLD)Y YYOT YWINYD NID D VATY ndthn Tab

131 DYian a9 nqgww 03T 11790 D RLYWS 1D
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The very fact that Rashban identified with the status quo (even
though he never formally split from the Orthodox) was enocugh to
invalidate anything which he =maid or wrote. This statement
exemplifies the extent to which the divisions had grown between

the Jewish groups in Hungary by 1912. R. Mordechai Leib

Winkler, the leader of the renowned yeshiva in Mad and an

%7 1hiq.

188Ibid, pp. 391-b; I have not found any other writings in
which the initials "samech, shin" were used to represent the
words "status quo". However, the context of the sentence
definitely fits with this rendition. In addition, I have shown
the text to a number of authorities and they all agreed with ny
reading.
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acknowledged Torah authority saw fit to condemn a fellow Rabbi
and suggest that hig writings be burned primarily because he
refused to accept the philosophy of separation. Despite the
various issues raised earlier in the responsum, it all built up
to this point.

There is alsc a significant ﬁoint which comes out of this
pronouncement regarding R. Solomon 2Zvi Schick as a figure in
late nineteenth century Hungarian Jewry. Clearly what fame he
had was not due %o his great leadership or authoritative
additions to Jewish literature, rather his name was known
primarily for its notoriety within the Orthodox world. Yet, not
every figure with unconventional views has the T"honor" of
authorities suggesting that his books be burned. This
recommendation is the culmination of the expression of total
dismay and hostility by the Orthodox towards Rashban. What it
reveals is that a moderate rabbinate was an even greater
challenge to the Orthodox then the Neclogue whom they had
originally separated from. Because here the lines were not as
clearly drawn. As opposed to the Neclogue who made no claims to

accepting the Shulkhan Arukh as the sole authority, here was an

individual who adamantly proclaimed hisg allegiance to the
halachic system but refused to accept the demand that he conform
on issues which went bevyond the scope of pure halachic
decisions. This was the reason that a Rashban, a seemingly

minor figure in the realm of the Hungarian Rabbinate could
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elicit such vociferous responses from najor perscnalities of the
time.
Despite the requests of Rashban that his son Berahia Schick
withdraw from the impulse to respond to the attacks rendered

against him, after the responsum of the Levushei Mordechai was

189

published, the younger Schick felt obligated to reply. This

was published in the same year, 1912, in a pamphlet entitled,

190

Ulehatzdik HaTzaddik (To Justify the Righteous) Written in a

local dialect of German and spiced with Hungarian, Hebrew and
Yiddish idioms, the essay adds some personal background to the
relationship between Rashban and R. Winkler which further
verifies the fact that R. Winkler's attacks on Rashban were
primarily based on their differences regarding the separation.
According to the younger Schick, R. Winkler and his father
were best friends for many years and he often visited their
home. In addition, R. Winkler had carried on correspondences
with Rashban over this time and Berahiah was in possession of a
halachic query in which Winkler says that he will make his
decision solely based on that of Rashban, and a letter in which
he praises the deep erudition and wisdom of Rashban which is

expressed in his books Sefer HaMinhagim and Takanot U'Tephillot.

He also lists at least ten other prominent figures of the time

189See the section dealing with Rashban's view of the
Orthodox for a discussion of this point.

" Berahiah Schick, U'Lehatzdik HaTzaddik, Sasfala, 1912.
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who gave their approval to Rashban's works. How then could a
situation have developed in which Berahiah Schick must accuse R.
Mordechai Leib Winkler of lying? He never clearly states what
caused these "deliberate untruths" to be told but he does make a
few statements which seem to allude to what the real problem
was.191

On the first page Berahiah Schick says that he has defended
authentic Judaism against those who try to destroy it but never
did he think that he would have to fight against R. Mordechai
Leib Winkler. The implication seems to be that it is his
father's middle position caught between two extremes which has
caused him to be attacked.192 This point is buttressed by the
last paragraph of the pamphlet. There he accuses Winkler of
actions equivalent to murder in that he has publicly shamed a
"Talmid Chacham" (Torah Scholar) - who has sacrificed of himself
throughout his life to teach Torah - by calling him a heretic.
A person who does such a thing, said the Sages, will have no
portion in the world to come.

Furthermore, R. Berahiah Schick makes a very strange
statement:

To the historian who studies cultures it will remain

reserved. For me what remains is having taking up a

pen and written. In front of my eyes at this moment

are the words of our Sages (Yoma 9b) The Second Temple

in which they were learning the Torah, performing the

commandments and doing acts of kindness, why was it
destroyed? Because there existed hatred between
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brothers (Sinat Chinam). This teaches us that hatred between
brothers is equal in depravity to idolatry, sexual crimes and
murder.

With this I have fulfilled my obligation to meet out

God's zeal. Let He have pity to forgive us for our

sins anﬁ3 return the hearts of children to their

fathers.
His statement about historians is not totally clear, but he
appears to be saying that the true outcome of the events of this
time will only be known and properly analyzed in the future by
historians. For himself, he can only claim that by writing this
essay he has made at least some effort to repair the situation.
The predicament which he is referring to is by way of comparison
to the destruction of the Second Temple, the deep divisions
which exist between the various groups of Hungarian Jews. His
message to people like R. Winkler, it appears, is that with all
the ritual observance that the Orthodox do, their open hatred of
other Jews makes them equivalent to murderers, idolaters and
adul terers.

While R. Barahiah Schick chose to rely on 1illusions to
express his sentiments, the apparent message regarding the
attack of R. Winkler on hig father is that the allegations

against Rashban all stemmed from his minority opinion regarding

the separation. U'Lehatzdik HaTzadik confirms what came across

already in analyzing the responsum of R. Winkler itself. What

R. Berahiah Schick has provided is the background of the

193

Ibid, p. 8.
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relationship between Rashban and R. Winkler. The contrast
between the warmth and respect which the younger Schick says
pervaded their friendship of early vyears with the outright
disdain and discreditation which subsequently evolved can only
be explained in terms of a watershed dévelopment - their
increasingly divergent views on the separation. For we see here
in crystalline terms the all encompassing nature of the split
which took place within Hungarian Jewry. By 1912, not only had
the gap between the "enemy" camps become irreparably widened,
the ever-increasing passions of the day could even inspire a
great Torah scholar to publicly defame and discredit a personal
friend whom he had previously honored and respected.

The final review of Rashban's work that is to be discussed

is Mishpat Tzedek by R. Moses Leib Kutna.1g4 It is unique from

the other works already cited for a number of reasons: it is
the only full length book which deals exclusively with Rashban,

it specifically discusses the She'elot U'Tshuvot Rashban, and

finally it is gquite clear that R. Kutna had no quarrels
regarding Rashban's Jewish political or world views. Therefore,
it can be considered the only work whose objectivity is not in
doubt.

R. Moses Leib Kutna was the rabbi of Sabadaka (then part of

Hungary today in Yugoslavia). He descended from a well-known

M Moses Leib Kutna, Mishpat Tzedek, P'shamushel, 1914.
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Hungarian rabbinic family. His father, R. Raron Kutna was the

rabbi in Tato-Tovaros and author of two books.m5 His brother,

R. Shalom Kutna was the Orthodox rabbi in Eisenstadt, authored
numerous halakhic and aggadic works and became an outspoken
supporter of greater open-mindedness within the Hungarian

Orthodox rabbinate.1gﬁ

The only other published work by R. Moses
Leib Kutna is the eulogy which he gave for his father and was
printed in a later edition of his father's book, Mish'khat

Aharon.wT

There, he clearly comes out as a moderate figure.
In his introduction R. Kutna states that he only came

across She'elot U'Tschuvot Rashban by chance. A colleague of

his sent a copy to him because there was one responsum which
dealt with a topic of interest to him. However, once he began
reading he was shocked by what he saw and felt the necessity to
respond to the inconsistencies and distortions which he found.
Chief among them were: the lack of humility of the author
illustrated by his naming the book after himself, and by the
general tenor of many comments, as well as his denigration of

the words of the Sages of the past and the great rabbis of

1‘}EP.Z. Schwartz, Shem Hegdolim, Paks, 1913, p. 27.

196Ibid, p. 224; Eisenstadt was the former community of R.

Esriel Hildesheimer.

mMoses Leib Kutna, "Hesped Shedarash Kvod Achi HaRav Moshe
Leib Kutna HaRav deKehal Sabadka", Mishchat Aharon (Aaron
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L Essentially, these points are similar to

recent generations.
the ones stated by Rabbis Katzburg and Winkler. What
distinguishes Kutna's work though, is the efforts that he makes,

despite his obvious discontent with Rashban and his work to

openly assume that he had good intentions and was for the most
part a learned and righteous individual. This he states later

in his introduction:

LU 9Y N0 N2TOY L R0Nm Y a2 on IDIR DAY
L1117 N9IN9Y DAY TNIYA LNDODNY NDINA 21T
ARan NoNY NRYY KDY OL,IRIWY DAY INInd
a0 11%? TYIN92Y L, NN0YN DAY L19Y navay
TooLNYAY PTEAY NRRD OPAY P L7100

Not only does he laud Rashban's knowledge both of Torah and
secular subjects ("Hokhma") he also seems to refer admiringly to
his role as a "model for the generation" - seemingly an allusion
to Rashban's outspokenness against hatred among Jews.

The contents of the book are witness to the truthfulness of
Kutna's assurances that its goal 1is truly to present an
objective, well-documented critigque of Rashban's responsa.
Besides disagreeing on various interpretations and halachic

conclusions, the only other issue which Kutna takes up against

198Moses Leib Kutna, Mishpat Tzedek, P'shamishel, 1914, p.

M1bid, p. 2.
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Rashban is the course of dealing with over one hundred and fifty

entries from Orah Hayyim is his lack of modesty.ZUU Moreover,

while there 1is no open mention of the conflicts within
contemporary Jewish society, he continually discusses the need
for doing away with "hatred between brothers" and he looks very
positively upon the need for observant Jews to learn secular
s’cudies.m1 In addition, on halachic issues with social
overtones such as who should be included in a quorum for prayer
and whether a man can divorce his wife if she refuses to cover
her hair, Kutna takes a similar if not more lenient position
than Rashban.202 He even chastises Rashban for his suggestion
that a sign written in Hungarian and hung in the synagogue be
taken down and replaced by a large Hebrew one and a smaller
Hungarian one. He says that this is hypocritical in light of
Rashban's own tendency to speak publicly in German. Clearly R.
Moses Leib Kutna and R. Solomon Zvi Schick possessed similar
world views.

It remains to ask, does the fact that a non-biased study of
Rashban's work contains a number of criticisms which are also

emphasized by his attackers repudiate the claim that the writers

of the essays in Tel Talpivot and the decision in the Levushei

Mordechai were motivated primarily by non-objective

Wipid, p. 64.

M1pid, pp. 63-64; pp. 25-26.

Wipid, p. 29; pp. 52-54.
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considerations relating to internal Hungarian Jewish politics?
The answer is that the analysis of the aforementioned works
remains intact and is even strengthened by the appearance of R.
Kutna's work. For the issue at hand is not whether Rashban was
somewhat egotistical and lacking in humility 1in dealing with
opinions of rabbis who were considered far greater than him.
While his son may have taken offense to such statements, it is
quite possible that the type of person who could speak out with
such force of conviction against the opinions of the majority of
his peers would possess a brash and even self-righteous self-
image. Rather, the question of importance here is what was the
driving force which pushed the writer to publicize his
criticisns. The tone, language as well as the apparent build-
ups to the central 1issue at hand certainly put both of
Katzburg's articles as well as the decision of R. Mordechai Leib
Winkler in the category of premeditated attacks against a public
enemy of the Orthodox camp in early twentieth century Hungary -
R. Solomon Zvi Schick. By contrast, from the language of R.
Kutna, it appears that he was aware of the controversial nature
of the author of the book which he was reviewing, and therefore
took extra pains to maintain complete objectivity in his

analysis.
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VIII. Conclusions

This study is not intended to serve as a comprehensive
biography of R. Solomon Zvi Schick. Nor is it supposed to be a
heroic tale. Clearly he was a controversial figure and the many
criticisms against him were not limited to the sphere of his
opinion regarding the relationship between hostile Jewish
factions. Rather, it is an effort to present in an organized
fashion a model of one who chose to buck the popular trends of
thought found among nineteenth and early twentieth century
Hungarian rabbinic leadership. To some, the very fact that
moderate figures existed within Hungarian rabbinic circles
during that period might be a revelation. However, in essence
the knowledge that such a rabbi lived at this time and had such
a limited influence on the affairs of the day 1is really a most
telling detail.

It must be reiterated  that Schick's efforts at
reconciliation among the opposing groups were not reflected in a
re-evaluation of the Halachic system. His digression from
mainstream Hungarian Orthodoxy was regarding outloock not
theological beliefs. This, of course, had pragmatic
implications but these were either ahalachic or simply involved
siding with one accepted legal judgement over the opposing

opinion.




Moderate in Extremes, Page 137

What distinguished R. Solomon Zvi Schick from his mentor,
Maharam Schick and most other Orthodox comrades was the belief
that authentic Judaism's truth will only be recognized by others
if those who are 1its proponents demonstrate its relevance to
them. The other group feared that any further exposure to the
modern world would only destroy that which remained of the
Torah's loyal followers. We have seen that this contrast in
thinking did not simply lead to the many differences in
attitudes towards education and the ability to allow halacha and
modernity to co-exist. More significantly, it lead to the
creation of completely separate Jewish entities within Hungarian
Jewish society. While Rashban sought to straddle the fence, he
was shown that if he did not completely tow the Orthodox 1iﬁe
then as far as they were concerned he may as well have joined

the other camp.

Yes, there were moderates in the nineteenth and early
twentieth century Hungarian Orthodox rabbinate. Some, like
Hildesheimer, fled to places where the environment was more

fertile for planting their ideas. While others, like R. Solomon
Zvi Schick, remained to be lost among the extremes which
surrounded them -- with only their literary output as a

testament to the ideals for which they fought.
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IX. Epilogue X

The study of history cannot be limited simply to the
analysis of that which took place in the past. It must be a
vehicle for understanding contemporary events and trying to
perceive future trends as they develop. ' To this end, Hungarian
Jewish history is particularly significant.

The tendency among many people is to overlook the years
which preceded World War II. Instead, they immediately focus on
the destruction of Hungarian Jewry during the Holocaust. Close
attention is paid to the cold efficiency of the Nazi army in
uprooting and transporting so many Jews to their deaths in such
a short period of time. However, clearly the 150 years prior to
this tragedy was a rich period whose events are instructive in
attempting to understand the transition and ultimate place of
the Jewish people in the modern world. Moreover, although the
destruction could not have been prevented, it is possible that
the magnitude and speed with which Hungarian Jewry was decimated
could have been delayed, had it not been for the extremist
tendencies that developed within the Jewish community in the

nineteenth century.2ﬂ3

203Katz, "The uniqueness of Hungarian Jewry, pp. 45-53: "In
calmer days Hungarian Jewry had split into many factions, and in
catastrophe the faint sense of unity which was retained did not

csuffice to bring forth leaders acceptable to all ...the
religious, cultural and social polarization which developed in
the course of the formulation of modern Hungarian Jewry

accompanied it to its destruction."
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This suggestion is particularly poignant today because
although many of the physical heirs of the participants in the
affairs of that era did not survive, the philosophical seeds
which were planted then have born offspring whose strength of

conviction and assertiveness is still growing to this day.
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