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Euchel’s Reception
Throughout the 19*-Century Haskalah

LITON TV NVINOMN MR NYYon”
»Did you imagine secing me
leading in the field of knowledge?*

(Euchel’s letter to Joel Brill in the introduction
to his biography of Moses Mendelssohn)

When Christoph Schulte informed me of the conference, I wrote him that
it will be “an important commemoration of a person whom very few people
know, yet more people ought to know.”

Already in the 1970s, I pointed to Isaac Euchel’s importance in the annals
of the Haskalah, a notion which was adopted afterwards by other scholars as
they continued to explore his life and work. Upon convening this special con-
ference to commemorate the 250% anniversary of Euchels birch, there is no
doubrt about his unique place and pivotal role in the Hebrew and Jewish Has-
kalah. I compliment the organizers of this conference for initiating this special
event, so befittingly near the scene of Euchel’s activities.'

Well, this is my assessment of Euchel’s contributions to the Haskalah.
What, though, did the followers of the later Hebrew Haskalah in the 19* cen-
tury think of Euchel, i.e. during the time in which the Haskalah developed in
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in Italy and Galicia, and then in Russia, Poland,
and Lithuania?

As part of my recent comprehensive study of the reception of the early Ger-
man Hebrew Haskalah in the 19" century, [ explored the reception of Euchel as
the main figure of the early Haskalah. This is the topic of my contribution here.

To study the reception of an individual writer and, for that matter, the
reception of literature or a literary movement, I have formulated as a guideline
several criteria of reception. These include locating, studying, and analyzing:

1 Moshe Pelli, 7he Age of Haskalah, Leiden 1979 (revised edition: Lanham 2006), ch. 10;
on Euchel, see Andreas Kennecke, fsaac Euchel. Architekt der Haskala, Gottingen 2007;
Isaak FEuchel, Vo Nutzen der Aufklirung. Schrifien zur Haskala, Andreas Kennecke
(ed.), Disseldorf 2001.
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* reprints or new editions of books and articles by a writer whose work was
published by later maskilim in the 19* century;

*  published biographies of the writer;

* memoirs of 19™-century maskilim in which the impact of a particular writ-
er on their intellectual development is discussed;

» discussions on the writer’s life, work, and contribution to the development
of Haskalah;

» the inclusion of the writer and his work in respective literary histories and
surveys of Haskalah literature;

* the reception and acceptance of the writer’s ideology and ideas; and

* the literary reception of a writer’s his style and art, including acceptance or
rejection thereof.

A theory of reception, such as the one proposed by Hans Robert Jauss, is not

addressed in this article.?

Three Main Categories of Citing Euchel

Upon reviewing these criteria and examining the 19™-century writings under

study, it is my conclusion that Fuchel was cited mostly for his contributions in

three main categories:

* asan editor of, and his writings in, Hameasef;

* as a commentator and translator of a biblical book and the prayer book;
and

* asa biographer.

Of course, there are references which blend into more than one category or

which highlight a number of additional aspects of Euchel’s work. Below, 1 will

highlight the sources of information according to the aforementioned criteria

of reception and discuss the categories for classifying citations of Euchel and
his works.

2 Hans Robert Jauss, Toward an Aesthetic of Reception, Theory and History of Literature, 11,
Minneapolis 1982, 3-45.
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Republication of Euchel’s Work in Bikurei Ha'itim

In the category of reprints and the republication of Euchel’s work, the number
of his works which were ‘recycled’ in the 19* century is impressive.

One early phenomenon regarding the impact of the works of Euchel and
his collaborators in the German Haskalah can be found in the republication of
articles from Hameasefin Bikurei Ha'itim. Published in Vienna from 1820 to
1831, this journal represents the second phase of the Haskalah in"the Austro-
Hungarian Empire.

To put it in perspective, from a total number of 1,916 entries in Bikurei
Haitim, no less than 207 of them stemmed from the first four volumes of
Hameasef under Euchel’s editorship. Among these were several of Euchel’'s own
articles. For example, the pivotal prospect of Hameasef, was reprinted in Bikurei
Haitim. Nahal Habesor delineates the contents and the mission of the journal
and spells out the maskilim’s program as they established the Hebrew press and
founded the Society of the Seckers of Hebrew Language (“Hevrat Dorshei Le-
shon Ever”). It also highlights Euchel’s vital role therein and attests to Euchel’s
letcer soliciting advice from Naphtali Herz Wessely, the personification of the
Haskalah in the eyes of the maskilim, and Wessely’s reply.’

Another important reprint which exemplifies Euchel’s role as a spokesman
of the Haskalah was his programmatic article in the first volume of Hamelasef
on the need to learn and understand ancient history. This article illustrates
Fuchel’s wide range of interests as he began to explore the definition of biog-
raphy and its relation to history, an interest which he later developed further
as a biographer. In effect, the article became a powerful call for free and open
scholarly and scientific pursuits, arguing that such a probe contradicts neither
the essence nor the spirit of Judaism.*

Bikurei Ha'itim reprinted a variety of other important articles by Euchel
from Hameasef. Among them were articles pertaining to the following topics:
the acrimonious controversy related to the early burial of the dead, in which
Euchel advocates the position of the Haskalah. Another controversial article by

3 Isaac Buchel, et al, ™Wwan Yn) (Nahal Habesor; “The Brook Besor, or Good Tidings,”
prospectus of Hameasef), in: Hameasef 1 (1783/84) (bound with vol. 1), 1-15.

4 Euchel, o)w0tpn oen »137 n9yinn XMpn Yx 137 (Davar el Hakore Mito'elet Divrei
Hayamim Hakadmonim; “A Word to the Reader about the Advantage of Ancient His-
tory;” foreword to “History of the Greatest Sages of Israel”), in: Hameasef 1 (1783/84),
9-14.
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Euchel rejected some of the Piyutim. Here, he follows Maimonides and is in
line with the position of many maskilim.?

The journal also gave prominent attention to Euchel’s creative writings by
republishing his travelogue and letters (Igrot Yirzhak Eichel) and translating into
German an adapted version of his biography of Isaac Abravanel. While argu-
ably the republication of early material from Hameasef may indicate a lack of
publishable material on the editors desks, there is sufficient evidence that a real
demand existed for reprints of the works of earlier maskilim. In highlighting the
reprints of Euchel’s work, it should be noted that the editors of Bikurei Ha'itim
republished almost everything that was printed in Hameasef with some excep-
tions. Thus, they did not exclusively select Euchel’s articles for republication.®

Republication of Scriptures:

Euchel as a Translator and Commentator

Regarding the second category, the perception and reception of Euchel as a
commentator and translator of Proverbs is prevalent in the literature of the 19*
century. This is not surprising, for in his introduction to Proverbs, which was
initially published in Berlin in 1790, Euchel expresses theories on the poetics of
proverbs and the aesthetics of poetry, and was thus considered one of the liter-
ary theoreticians of the early Haskalah.

Fuchel’s translation and commentary of Proverbs was clearly quite popu-
lar. In the thirty years following its first publication, it was republished in at
least five different editions and, additionally, in several collected editions of the

s Euchel, 31100 98 327 (Davar el Hamedabrim; “A Word to the Medabrim”), in:
Hawpeasef 3 (1786/87), 105-110. Euchel’s notes that he did not present any innova-
tions in Hfé‘ériticism, but rather, as Rambam himself wrote, argues against certain Piyu-
tim in that some notions of heresy were found in them (106-107). Euchel apologizes
and writes that he did not intend to mock the Piyuzim and deride those who say them
and that he did not come to change the “custom of Israel.” Nonetheless, he subse-
quently issues a demand “to seat wise and god-fearing men ro supervise on matter of the
prayers” (108). The maskilim had a special interest to update the prayer book and make
it available for all via translation into German.

6  Regarding oonyn ™1 (Bikurei Ha'irim), ct. Pelli, Bikurei Ha'itim — The ‘First Fruits' of
the Haskalah. An Annotated Index to Bikurei Ha'itim, the Hebrew Journal of the Haskalah
in Galicia, Jerusalem 2005, 45, 51-52, 54, 66, 70, et seq.
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whole Tanach.” However, this does not distinguish Euchel’s works from those of
other maskilim, because translations and commentaries of, and introductions
w, biblical books by maskilim, among them Aaron Wolfssohn, Joel Brill, and
Juda Leib Ben Zeev, were also republished in many editions during the 19* cen-
wry. The reprinting of such works illustrates the spread of the earlier Haskalah’s
contribution to Jewish scholarship and to the proverbial Jewish bookshelf’. It
seems that their editions were popular among aspiring maskilim who wished to
both identify with moderate Haskalah and adhere to traditional Judaism.

The view of Euchel as a commentator of Proverbs was an established notion
in the 19* century. His work was cited and discussed by later maskilic com-
mentators. For example, Isachar Beer Schlesinger, a Bohemian teacher, writer,
and editor of Bikurei Ha'itim, cites in 1827 Euchel’s definition of Hiddah — n1n
(MN) — as an authoritative source in his introduction to his own translation
and commentary of Proverbs.®

At times, later maskilim disagreed with Euchel’s translation. Among them,
Schlesinger rejects Euchel’s translation of Proverbs 15:26 and suggests instead
another translation,” and Juda Jeitteles, a Prague Maskil and another editor
of Bikurei Ha'itim, corrects in 1829 the translation of the prayer max yn in
Euchel’s and David Friedlinder’s Siddur.!® Nevertheless, Euchel’s stature as a
biblical scholar and contributor to a major enterprise of the German Haska-
lah, namely the Beur and its counterparts, was generally accepted in the 19
century.

7 Euchel, »5wn (Proverbs), Berlin 1790, Dessau 1804, Fiirth 1805, Vienna 1817 under
the title: wNp s3> (Katvei Kodesh; “Holy Scriptures”), Offenbach 1826, etc.

8  Isachar [Bernhard] Beer Schlesinger, ¥9p »ax (Avnei Kela; definitions of witticism,
riddle, epigram), in: Bikurei Ha'itim 8 (1827), 36-37.

9 Schlesinger, Dy IR ©NVY VY Mavnn » NN (To'evar Hashem Mahshevot Ro'a Ute-
horim Imrei-Noam; commentary of verse), in: DN W2 (Bikurei Ha'itim) 10 (1829),
58. Schlesinger issued his own commentary on the book of Mishlei with a translation
into German in Prague in 1832; see Gertzel Kressel, m1avn mnaon 1035 (Leksikon
Hasifrut Haivrit; Cyclopedia of Modern Hebrew Literature), Merhaviah 1965, vol. 2, 941.

10 Juda ben Jona Jeitteles, yv» (“Rebuke,” correction of the translation m>72n pyn), in:
onyn 02 (Bikurei Ha'itim) 9 (1828), 42—43.
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Republication of Euchel’s Biography of Mendelssohn:

Its Use as an Historical Source

One of Euchel’s major achievements and, in effect, most lasting contribution
is his biography of Moses Mendelssohn. This work was so popular in the cen-
tury after its publication in 1789 that it was republished in three subsequent
editions.” The biography of Mendelssohn was first serialized in Hameuasef and
then published in book form by the maskilic press in Berlin. It circulated widely
among the maskilim and often was the only source for young, non-German
speaking maskilim in their pursuits of learning about Mendelssohn’s admired
personality and his role in the Haskalah. It was cited by many maskilim
throughout the 19* century.

One such reference appears in an assessment of Mendelssohn based on Eu-
chel’s biography by the leading Russian maskil Isaac Baer Levinsohn. In order
to signify Mendelssohn’s uniqueness, Levinsohn cites the well-known phrase
which appears on cover of the book: “yakar bedoro yahid beamo” (“precious in
his generation, unique in his people”)." Similarly, the Vilna writer and editor
Shmuel Yosef Fuenn cites Euchel and his biography as source of information
about Mendelssohn.'> Mordechai Aharon Giinzburg also mentions in his auto-
biography Aviezer Euchel’s biography of Mendelssohn as a well-known classic."

Euchel’s first-hand portrayal of Mendelssohn and his interpretation of
Mendelssohn’s stance on Judaism is seen by the Iralian maskil Isaac Shmuel
Reggio as proof of Mendelssohn’s adherence to traditional Judaism. Reggio
disputes the radical interpretation of Mendelssohn’s position, arguing instead
that his so-called students misrepresented their mentor and teacher and actually

fal§iﬁed his teachings.

11 Euchel, oron ya nwn way 9w (Toldot Rabenu Moshe ben Menabem; Biography
of Moses ‘Mendelssobn), in: Hameasef 4 (1788), 113-144, 177-208, 337-368 and
Hameasef'5 (1789), 33—-64; subsequent editions: Dnn 12 nwn 0501 123 M1, Berlin
1788; DM 12 Nwn 127 ONYN APINN 0NN 991N 30 MO, Vienna 1814; mdn
DM 13 MY VIVNON PN OINN, in: INW MW, (Zemirot Yisrael, Israel’s Hymns),
Lemberg 1860.

12 Isaac Baer Levinsohn, T¢udab Beyisrael [Testimony in Israel], Vilna 1828 (Jerusalem
1977), 151; Shimshon Bloch also cited the biography of Moses Mendelssohn, in: o
1N (Kerem Hemed), 2 (1836), letter 8, 85.

13 Shmuel Yosef Fuenn, Safz Leneemanim [Language for Trusty Men], Vilna 1881, 91-92.

14 Mordechai Aharon Giinzburg, “tan (Aviezer), Vilna 1864, introduction.
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Reggio came to the defense of Mendelssohn in 1828 in his Hatorah Ve-
haphilosophiah."> Six years later, he continued his argument for his interpreta-
tion of Mendelssohn in a long footnote in his edition of Eliahu Delmedigo’s
Behinat Hadat.'® Here, he relies on Euchel’s biography and the selections of
Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem translated into Hebrew found therein. Reggio argues
that Mendelssohn’s student Reb Irzik Eichel could not possibly have misun-
derstood Mendelssohn’s unambiguous, clear, and self-evident statement about
the mitzvot, which he cites, namely that “the mizzvot which are ;-)‘r-;i‘cticed in all
places are considered sacred for you the seeds of Israel.” Reggio then asks in a
rhetorical manner: “[i]s it not clear what our rabbi has written?”

Euchel’s personal testimony thus became a historic document, one which
was accepted by Reggio, a follower of Mendelssohn, whom he considered both
a moderate maskil and an adherent to traditional Judaism.

In Memoirs of Later Maskilim:

The Impact of Euchel’s Biography and Work

The impact of Euchel’s biography of Mendelssohn can be further established by
studying memoirs written by later maskilim. While reminiscing on his youth
in his 1879 memoirs, the prolific writer and editor of the Galician and Russian
Haskalah Abraham Baer Gottlober describes how he became a maskil. He re-
lates to the reader how, upon receiving the biography of Mendelssohn, he read
it from morning till evening without interruption. He further attests to Euchel’s
artistic portrayal by noting that the descriptions found in his biography were so
vivid that he could visualize through his mind’s eyes everything that happened
to Mendelssohn as described in the book.

As previously mentioned, an important aspect of Euchel’s biography was
his rendering of parts of Mendelssohn’s ferusalem into Hebrew. Many of the
young maskilim, who, during their initiation into the Haskalah, could not read
German, resorted to this source alone for Mendelssohn’s ideas about Judaism,
for Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem was translated into Hebrew for the first time in
1867. This will be discussed later in more deail.

15 Isaac Shmuel Reggio, nnvoovoy»am nwnn (Hatorah Vebaphilosophiah), Vienna 1827;
10 07D (Kerem Hemed), 1 (1833), letter 24, 87-89.
16  Eliahu Delmedigo, Behinat Hadat [Probing Religion], Vienna 1833, 126.
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Indeed, this is exactly what the young Gottlober experienced. He notes in
his memoirs that, as he read passages from Jerusalem in Euchel’s biography, he
decided to read Mendelssohn’s work in the original German. Consequently, he
aspired to learn both Hebrew and German perfectly so that he could translate
the whole work into Hebrew."” Indeed, he actually wrote these memoirs twelve
y.ears after he had translated Jerusalern into Hebrew. One wonders whether his
projection of this notion onto his childhood is authentic or imagined. This is a
question that all scudents of autobiographies and memoirs face in such contexts.

A related question arises concerning Gottlober’s claim that he had appreci-
ated Euchel’s biography and translation of Jerusalem in his youth. Indeed, in
his own translation of Jerusalem written prior to his memoirs, he writes in a
footnote that he had read the biography and the selections of Jerusalem found
therein in his childhood. However, as he asserts, at that time he knew that
Euchel did not do what a translator ought to do; for instead of bringing the
words of Mendelssohn verbatim, Euchel integrated them into his biography of
Mendelssohn as part of his own narrative.'®

The reliability of such claims is questionable. Regardless of their validity,
though, Gottlober clearly sees Euchel and his biography of Mendelssohn as
important topics for his memoirs.

A different question concerns Euchel’s biblical translation and commentary.
Gottlober reports that, although he studied the book of Psalms with Mendels-
sohn’s German translation in his youth, he had great difficulties understanding
the German. Then, he writes, “my eyes lit up especially from R[eb] Itzik Eichel’s
commentary.”!? While this is definitely complimentary to Euchel, it seems that
Gottlober made a mistake, because it was actually Joel Brill who wrote the com-

mentary on Psalms. At any rate, Euchel was very much on Gottlober’s mind.

17 Abraham Baer Gottlober, Zichronot Mimei Ne'wrai [Youthful Memoirs], IIT (Warsaw,
1880/81), pp. 31-32; also printed in Zichronot Umasa'to [Memoirs and Travels], vol. 1,
T (Dorot) (Jerusalem 1976), 229-230.

18 Moses Mendelssohn, Sefer Yerushalayim {Jerusalem], cransl. Gottlober, Zhitomir 1867,
xxii, in a note.

19 Gottlober, YWW) 0 My (Zichronor Mimei Newrai) (op. cit. 16), 34; ibid., munt
myom (Zichronot Umasaot) (op. cit. 16), 234.
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Meir Halevi Letteris’ Biography of Euchel:
Euchel as a Major Figure in the Haskalah

The perception of Euchel as a major figure of the Haskalah emerged in the mid-
19% century in the writings of Meir Halevi Letteris, a prolific Galician writer
and editor. Letteris was much involved in exploring the enterprises of the first
maskilim, especially their major literary product Hameuasef and_the image of
Euchel, its editor. Being an editor himself, Letteris undertook to republish a
new edition of the periodical, but he was only able to finish publication of the
first volume from 1783/84.

In conjunction with his new edition of Hameasef in 1862, Letteris wrote
ashort biography of Euchel which he published as part of his edition.”!

This category of biographies written on the founding fathers of the Haska-
lah in Germany serves as an indicator of their reception by representatives of the
later Haskalah. In the course of the century, other biographies were published
of Mendelssohn (in Bikurei Ha'itim, in German), Wessely, and other maskilim.??

By far, it is Letteris’ biography which praises Euchel most. It is clear that
Letteris admired Euchel and what he stood for. In fact, it is possible to detect
some sort of psychological attachment on part of Letteris towards the figure of
Euchel, who, like himself, was an editor and active in the literary movement of
the Haskalah.

Letteris’ biography of Euchel is in effect a hagiography. He attributes
the appearance of Euchel to the Almighty, as Euchel does with his image of
Mendelssohn. Letteris writes: “one of the remnants [of the people] that God

20 Meir Halevi Letteris, publisher, Hameasef Lishnat HTKMD, 2nd ed. (Vienna, 1862)
“El Hakore” [To the Reader], 1-2.

21 Letteris, 9"t 9998 P& M 0onn MIn (Toldor Hehacham Rabenu Itzik Eichel), in:
qonnn (Hameasef) (op. cit. 21), 41-47. This biography was also published in his book
2992 Wt (Zikaron Basefer), Vienna 1869, 90-97.

22 On Mendelssohn, see: anon., DVING yUWYIDIVIYY AVIN DMK 12 NYHD I MTON
OOV DIVN (Toldor Rabenu Moshe ben Menahem); a second biography in the section
SN O TN (Toldot Gedolei Yisrael), in: oonyn »woa (Bikurei Ha'itim), 1 (1833),
20-26; on Wessely, see: David Friedrichsfeld, p>18 "ot (Zecher Tzadik), Amsterdam
1809; Yahbik, *o19) v m19wn (Toldor Rabbi Nafial), 1iyon (Hamagid), 1 (1857), no.
26, 30, 33, 36, 37, 51; oy 019w 271 190 (Sefer Divrei Shalom Veemet), published
by Kalman Schulmann, 1886, 1-31; and Salomon Mandelkern, Y¥n s5n9) " m 9 mn
98t o0 (Toldor Rabbi Naftali Herz Weisel Z.L.), vonn (Haasif), 3 (1887), Warsaw,
404-417.
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has summoned to help and benefit the people by his deeds while they were

walking in the dark in the past generation was the learned author [“Hehacham

hamelitz”] whose lips flow with myrrh, Reb Yitzhak Eichel [...].”** Letteris as-

serts that, with the publication of Hameusef, his masterpiece, Euchel made a

name for himself together with his renowned friends and associates for “ever-

lasting glory.”

Letteris’ view of Euchel’s place in Jewish history can be inferred from his
use of the motto from Johann Wolfgang Goethe’s Faust which opens his biogra-
phy: “Was glinzr ist frir den Augenblick geboren; / Das Aechte bleibt der Nachwelt
unverloren” (“What glitters is born for the moment; / the truth remains for
posterity”).?

Based on this biography, it is worthwhile at this point to summarize the
actributes which Letteris identifies in Euchel:

* Hisinterestinsecular studies. Euchel was said to be among the first maskilim
to seek “Hochmot nochriyot,” i.e. foreign disciplines, a scholarly pursuit of
non-Judaic subjects, at a university, where he was instructed by the great
philosopher Immanuel Kant. In all of Euchel’s writings, Letteris adduces,
one can detect the impact of Kant’s philosophy. Actually, Letteris believes
that Euchel’s probe into Judaism was even based on the foundations of
Kant’s thinking.”® Letteris also argues that Euchel loved free investigation;?

* His establishment of a maskilic society and Hameasef. Letteris considers
Euchel’s major contributions to be the founding of the Society of the Seek-
ers of Hebrew Language (“Hevrat Dorshei Leshon Ever”) and, for the first
time in Jewish history, a modern periodical in Hebrew.?® The messages that
Hame'asef disseminated among the Jews will remain for ever, Letteris writes,
and its memory will not fade until the last generation.?” In an euphuistic
style of grandiloquence, he expresses his admiration for Euchel’s unique
contribution: “as long as the heavens exist upon this earth, it would not

cease making fruits in the hearts of the children of Israel, leading them 1o

23 Letteris, M9 (Zoldo?) (op. cit. 21), 41.

24 Ibid., 40.

25 Cited from Johann Wolfgang Goethe, Faust, Vorspiel auf dem Theater, Leipzig 1790,
71-74: “Off, wenn es erst durch Jabre durchgedrungen, / Erscheint es: in vollendeter Gestal,
/ Was glinzt, ist fiir den Augenblick geboren; / Das Echte bleibt der Nachwelt unverloren.”

26 Letteris, M1 (Toldor) (op. cit. 21), 42.

27 Ibid., 42 (footnote).

28  Ibid., 42.

29 Ibid., 43.
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acquire beneficial knowledge” (3 YwN DTN NSWaY M NYNID wXN”
“2>0nY 92UNY YN 2131 >3 193 79 MYYR YINN XY YIND Sy onwn).30
Letteris considers the journal a major guide which led the Jews in modern

times toward enlightenment;* and

* His literary contribution. As discussed, Letteris praises Euchel’s literary

work, including his translation and commentary of Proverbs and biography

of Mendelssohn. Emphasizing the latter work’s impact on the maskilim, he

writes that “it kindled a flame in the heart of every knowledgej;;eking read-
er to love wisdom,” and that “this little book affected greatly the House of

Israel” (“onAwe 71929 210 37 nbya e MvpPN NYanpn”) .32 In addition, Let-

teris had high praise for Euchel’s epistolary story Igroz Meshulam ben Uriab

ha’Eshtemoi (“The Letters of Meshulam the Son of Uriah Ha'eshtemoi”).

They “are more precious than pure gold” to him.%

Negative attitudes toward Euchel during his own lifetime on part of some
of his traditionalist contemporaries were met by Letteris with dismay. For, while
Euchel worked to improve the lot of his people, he was criticized and attacked
by those who rejected the Haskalah and its call for modernism.*

Republication of Literary Materials:

In Chrestomathies, Catechisms, Primers, and Letter-Writing Guides

Another criterion used to assess the acceptance and reception of Euchel’s work
and that of other maskilim is the inclusion of their material in chrestomathies,
catechisms, and primers. Intended primarily for school children, some of the
material was used as well by adults who wished to learn Hebrew or read semi-
‘canonical’ texts not available elsewhere.

Throughout the 19* century, maskilim — teachers, educators, and writers —
‘recycled’ early materials, e.g. stories, tales, fables, riddles, and similar creative
writing, in chrestomathies intended for use in Jewish schools. These include

30 Ibid., 42.

31 Letteris, NWpn Y& [El Hakore] (op. cit. 19), 1-2.
32 Letteris, M1 (Toldo?) (op. cit. 21), 43.

33 Ibid., 44.

34 Ibid.
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Wolfssohn's textbook Avtalyon and Ben Zeev’s primers.*® Euchel’s material was
recycled as well. For example, Adam Martinet’s textbook Tiferer Yisrael includes
Euchel’s letters to his student Michal, the travelogue in epistolary form pub-
lished initially in Hameasef¢ These letters were deemed to have both pedagogic
qualities for educating the young and literary value. Collections of letters and
epistolary writings for pedagogic purposes, i.e. letter-writing guides (Briefsteller,
DWIYOYWII), also serve as a source for examining the reception of Euchel’s
work. Letters by more or less well-known writers were presented in such collec-
tions for the purpose of teaching good letter writing; other letters were ‘stock’
letters written for various occasions, to be copied and used for personal cor-
respondence.”’

One such letter in the category of writers’ correspondence was Euchel’s
desperate letter to Shalom Hacohen from 1799, in which Euchel asked him
to help in the efforts to revive Hame'asef. This significant and quite powerful
letter sheds light on the state of the Hebrew Haskalah in Germany at the fin
de siécle. Moreover, it reveals the depth of Euchel’s personal disappointment in
not realizing the goals that the Haskalah had set for itself sixteen years earlier.
Euchel’s letter was recycled throughout the century as a historical document,
emblematic of the downfall of the German Haskalah. Shalom Hacohen’s collec-
tion of letters Ktav Yosher includes both this letter and Euchel’s introduction to
the book of Mishlei.’® His Ktav Yosher was republished many times during the

35 Aaron Wolfssohn, y»90an (Avtalyon), Berlin 1790, Prague 1806. Juda Leib Ben Zeev,
oW NS (Limudei Hamesharimy), vol. 2 of voon ma (Beir Hasefer), Vienna 1811,
Vienna 1849. See Uriel Ofek, Sifrut Hayeladim Haivrit — Hahathalah [Hebrew Chil-
dren’s Litefature: The Beginnings], Tel Aviv 1979; Zohar Shavit, From Friedlinders
Lesebuch to the Jewish Campe. The Beginning of Hebrew Children’s Literature in Ger-
many, in: The Leo Baeck Institute Year Book, XXXIII (1988), 385—-415; Idem., “Harihut
shel Hadar Hahaskalah Hayehudit Beberlin” [The Furniture in the Jewish Haskalah
‘Heder’], in: Israel Bartal, Ezra Mendelsohn, and Chava Turniansky (eds.) Studze.r in
Jewish Culture in Honour of Chone Shmeruk. Jerusalem 1993, 193-207.

36 Adam Martiner, 58w nnan (Tiferet Yisrael) {Glory of Israel], Bamberg 1837, 59-69.

37 Judith Halevi-Zwick, mxn 167 nxn) ©12yn (DW5YOUWNPIIN) DIRRD M0 MO
(20 (Toldot Sifrur Ha'igronim (ha-brivenshtelers) Haivriyim...), Tel Aviv 1990.

38  Shalom Hacohen, “wv an> (Ketav Yosher) [Epistle of Righteousness], Vienna 1820.
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19* century.? Letteris, too, published Euchel’s letter in his collection of letters
from 1868.1

Other editors of similar anthologies did the same: Fuenn printed part of
Euchel’s epistolary writing in his book Sofrei Yisrael from 1871, an anthology of
letters by classical and Haskalah writers including Mendelssohn, Wessely, and
Friedlinder.*!

As in the case of Euchel’s biography of Mendelssohn, his letter to Hacohen
was deemed in the 19™ century to be both a personal testimony and first-hand
evidence of the demise of the German Haskalah by one of its founders.

Views of Euchel as an Aesthetician

A further important aspect of the reception of Euchel’s work can be obrained
by reviewing the perception of Euchel as an expert on aesthetics in the Haska-
lah of the 19* century. His contribution to the poetics of the revived Hebrew
literature was mentioned by several writers.

Already in 1810, Dov Baer Ginzburg, a Galician poet and contributor to
the new Hameasef, comments on Euchel’s assessment of Wessely’s poetics in his
epos Shirei Tiferer in a review published in 1790 in Hame'asef*2

In the introduction to his edition of Moshe Haim Luzzatto's Leshon
Limudim,” Ginzburg accepts Euchel’s definition of Wessely’s work as “shir

; sipuri” (probably: an epic poem). He disagrees, however, with Euchel’s defini-
tion of secondary stories in Wessely’s epos that were deemed to be trivial and of
less significance. Euchel calls these romances or ballads, while Ginzburg refers

39 Haim Dov Friedberg, 0190 1py 72 (Beir Eked Sefarim) [Library of Books], vol. 2, Tel
Aviv 1952, 478, no. 556, reports of 14 editions up to 1871.

40 Lerteris, 71y >andn 9 (Sefer Michtevei fvrit) [Book of Hebrew Letters], Vienna
1868.

41 Fuenn, Yx W Moo (Sofrei Yisrael) [Writers of Israel], Vilna 1871, 134-137.

42~ [Euchel], 5™ s9m0) men mnan >ww 190 nWpa (Bikorer Sefer Shirei Tiferer Me'er
Naftali Weisel [Review of Shirei Tiferet by Wessely] review of modern books, first in a
series), in Hameasef 6 (1790), 210-221; nNan »»ww 190 N2 Jwnn (Hemshech Bikorer
Sefer Shirei Tiferet; review of modern books, second article in a series), in Hame'asef 6
(1790), 346-352.

43 B. G. of Brody [Dov Ginzburg] in his introduction to Moshe Hayim Luzzatto’s Sefer
Leshon Limudim [Book of Scholarly Language, or Skilled Tongue] (Stanistawéw, 1810;
my edition: Sdilikov, 1826), pp. 1-14.
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to them as lyrical poems, or “79n 0P *0W9 N9” (less valuable poetic stories).
Whether right or wrong,* Euchel’s assessment of Wessely’s poetics left its mark
on the serious discussions about aesthetics and poetics by the later maskilim.

An indication of Euchel’s impact is noticeable as late as 1853. In the intro-
duction to his nyY \wpp (Kikayon Leyonah), the Amsterdam maskil Gabriel
Polak attributes his writings and expresses his indebtedness to Wessely. He then
cites Euchel’s review, in which Euchel states that writing such as Wessely’s had
not been composed since the exile — a statement which has been repeated nu-
merous times about Wessely since.*

Historical Summaries and Overviews of Hebrew Literature

Reliable sources of information about the reception of Euchel’s work in the
19th century are the historical summaries and literary overviews of Hebrew
literature which emerged in the 1880s upon the end of the Haskalah as the need
arose for such assessments.

One such work on the German Haskalah was published in 1881 by the
aforementioned Vilna writer and editor Shmuel Yosef Fuenn. In his overview
of the history of Hebrew, Fuenn cites Euchel as one of the founding editors of
Haméasef who signed the prospectus Nahal Habesor and references Euchel’s
biography as a source of information on Mendelssohn’s Kobeler Musar.*® This
brief citation does not say much about Euchel, and it seems that he was lost
among the great historical figures of Judaism in Fuenn’s account.

Fuenn does, however, acknowledge Euchel’s contribution to biblical com-
mentaries in a previous article published in 1844. While discussing this main
sphere of activity of various maskilim, he identifies Mendelssohn as the major
source of influence over the other maskilim. He then refers to Wessely mostly as

44 Franz Delitzsch, Zur Geschichte der jiidischen Poésie vom Abschluss der heiligen Schriften
Alten Bundes bis auf die neueste Zeit, Leipzig 1836, 104. As Euchel had previously defi-
ned the term, Delitzsch defines W90 Vv as , Romanze”.

45 Gabriel Polak, mv5 ywprp (Kikayon Leyonah), Amsterdam 1853, iii. Polak relies on
Euchel’s review of Shirei Tiferet in Hameasef and cites his article on Wessely's epic work,
remarking that “nothing like it has been done since the Israelites were exiled from their
land.”

46  Fuenn, N9 Nov (Safz Leneemanimy), (op. cit. 12), 91-92, esp. 97.
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a poet, to Isaac Satanow as a proverb writer, and to Brill, Euchel, and Ben Zeev
as biblical commentators.®’

A similar source of information is found in Hebrew lexica and encyclope-
dias of writers published by enterprising editors in the 19* century. Fuenn, for
one, included an entry on Euchel in his Knesset Yisrael, a biographical lexicon of
“the great persons of Israel known for their scholarship, wisdom and deeds,” as
it is cited on the title page.*® He identifies Euchel as “a great pundit (5113 05n)
and a wonderful (x99) writer, one of Mendelssohn’s disciples.” Fuenn also cites
Euchel’s biography of Mendelssohn and praises his “precious and esteemed”
commentary of Mishlei. Likewise, he refers to Euchel’s articles in Hameasef as
“precious and wonderful in their ideas and beautiful style.” This pundit, Fuenn
writes, “was beloved and respected by the great thinkers of Berlin, Jewish and
Churistian alike.” In his dedication to benefit and benevolence for his people,
Euchel established in 1792 the Society of Friends (Gesellschaft der Freunde), as
Fuenn notes.

Fuenn also mentions Euchel’s translation of the prayer book,* but he is
critical of the free translation that did not adhere to the meaning of the words.
Nevertheless, he explains that Euchel did so “in order to show the glory of our
prayers to the other nations.”

Meir Weissberg: The History of Hebrew Literature

By the turn of the century, and upon the demise of Haskalah, attempts to write
the history of Hebrew literature emerged. One such attempt was a series of
articles entitled yvavn mson M55 (“Toward a History of Hebrew Litera-
ture”).

In this introduction to Hebrew literature, Meir Weissberg explains the de-
mise of German Haskalah by citing Hacohen’s letter to Euchel®® urging him to
revive Hame'asef “for the glory of the Hebrew language.” He then quotes several

47 Fuenn, w1p now »»w 190 nWpa (Bikorer Sefer Shirei Sefat Kodesh) [Review of Book
of Holy Tongue Poems], in: 9% 'n"a (Pirhei Tzafon) [Northern Flowers], 2 (1844),
90-103, esp. 92-93.

48  Fuenn, YN Ny (Kneset Yisrael) [The Assembly of Israel], Warsaw 1886, 96.

49 Euchel, Gebere der hochdeutschen und polnischen Juden, Konigsberg 1786.

50  See note 38 above.
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passages from the aforementioned desperate letter from Euchel that reflected

the situation at that time.!

Eliezer Rosenthal: Bibliographies

Bibliographies are another source of information about Euchel, but, these are
succinct and almost always just factual without assessment or value judgment.
However, occasionally, they include some evaluation. For example, in the entry
on Euchel’s biography of Mendelssohn in Eliezer Rosenthal’s 790 y71v, the au-
thor praises Euchel primarily for his style and the beauty of his language.>> The
works of other bibliographers of the time, among them Moritz Steinschneider
and Isaac Ben Yaakov, are yet to be reviewed in this regard.

Evaluation of Euchel’s Contribution

to the Development of the Haskalah

In order to study Euchel’s place in the literary consciousness of his counterparts
in the later Haskalah, it is important to review evaluative statements about him
and his work by other writers.

Several writers acknowledge their indebtedness to early authors of the Ger-
man Haskalah, and while this could be construed as self-serving, it is never-
theless indicative of the role that German Haskalah writers played in the later
Haskalah and the esteem that these held in the eyes of their followers.

As early as 1794, when he was still alive, Euchel was regarded as “the perfect
one [09vn]” by the poet and playwright Yoseph Ha'efrati of Troplowitz in the
introduction to his biblical drama Meluchat Sha'wl. This author credits Euchel
and “the great and famous poet” Wessely as the originators of the idea that po-

51 Meir Weissberg, mavn mnoon m b (Letoldor Hasifrut Haivrir) (History of Hebrew
Literature], in: 37wnm nvwon (Mimizrah Umimaarav), 112 (1895), 40.

52 Eliezer Rosenthal, 290 v1v (Yodez Sefer) [Knowing Book; Knowledgeable], Amster-
dam 1875 (1972); vol. 2 of Meir Roest, Catalog der Hebraica und Judaica aus der L.
Rosenthal’schen Bibliothek, 1, Amsterdam 1875 (Amsterdam 1966), 440.
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etry and the creative expression of lofty matters are essential to the perception
of God and worship of Him.*

Another writer who attempted to write the history of Hebrew literature
and who evaluated various Haskalah writers quite early in the 19" century
was Moses Mendelson (Frankfurt) (1782-1861), also known as the ‘second
Mendelson’. In his book Penei Tevel, written in the 1840s but first published in
1872, he praises Euchel as a “wonderful man, with his awesome mastery of the
Hebrew language, as it is shown in his biography of Moses Mendelssohn; which
depicts the life story, essence, and qualities [mTm Vowm MT5W\N] of the man
Moshe, as if he stood alive in front of the reader.”* This kind of assessment of
Euchel’s quality of writing was mentioned also by other writers.

Shalom Yaakov Abramovich: In Defense of Early Haskalah

In the 1870s, the early German maskilim and their writings were the focus of
intense criticism by later Maskilim, among them Peretz Smolenskin (beginning
in 1873) and Uri Avraham Kovner (1864). These critics had harsh assessments
of the quality of the writings of the early maskilim and their Enlightenment
ideology. Smolenskin accuses Mendelssohn and his followers of causing the
great waves of conversion to Christianity among German Jews and neglecting
to adhere to the essence of Judaism.

Confronting this criticism, some contemporary maskilim came to the de-
fense of the German Haskalah. In contrast to Smolenskin, the writer Shalom
Yaakov Abramovich (later known by his pseudonym Mendele Mocher Sfarim)
had a positive attitude and gratitude toward the early maskilim. In 1873, he
writes that “the generation of Mendelssohn and his associates” adhered to the
ancient national spirit of the people and did not deviate from this path.>> Among
the maskilim who worked to cultivate the Hebrew language, Abramovich cites
Wessely and Euchel together with Brill and Satanow. Abramovich seemingly

valued the work of the early maskilim so much that he calls on his contempo-

53 Yoseph Ha'efrati of Troplowitz, Yww n>on (Meluchar Sha'ul) [Saul’s Reign], Vienna
1794, 21 (introduction, my pagination).

54 Moses Mendelson-Frankfurt, Yan »9 (Pnai Tevel) {Face of the World], Amsterdam
1872, 252.

55 Shalom Yaakov Abramovich, “Et Ledaber” [Time to Talk], introduction to his book
Toldor Hateva [The Story of Nature], III (Vilna, 1873), viii—xxv, esp. xxv.
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raries to follow in the footsteps of the members of the early Society of the Seek-
ers of Hebrew Language (“Hevrat Dorshei Leshon Ever”), which later took on
the name Society for the Promotion of Goodness and Resourcefulness (»amv
mwinm 110n). For him, this association should serve as a symbol of positive
Haskalah.>

He also praises the contribution of Hameasef in its promotion of creative
writings in Hebrew and pays tribute to its writers, whom he states will “shine
as stars forever in the history of the godly people of Abraham” (xvnt qwr”
“DNAIN NN DY MITIINT TN DI D2ANDD).

Thus, Abramovich is completely supportive of the German Haskalah, and
he perceives Euchel to be one of the ‘founding fathers’ of the Haskalah.

Juda Leib Kantor: Critical of the Haskalah

In the 1880s and 1890s, there were additional waves of criticism against the
Haskalah concurrent with its apparent demise.

Juda Leib Kantor, an editor and writer in Russia and elsewhere, wrote
a seminal article in 1886 entitled Dor Hameasfim (“The Generation of the
Measfim”) on the circle of writers surrounding Hameasef, in which he assesses
the early German Haskalah in general.’” As he remarks in a footnote, he follows
the ideas of Heinrich Graetz in his history of the Jewish people, which he also
translated into Hebrew, and he thus argues for Mendelssohn’s unique role, yet
claims that Mendelssohn’s followers were mediocre. Among the maskilim, he
mentions Euchel as having learned to write “clear and simple Hebrew” from his
“teachers Mendelssohn and Wessely.”>*

While asserting that “[n]ature bestowed upon [Euchel] only a fast pen,”
Kantor argues that this “deprived him of an imaginative spirit and creative vi-
sion.” The assessment is not complimentary, and, in it, he follows Graetz as

L . »
well, who writes that Euchel’s style was “pleasant” when compared to the style

56 Ibid., xxiv.

57 Juda Leib Kantor, ooonnn Wi (Dor Hameasfim) [The Measefim Generation), in: Qoxn
(Haasif) [The Harvest], Warsaw 1887, 1-34. Kantor notes that he follows Graetz in the
essence of his article but deviated from him in macters which, to him, were incorrect, 1;

cf. Heinrich Graetz, @ non s »171 (Divrei Yemei Hayebudim) [History of the Jews),

vol. 9, transl. Yoseph Eliahu Trivush, Warsaw 1904, chapter 4, 86-115.

s8 Ibid., “Dor Hame’asfim”, 22.
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used before his time, but rather “dry” and lacking “the power of imagination
and the talent of creativity.”>’

Following in Graetz’s footsteps as a historian, Kantor ignored Euchel’s his-
torical role in the early Haskalah and hardly addressed any of Euchel’s literary
works.

cmong

Elazar Shulman: Euchel Caused More Harm than Good -

In the 1890s, even more criticism was waged against the early maskilim. The
Russian maskil Elazar Shulman was critical of this group of maskilim, among
them Friedlinder, Satanow, and Herz Homberg, and their orientation after
Mendelssohn’s death. In a work published in 1892, he mentions Euchel as “the
chosen among them” (one, of course, does not know whether he is being ironic
here), writing that, in spite of his great work for Hebrew literature and the
“goodness and benevolence” that he bestowed upon it by his literary contribu-
tion, he caused more harm through his extreme zeal for Haskalah than good
in the eyes of those who still adhered to tradition.® In a footnote, he cites an
anecdote by Ludwig Geiger about a skirmish with Wessely at Mendelssohn’s
home in which Wessely rebuked Euchel about his loose ways. In contrast,
Wessely’s letter in support of Euchel and his proposed journal, published in
Nahal Habesor,"" demonstrates a positive attitude toward Euchel. Shulman sub-
sequently cites Euchel’s contributions to Hebrew literature, i.e. his articles in,
and his efforts for, Hameasef, his biography of Mendelssohn, and his translation
and commentary of Proverbs.

Shulman’s traditional position may explain his rejection of Euchel on the
grounds of Geiger’s anecdote and his branding of Euchel as doing harm to the
Haskalah cause. This notion was perpetuated later in the 20" century, as illus-
trated by the criticism of Simon Bernfeld and others, who considered Euchel

59 Graetz, D10 0 27 (Divrei Yemei Hayehudim), (op. cit. 57), vol. 9, 88. He writes:
“PNY HNYIN TIIDN MY DWW TN DIV INY 711 NOWA NIV PNIMm OMnTan o
PN PIWI DN PRTN NDOTI NN D Y DIR DN NOPNN 19Y 12 ovnnwn” [“He
learned from Ben Menahem [Mendelssohn] and from Weisel to write in clear Hebrew
and his style was pleasant as compared with the corrupt style used prior to this period.
But his style was dry, and lacked imagination and creative talent.”]

60 Elazar Shulman, 58w Wpnn (Mimekor Yisrael) [From the Source of Israel], Berditshov
1892, 23.

61 Euchel, wWwan 93 (Nahal Habesor) (op. cit. 2).
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to be a radical maskil (from a religious point of view).®> Nevertheless, Euchel’s
contributions are acknowledged as well.

Mordechai Ehrenpreis: Haskalah is not Literature

Even harsher criticism in the post-Haskalah period can be found in the writings
of Mordechai Ehrenpreis, who led a dispute with Ahad Ha'am (Asher Gins-
berg) on the orientation of contemporary Hebrew literature.

~ Representing the new trends in Hebrew literature, Ehrenpreis lashes out
against the Haskalah in an article published in 1897 entitled 2y (“Whither?”).®
Clearly, his intention was to create a definite separation between the literature
of the Haskalah and the writings of the group known as “the young writers”
(“ovysn”) whom he represented.

In this article, Ehrenpreis criticizes the literary work of the Meusfim, stat-
ing in effect, that whatever they were doing cannot be considered literature.
He claims that they were united for a kind of literary activity which lacked any
clear and meaningful program. They thus laid the cornerstone for “some kind
of literature” which was later called “Haskalah”. Yet, in essence, it was not only
an imperfect and bad literature, but also a different type of writers’ work which
cannot be regarded as literature act all.

The new kind of literature, which he and a group of young writers repre-
sents, Ehrenpreis asserts, constitutes a struggle against the kind of work by the
Measfim called Haskalah. In contrast, the young writers aspire to achieve the
level of what he refers to as “true literature.”**

Ehrenpreis’ tirade against the Measfim includes the argument that, because
the Measfim were dilettantes, they could not have created a literary movement
which could echo the lives of the people. Moreover, he accuses them of be-
ing detached from the cultural milieu of their time. According to Ehrenpreis,

LYo

62 Simon Bernfeld, m»onn W (Dor Tahapuchot) [A Forward Generation], vol. 1, Warsaw
1914, 79. Here, he writes that Euchel ate non-Kosher food.

63 Mordechai Ehrenpreis, N\NY (Lelan?) [Whither], in: nbwn (Hashiloah), 1 (1897), 489-
503, esp. pp. 489-490 (Marcus Ehrenpreis, nvmnoo mon 185 (Lean? Masot Sifrutiyor)
[Whither, Literary Essays], in: m™WT n»9v (Dorot Library), Jerusalem 1998, ed. with
introduction and notes Avner Holtzman, 105-133, esp. 106-112; cf. Holtzman’s intro-
duction).

64 Tbid., 490.
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they acted neither for the benefit of their public nor toward a dedicated goal,
but rather for their own personal gratification. Ehrenpreis refers mainly to the
group in general and does not refer to Euchel individually. Instead, he singles
out Wessely and rejects his poetry altogether.®®

Yoseph Eliahu Trivush: In Defense of Haskalah

S

In the years after Ehrenpreis’ attack on the Haskalah, the tendency was to slight
its value. Nonetheless, there were still voices of support of its contribution and
pioneering enterprise.

One such defender was the Vilna writer and translator Yoseph Eliahu
Trivush, who came out to defend the ‘honor’ of Haskalah. In his view, “every
writer should be indebted to the early maskilim because only through them
did we get to where we are.”®® He argues that the early maskilim were better
equipped in general education and literature than many of his contemporary
writers, and he mentions a number of the early maskilim by name: Wessely,
Brill, Ben Zeev, and Euchel. Their writings, he asserts, were simple and innova-
tive, and thus they excel over the work of most of the writers of his time whose
writings were neither new nor simple.

Were it not for them, Trivush writes, there would be no Hebrew periodicals
or daily newspapers in his day. He further argues that even the advent of mod-
ern Jewish nationalism should be attributed to the early maskilim, although
they did not call it such. Although Trivush did mention Euchel as part of the
group, he did not single him out.

65 Ibid., 491-492.

66 Trivush, '"n9owin 1131 (Bichvod Habaskalah) [Honoring the Haskalah], in: qoronn
(Abiasaf), 8 (1900), Warsaw, n.p.: “N2 nny w9 ¥ RY 19D IV MM >Poun NNY
192 MHINDN 03 /IPYINY QORNR O O INNY 12 PR ROV M 92 [.] 1oy RO NowY
NIRWIN APMIRGN ON RO I1ID IUR MINDGT NN I RN I2YN NZownn [L] ontyon )
YT XY ONURIN DDODUNDW IO DY G, 1Y RIIP WT RY IUR DVYIN MY DY 03 0D
nt nnwa”.
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Summary

The general attitude among some Hebrew writers at the end of the 19 century
was critical of the Haskalah. Therefore, the deeds and writings of the early
maskilim, and Euchel among them, were deemed of less importance to modern
Jewish history and Hebrew literature. Yet, some writers did acknowledge their
indebtedness to the pioneering work of the first maskilim.

Incidentals

Finally, Euchel achieved some lighter references in the 19* century and some
literary citations in the 20* century.

The first such incidental concerns the figure of Euchel in anecdotes told
about “great men of Israel”. For example, in 1829, Jeitteles tells an anecdote
about Euchel in his Bikurei Ha’itim as part of a series of anecdotes about great
personalities, including the rabbis Ezekiel Landau and Jonathan Eybeschiitz
and maskilim such as Mendelssohn.

In his anecdote, Jeitteles highlights Euchel as an expert translator of the
Bible. And so it goes: a young fellow brought a commentary that he had written
on Jeremiah’s Lamentations to “the glorious pundit” (“»wyonn 05nn”) Euchel,
seeking his opinion. When he returned, Euchel gave him back his work, ac-
companied with a scroll. As he opened it, he found freshly-written lamentations
over his commentary on the book of Lamentations.*

Euchels Figure in Literature

Interestingly, Euchel’s figure played a role in literature. In the process, he became
a literary persona. In Tuvia Gutman Feder’s controversial ‘dialogue of the dead’
entitled Ko/ Mebazezim (written in 1813, but published in 1853 or earlier in
1816); Euchel is featured as one of the protagonists together with Mendelssohn
and Wessely.® This satiric piece was written to mock Mendel Lefin’s translation

67 Jeitteles, mwIn mMTa S8 o0 mrww (Sibot Hachmei Yisrael Bedorot Hadashof)
[Conversations of the Learned of Israel in the New Generations], {(anecdotes), »12
omnvn (Bikurei Haitim), 9 (1829), 149-157.

68 Tuvia Guoman Feder, ooxsnn™\p (Kol Mehazezim) [Voice of the Archers], Lemberg
1853.

I ¢
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of the book of Mishlei into Yiddish.%® Euchel is depicted as being personally
offended by the corrupt translation into allegedly ‘bad German’.

In the 20* century, the great Hebrew writer Shmuel Yosef Agnon features
Euchel in one of his stories. In Leveir Abba (“To Father’s Home”), Euchel ap-
pears and plays an enigmatic role: “{tJhat time, one of the commentators,
Yitzhak Eichel is his name, came and showed me a commentary on a difficult
passage at the end of the book of Joshua or the beginning of Hosea. Eichel’s
commentary was somewhat questionable [...].” In the meantime, he [Euchel]
took a cigarette and asked for a light. The narrator gave him a match and com-
mented that the maskilim with all their knowledge of grammar did not know
to coin the Hebrew word ‘Gafrur’ for such a wooden match. Eichel said, well
“this ‘gafric’ “»79)" does make fire.” He pronounced it ‘Gafrir.” Then Euchel
said: ,,What is the benefit of this match that was extinguished before it could
fulfill its mission.”” The storyteller remarks: “I wanted to defeat him, but I was
defeated.” According to an interpretation of the story, Euchel was lamenting,
perhaps, the demise of the Haskalah before it could fulfill its mission.”

Itzik Manger has Euchel meeting with Juda Leib Ben Zeev to read him his
play Reb Henoch.”

There also was a ‘late encounter with Itzik Eichel’ in the Israeli newspaper
Maariv. The bibliographer G. Kressel wrote an open Letter to Itzik Fichel in
1961, addressing him directly and giving him credit for being the founder of

69  See previous note.

70  Shmuel Yoseph Agnon, Nax maY (Leveit Abba) [To Father's House], in: Ibid., w0
W (Samuch Venireh) All of Agnon’s Stories, Jerusalem/Tel Aviv 1962, 103-105. See
an interpretation of this story by Isaac Barzilay, 7ay5 nwn Sw nnow> (Kishlona shel
Hashiva Le'avar) [Failure to Go Back to the Past], in: W1 (Hadoar) (Post], 23 (11 Nis-
san 5733), 563-565; see also Mordechai Shalev, 'Dwynn 19072 12M05 M0 Y RPYT
(Dyokno shel Hagibor Kimehaber Besefer Hama'asim) [The Portrait of the Protagonist as
an Author in The Book of Deeds], N1 (Haaretz) 22 September 1968; on the coining
of the word M9 with a citation of this story, see Aharon Bar Adon mnm yay »w
v WO (S. ] Agnon Utehiar Halashon Haivrif) {Agnon and the Revival of the He-
brew Language], Jerusalem 1977, 175-176, 190. Hillel Weiss in a personal discussion
explained Agnon’s use of the word 1193 as mocking Euchel’s Germanic inclination (in
a personal discussion).

71 Irzik Manger, 999N 9 (Jizik Eichel) [Recent Characters], in: mavp nmont (Demuyot
Krovor), Merhavyah 1941, 19-24. Translated in: Irzik Manger, Noente geshtaltn un an-
dere shriftn, Warsaw 1938.
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the Hebrew press.”” And finally, in the 21% century, Euchel received his due

recognition at this conference in his honor.

72 G. Kressel, 999N 9N anon (Michtav Le'ltzik Eichel) [A Letter to Itzik Eichel], in the
literary section of Maariv, 15 December 1961. He considers Euchel to be the founder

of the Hebrew press.






