“Concerted action should be had”: The Eureka Benevolent Association, 1850-1890

   “In the early part of 1850, when San Francisco had less than 3000 inhabitants, but every arrival of steamer and sailing vessel added large numbers to the population, it became apparent to me that concerted action should be had in order to take more efficient care of Israelites landing here, broken in health or destitute of means.  A conference with friends led to the starting of this society.”

         The society to which August Helbing refers is the Eureka Benevolent Association (EBA), the object of this inquiry.  Helbing and his friends had recently emigrated from Bavaria, where Kahals had taxed the community in order to provide ransom money for abducted citizens, burial benefits, almshouses, medical care, and funds for Holy Land development.
  Immigrants in America, without the central rabbinical control exercised by the Kahals, adapted by initiating numerous groups to serve various needs previously provided by Kahals.  The EBA was one of those groups.
 

      The organizational records and reports of travelers will serve as the basis for answering some specific questions about the organization.  Organizational documents show that the EBA built up a large endowment over the first forty years.  How did it do that, and why?    What does this tell us about the values of the directorship?  How can we understand what motivated some of the EBA’s positions with respect to the distribution of relief?    

      I will argue that the EBA fulfilled many community functions in a small, but rapidly expanding ethnic frontier community.  Initially, the organization’s functions were limited to health insurance, small loans to members and the facilitation of ritual Jewish burial.    As the community grew, the EBA served as a focal point for communal political and social action, and contributed to community cohesiveness, stability and future survival through its financial activities and manipulations.  The financial records show that the EBA and its leaders supplied some of this direction toward cohesion by manipulating the inflow of cash so as to build a large endowment.  With a substantial sum of capital (cash plus investments) the association was able to provide a measure of financial security to the community. I will discuss how this was accomplished.  

      In Europe, the Jewish community, through its Kahals, was responsible for community tax liabilities to the state.  It also administered a separate body of laws pertaining to Jewish behavior in the ghetto.  The Kahal was in essence, a paternal establishment, supplying needs to and regulating conduct of individuals in the community.  In some respects, administrators of the EBA appear to have functioned as a de facto Kahal.  The directors took on at least some previously rabbinical functions, providing for ritual burial, accumulating and administering funds to be used for community charity and small business loans, organizing action groups in the face of community emergency, and (though not explicitly stated in the By-Laws or Constitution) attempting to enforce the work ethic.

The director’s paternalistic attitude is illustrated in a number of incidents found in the primary documents.  

      A thorough reading of nine annual reports, 1879-1890, illuminates the thread of self-protection.  The protective urge is seen in all philanthropic organizations, and competes with the feeling of compassion.  In most cases, both occur simultaneously.  The urge to help an elder who has fallen on the street may be compassionate.  Moving the homeless from the street into shelters, in San Francisco, in May of 2000 is self-protective benevolence.  The primary motivation is removing unsightly individuals and their shopping carts from sight.
  Some of the EBA’s motivations, particularly that of repatriation, can be understood in terms of this compassion-protection dichotomy. 

      A variation of the protection theme is social control, which is active, expert guidance of individual life as the source of human progress and was seen in early 20th century America as there placement for paternalism, which was being eroded.  The EBA entered the realm of social control when it applied the concept of “worthiness” to its applicants for relief.  The adoption of  “worthiness” as a criterion for relief required investigation of the applicants by members of the Board of Directors.  Investigations led to value judgments on the character and morals of the EBA’s clientele.  A judgment of this type leading to repatriation or denial of benefits is an exercise of social control.  

         The historiography of immigrant mutual aid associations is rich and plentiful.  Jewish social welfare was initially prescribed in the Bible, and codified between 1000 B.C. and 450 B.C.   Abraham Frisch, writing in 1924, described the initial references to compulsory social justice in the Old Testament, the books of Proverbs, Job, and Ecclesiastes from between 380 and 180 B.C.  He also further described codification of charity in the Talmud, which was written between 30 B.C. and 400 A.D., but recorded “utterances and enactments” from as far back as 225 B.C.
 The Talmud is very extensive and specific regarding who can and cannot receive charity and how charity is collected and distributed.
  However, Frisch does not analyze the information critically.  He assumes a literal interpretation, and does not go beyond the concept that charity is per se good and Jewish charity is just so much better than others.  

        Later writers, looking at the Jewish community of Gold Rush San Francisco, made brief statements about the charitable activities of its Jews.  In 1978, Peter Decker, in his study of social mobility of merchants, mentions the EBA.  He found 11 of the 12 founders of the EBA to be merchants, and briefly describes the close relationship between EBA and Congregation Emanuel memberships.
   Decker also examined residence locations and found that  “…most of the affluent German Jews, resided close to their voluntary associations, …the Hebrew and Eureka Benevolent Societies…and the city’s two synagogues.”
  Decker did not see volunteer organizations as being significant in the scheme of the merchant’s lives, or at least with respect to their social and occupational mobility.  Evidence in the EBA organizational documents may indicate the contrary.  Business loans made by the EBA to the membership for existing business working capital and capital for business start-ups were not uncommon.

       The two most prolific students and describers of Jewish life in San Francisco in the second half of 19th century are William M. Kramer and Norton B. Stern.  Numerous articles written by Stern and Kramer for the Western States Jewish Historical Quarterly
, mention the EBA.   They see the EBA in terms of the alignment of the German Jews versus the Polish Jews, and the reform minded German congregants of Temple Emanuel versus the more conservative, Polish, adherents of Temple Sherith Israel (who were aligned with the First Hebrew Benevolent Association).  They also understand and note the importance of the EBA with regards to ritual burials.  These historians surprisingly did not examine the EBA documents archived at the Magnes as primary documents of interest, as their main focus was the study of pioneer leaders. 

       Rudolph Glanz is one of the few historians to comment critically on the EBA.  In his 1961 article on German-Jewish names in America,
 Glanz comments on the situation of the Polish Jew, Minz, who was denied benefits by the EBA.  The suggestion is that the purpose of the EBA was to help German-Jews to the exclusion of other ethnic Jews.  Glanz used the EBA membership list for his research because he felt it better represented the German-Jewish community than did the congregation Emanuel, which included Poles and Germans.   But again, the Glanz article provides merely a cursory glance at the organization. 

     The only historian who studied a similar Jewish pioneer community to that of San Francisco and its benevolent associations was William Toll.  Toll took an in depth look at the immerging Jewish community of Portland, Oregon in the second half of the 19th century.
  He saw the benevolent associations, along with fraternal organizations, as contributing to the maintenance of social control and “civic orderliness”.
  He also describes the nature and the significance of the endowment, which he sees as contributing to the continuity of the community by providing communal security.  

      Toll’s work on Portland, focusing on the B’nai B’rith lodges was the study closest to this undertaking.  He took an extended look at fraternal and benevolent organizations of a similar period in time and in place.  In addition to his contribution to this paper in terms of the understanding endowments and social cohesiveness, Toll’s work in collecting data and organizing it in tables, illuminated ways in which tables could be useful in understanding history.  

       In order to understand the context of benevolent associations in 19th century America, it was necessary to review a broader literature.  In the 1950’s, Ralph E. Pumphrey examined 50 years of annual reports of the New York Association for the improvement of the Poor, the works of John Griscom, and the activities of philanthropies of the 19th and 20th centuries.
  Looking for common themes, he determined that philanthropic and social welfare organizations were motivated by both compassion and protection.  He found that often these two impulses were at work simultaneously.  He also found that institutions originating as compassionate turned toward protection as they matured and persisted.  This idea can be applied to the EBA, which, founded on principles of compassion, came to “reflect a protective urge”
 over time.  Pumphrey defined protection as “…the benefactor…guarding against painful consequences…”, as opposed to the compassionate benefactor, whose philanthropic motivation is to alleviate the pain and discomfort of others.
  The EBA protected the San Francisco German-Jewish community from a potential anti-Semitic backlash provoked by large numbers of indigent Russian immigrants in the 1880’s.

     In the Shadow of the Poor House, by Michael B. Katz, discusses outside relief (welfare) and the intellectual conceptions supporting and attacking it in America from late 18th century to present.  The first few chapters deal with the period here under examination. 
  Of particular relevance to this research is Katz’s discussion of the origin of the concepts of “worthiness” with respect to philanthropic institutions, and their delineation.  He describes in detail, the evolution of the concept from the impotent vs. able poor to poverty vs.[-------describe this distinction in Katz’s view]   pauperism, to worthy vs. unworthy over the course of the 19th century.  These distinctions (sometimes using synonyms) are regularly used in the majority of the EBA documents examined. 

       The seven historians, discussed historiographically above, inform this research paper, which will integrate their perspectives with evidence from primary documents and insights of this author to interpret and explain the EBA’s contributions to the community.  Frisch was useful in understanding the longer historical context of the EBA.  Decker, Kramer, and Stern provided evidence of organizational and directorship activities.  Glanz explained class issues between the German and Polish Jews, and Toll saw a purpose in the building of an endowment.  Pumphrey and Katz informed this author’s understanding of protection and social control respectively.   

      The building of a large endowment by the EBA filled a number of functions for the Jewish community.  The endowment supported the survival of the community into the future, and it promoted social cohesiveness and stability.  The endowment can also be seen as a mechanism for compensating the directors, who served with without cost to the EBA and a source of support for the clients of merchants serving on the board of directors.  

The Eureka Endowment

     The primary function of the endowment was to allow for the continuation of services to the community in perpetuity.
   Interpreting its function thusly, the endowment assured the community’s survival.  The endowment, which had reached  $155,000 by 1890, allowed for funding in cases of community emergency, the funding of individual relief during periods of inadequate fundraising, and for the relocation of individuals and families unable to attain self-subsistence in San Francisco.  A community that guaranteed services through future generations could have attracted individuals to the community, and to have kept the community intact.  In that sense, the endowment promoted cohesiveness.   

       Toll, in his 1982 study of the Jewish community of Portland, Oregon identified additional motivation for capital accumulation.  He suggests that “capital accumulation…[became]…a basis for social cohesiveness which might shield the community from public scrutiny and save all but the most desperate men from public asylums.”
  In Portland, the community chest was used for individual charity, and was also distributed to Jewish victims of domestic natural disasters, and to victims of pogroms overseas.  It was also used to help workers travel outside the community for temporary employment, and provided small loans for new businesses and ongoing capital requirements for small to medium sized businesses.
  In Toll’s view, benevolent associations also contributed to social cohesion by providing a meeting ground for individuals with social and business needs and as a source of mutual benefit insurance.
       

      The Portland Jewish community provides an exceptional parallel to the San Francisco Jewish community of the late 19th century.  The ethnic make up, in terms of German, Polish, and Russian Jewry, was identical, including the arrival periods of the various groups.  The occupational distribution of immigrants was primarily mercantile in both communities.  And the capital bases of both benevolent associations were equal, taking into account community size.  Thus, Toll’s interpretation of the function of the Portland endowment would apply to that of San Francisco’s EBA.

     Money is security.  Members of a benevolent association with large assets in cash and liquid notes could feel secure with that knowledge.  To a large extent, money is security, for communities as well as families and individuals.  The endowment provided cash flow from its investments, and the excess over expenditures was used to increase the endowment.  The cash flow was used for current charitable expenditures and the capital as a cushion against future catastrophe.            

     The large capital base vested power in the directors, who had discretion in both investing the funds and in funding relief and small business start-ups.  Although only circumstantial evidence exists, the endowment aspect of EBA most probably served the business ends of its directors, many of whom were stockbrokers.  The lists of its directors show that there were stockbrokers on the board at all times for which records are available.  Most notable was August Helbing, founder, merchant, and stockbroker.  Decker found that 12 of the 13 founders of the EBA were merchants.
 Many of these merchants became stockbrokers later in their careers.  Each time the fund purchased an investment, whether bond, stock, or other, commissions were paid to brokers who arranged the deal.  It seems likely that the EBA directorship kept this business in house, thereby benefiting its broker directors and members. 

      There is an additional motivation for the directors and officers to maintain large amounts of capital.  Big capital provides a cushion against pressure on the voluntary directorate to raise funds for operations and charity.  With large capital, fundraising could be diminished temporarily without disrupting continuing operations.  

      Merchants on the board and in the membership may have also benefited from the large sums accumulated by in the funds.  John Bukowczyk noted that in the Polish immigrant community of Bayonne, New Jersey, merchants served varied functions for their more recently immigrated clientele. It was not uncommon for smaller merchants to have “…wrote and translated letters, extended credit and advice, held money, brokered jobs, …and served as general ‘agent’ for their inexperienced countrymen…”
 The San Francisco merchants/directors may have recommended and possibly even approved loans and other aid for their patrons.  This may have been the situation to which, then president, Louis Kullman referred in his 1879 report when he complained about unnamed members pressing him for support of certain families.
  

       The accumulation of capital by the EBA and, to a lesser extent, its parallel First Hebrew Benevolent Association (FHBA) is well documented in its organizational papers.  Although no record of the original by-laws exists, the EBA’s amended by-laws of 1860 required the directors to set aside $10,000, which could not be spent without approval of two-thirds of the general membership outside of a general emergency, although the capital could be invested in interest bearing loans and real estate.
  By 1886, the by-laws had been further amended to require capital of $20,000.
  The Widows and Orphans Fund, established in 1858,with minimum capital of $5000
, required a minimum of $50,000 in 1872, which was subsequently raised to $80,000 in 1877 by amendment to the by-laws. Capital requirements are not unusual in 19th benevolent associations or 20th century charitable foundations.
 

       The annual reports, beginning with the earliest available documents of the fiscal years ending in December of 1879, along with the numbers for 1860, transcribed by I.J. Benjamin, who visited the San Francisco Jewish community during 1861 and published them in his Three Years in America, clearly state the monetary value of the organization’s assets, as well as its income and charity expense.  Administrative expenses were limited with respect to the overall financial activity.  
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	#32
	1881-82
	$39,954
	$8,207
	$6,389
	78%
	$94,671
	$6,512
	$4,177
	64%
	560

	#33
	1882-83
	$27,752
	$7,599
	$6,914
	91%
	$94,671
	$6,755
	$3,522
	52%
	563

	#34
	1883-84
	$26,529
	$10,462
	$9,199
	88%
	$94,628
	$6,844
	$3,432
	50%
	673

	#35
	1884-85
	$30,654
	$17,680
	$11,463
	65%
	$95,889
	$6,672
	$4,413
	66%
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	#36
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	$33,189
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	$6,410
	$4,545
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	#37
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	$18,007
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	$8,670
	$5,340
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	#38
	1887-88
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	$6,664
	$5,510
	83%
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	#39
	1888-89
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	$20,831
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	67%
	$104,220
	$8,794
	$5,390
	61%
	

	#40
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	$43,720
	$21,331
	$15,320
	72%
	$110,895
	$11,510
	$4,785
	42%
	832

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average percent  spent
	
	
	
	
	75%
	
	
	61%
	


     Note in table 1.0, that the percentage of income spent for charity by the W&O is significantly less than the average percentage of income spent on charity by the general fund.  This disparity can be explained three ways.  First, this may be because there were stringent regulations for judging widow’s qualifications for benefits, thus lowering the number of widows eligible for relief.  Secondly, in 1887, the rules for assessing the applicant widow’s assets were amended to read that the widow would be qualified for benefits only if she was “destitute of all means of a livelihood.”
  Widow remarriage was a third factor working to reduce the W&O charity expense.
  Further, looking at the W&O expense over the period one can see that the expense, and therefore the number of widows remained relatively constant, while the fund grew.    

           It appears from the above evidence that the directors used the W&O fund to increase overall equity.  The W&O Fund received 20% of all membership dues and half of the initiation fees.  Abraham Anspacher (president for three years from 1888 through 1890), in his 1890 address, reported that during the year between twelve and fifteen widows had been supported by Eureka.  It appears incongruous that such a large amount of the total capital was devoted to caring for so few.  The W&O fund can be understood as a financial vehicle for accumulating money, and its attendant power.  

            The EBA found other means of promoting community solidarity, cohesiveness, and identity.  A few examples are available.  In 1858, Edgar Mortara, son of Jewish parents, was abducted by Papal guards in Bologna, Italy, and taken to a monastery to be raised as a Catholic.  Servants of the family had previously secretly baptized him.  Not unexpectedly, Jews around the world protested the abduction, which precipitated an international crisis, not dissimilar to the Elian Gonzalez case in today’s news.  The San Francisco Jewish community, led by the leaders of the EBA, FHBA, and their corresponding synagogues, organized a protest meeting.  3000 San Franciscans attended. Californians raised $8000 with the hope of securing Mortara’s release to the family. 
  

       A further example of community cohesion can be found in the EBA response to the local cholera epidemic during the fall of 1850.  The EBA and the FHBA formed a new temporary organization “to render personal assistance to the sick, and to attend to the burial of the dead”.

Issues of Class

     The large amount of capital accumulated in the W&O Fund may have helped the German-Jewish community maintain stability, but there were divisions within the Jewish community at large.  The EBA interacted with the Polish-Jews, many of whom had emigrated from England simultaneously with the Germans’ arrival from Bavaria.  The relationship between the Polish and German Jews was not always pleasant.  The EBA was also the largest and most viable of the established benevolent associations available to support the large influx of Russian Jews immigrating to San Francisco in the 1880’s and 1890’s.   Neither the Polish or Russian groups always appreciated the paternalistic and sometimes arrogant attitude of the EBA’s German-Jews.  Reaction occasionally led to crises, as will be described in a later section of this paper, regarding Moses Minz, and Herman Bien.
  

     Class and cultural divisions between the German and Polish Jews were metaphorically represented by the German and Polish sections of the EBA co-sponsored cemetery, which was “carefully separated …by a board fence, so that those slumbering in the repose of death disturb not one another by the differences of local opinions.”
  The division of the Jewish community by country of origin is well documented by many observers and the historians who followed.
  Unfortunately, Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise, who visited the San Francisco Jewish community in 1877, did not elaborate on his comment regarding divisions in the cemetery.  We are left to speculate, or look to other historians for the reasoning behind the in their study of the Polish-Jewish fence. 

       Stern and Kramer discussed this issue in their study of the Polish-Jewish population of 19th century California.
  They found “countless” examples of rivalry between Polish and German Jews.  They also presented evidence of Polish-Jewish feelings of being “lower caste” and “second class”.  The Kramer-Stern interpretation for the reasoning behind these feelings of inferiority was the extraordinary success of the German-Jews economically and socially (in terms of assimilation).  Further, “being Polish…carried little or no prestige”.
  Glanz confirms a “unified image, the image of success”, for the German-Jewish community in 19th century America.

        The German Jews of the EBA were all immigrants from a country that was in the process of nationalizing.  The emerging German nationalism was based on ideas, feelings, and mythology of cultural superiority, ultimately leading to eugenics-based genocide some eighty years later.  The pioneer German Jews maintained strong emotional ties to the German community and many were members of the German benevolent society as well as the EBA.
  Additionally, most German-Jewish immigrants arrived with more education and money than their less affluent and less educated Polish kinsmen.  This disparity in education and affluence set the class basis for German-Jewish arrogance.  This division may have been reflected in the construction of the fence.

       This cultural arrogance continually provoked division within the Jewish community.  An 1864 editorial in one of the San Francisco Jewish weeklies discussed this problem:  “Our people should at once forget all save that they are Israelites.  It is not a question here whether a man be English or German, American, or Pole; it is simply a question of Jewish nationality, and when we can lay aside, as we should, the prejudices of birth and caste…[that will allow us]…to command that influence we should.”
   

      The Minz affair further illustrates a similar intra-communal class issue.  I.J. Benjamin reported the EBA’s refusal of benefits to Moses Minz, a Polish Jew, who lost all his material possessions from fire.  Because benefits were denied, Minz took his cause to a “Gentile” who did business with one of the EBA’s directors.  This visit resulted in the EBA reversing its decision to deny benefits.
   Benjamin noted why the EBA hesitated to honor the Minz claim.  He commented that  “…he [Minz] was a Pole-so I have heard from many sources.”
  This evidence documents the cultural divide most probably perpetuated by the EBA directorship and membership’s class and cultural consciousness. 

 Protection, social control, and work.     

     Human compassion and Judeo-Christian charity decree that extreme poverty should be relieved.  The issue, at mid 19th century, was how to help the truly needy from starvation without breeding a class of “paupers” who would drain public and private resources by choosing to subsist from aid instead of from work.
  Pauperism was considered immoral, and moral measuring sticks
 were developed to segregate potential paupers from the truly needy.  The development of determinants of moral worth sought to protect the community from the financial burdens, social disorderliness, and social insecurity caused by growing pauperism where paupers could obtain a moderately comfortable lives without hard labor.
  Poorhouses and workhouses, where deplorable conditions existed, were used to discourage applications for help.  EBA attempts to confront these issues can be understood in terms of “protection” and “social control”.

        In this section, Benjamin’s commentaries will be used to illustrate how withholding of relief from Herman Bien was used to “protect” the community.  Using statements from the annual reports of the EBA, social control will be used to describe and contextualize the separation of the needy from the “paupers”, and how work and employment were integral to this separation and ultimate protection of the community from social ills of pauperism.   

     The case of Herman Bien supplies evidence of the EBA’s protective behavior, also resulting in community divisiveness.  The EBA protected its community hegemony by disciplining Bien.  Bien had been a member of the EBA for many years, and also had presided as preacher at Temple Emanuel, the congregation of the German Jewish EBA membership, in 1857.  In 1861, he was “stricken” from the EBA membership roles following ten months of non-payment of his dues.  Bien, who during the 10 months in which he did not pay his EBA dues became destitute, wrote a letter of complaint to the EBA, and published the letter in a Jewish weekly newspaper, the Pacific Messenger.   Following publication of the letter, the EBA called a special meeting that resulted in its revocation of the suspension letter to Bien, suggesting adverse public and/or membership reaction to the disciplining of Bien.
  

     Bien, after leaving the pulpit of Emanuel, conducted hasty religious conversions and marriages of Jews to converts, angering the establishment.  The establishment’s chosen leaders had decided against performing these marriages and conversions. This case of membership suspension appears to be a case of attempted retribution.
  It also contains elements of protection.  Directorship may have seen Bien’s non-payment as an opportunity to discipline an errant and rebellious community leader.  The EBA deemed Bien a destructive element in the peaceful continuity of EBA and Emanuel hegemony.  In this way, the EBA manifest its paternalistic and protective heritage.  It disciplined Bien to either discourage or punish his interference in community religious affairs.   Pumphrey described protective behavior as, “erect[ing] a dyke against unwanted social change”.
  This definition applies to the action against Bien.

       A gap of almost a generation occurred between the Minz and Bien affairs in the early 1860’s and the nine years of EBA annual reports, which are the basis of this study.  The EBA at this juncture in its history (1879) had become one of the organizations to which the great influx of Russian Jews, arriving weary and impoverished, applied for relief.  The influx of Russians began during an American economic depression of the late 1870’s and early 1880’s.  

      Upon contact with large numbers of Russian immigrants, the EBA response was compassionate.  Charity expense increased 260% over the decade. This increase resulted in a significant decrease in the capital of the general fund during the years 1879 through 1884.  EBA presidents addressed membership with tales of financial woe.  Aid to help in dealing with the influx of Russian Jews was promised by New York Jewish philanthropic agencies, but never forthcoming.
  It is in this period that we can find more examples of protective behavior.  The organization sought to protect itself and the German-Jewish community against unwanted social change, represented by the Russian immigrants and a potential anti-Semitic backlash
.  Internal debate seen in the annual reports illustrates movement towards satisfying the “protective urge” through social control.  

     Social control is a specific form protective behavior.  The initial phase of the process of social control concerns investigation and determination of an applicant’s moral worth.  Determination is followed granting or denial of material aid.  If aid is granted, the recipients must allow some active guidance of their lives.
  Applicants to the EBA could expect some “strings attached” to any aid received.  Those “strings” were the active pursuit of employment.  Text from the annual reports will demonstrate how the various phases of social control can be identified in the organizational records of the EBA.

     Evidence in the organizational records combined with parallel evidence on the East Coast, as described by Gerald Sorin
, indicate that repatriation was one manifestation of social control, as used by the EBA.  Henry Epstein reported in 1884 that “Immigrants…. with little or no means, are arriving here daily.  Unable to find employment, even the most wiling are at last compelled to apply to the Association for temporary relief or permanent assistance—for maintenance here or for means to enable them to seek work elsewhere.  …. in many instances it is not only common humanity, but also good financial policy, to send applicants back to their former residence, no matter at what cost.”  I was unable to find evidence with which to determine if Epstein was referring to repatriation to Russia, or return to a residence within America.  However, Gerald Sorin, in his 1993 study of the relationship of established German-American Jews to Russian immigrants between 1880 and 1910 noted that “The Baltimore Hebrew Emigrant Aid Society…demanded in 1882 that New York send no more refugees to their city, and went so far as to help finance return trips to Europe for the newly arrived immigrants.”
   Sorin’s evidence in combination with the Epstein remark suggests that, while it may not have been pervasive, there were attempts at social control through financing repatriation of impoverished and unemployed immigrants.  Epstein’s statements indicate final stage of social control, which was, in this case, removal from the community.

       The German Jew’s fear of nativist reaction to the socialistic and impoverished Yiddish led the EBA to take this drastic action.
  Fear of nativist reaction is also expressed as “anti-Semitic backlash”.  The German-Jews wanted the Russian-Jews to become assimilated into the host culture, as they had done over the past few generations.  Tony Fels confirms the assimilationist values of the German-Jews in his study of Jewish integration in the Masonic fraternal organizations of Gold Rush San Francisco. He attributes the fear of and aversion of anti-semitism as a factor in motivating German-Jewish assimilation. 
   By the time of the Russian influx, the German Jews had integrated socially, at least in greater proportion than expected.
  A large mass of Russian Jewish paupers on the streets, to the German-Jewish minded EBA membership, would have reflected negatively upon the Jewish community, retarded assimilation, and provoked an anti-Semitic backlash.

       The frequent use of adjectives indicating the initial phases of social control, investigation and determination, is found in the annual reports.  The historiographical work of Michael Katz will help to explain the origin and uses, and significance of these adjectives.  In his history of outdoor relief, he explains how distinctions were made between the “able poor and the impotent poor” by Josiah Quincy in 1822, and between “poverty and pauperism” by Charles Burroughs in 1834.  Burroughs’ categories were adjusted later in the century to “worthy and unworthy.”
 The “worthy” poor, were those who suffered an “…unavoidable evil, to which many are brought from necessity, and in the wise and gracious Providence of God.” The “unworthy” poor were those whose poverty was “…the consequence of willful error, of shameful indolence, of vicious habits.  It is…the pernicious work of man, the lamentable consequence of bad principles and morals.”
  When the EBA adopted the “worthy-unworthy” terminology, their basis for that determination of moral worth was work.  In 1888, Abraham Anspacher, then president of the EBA, addressed the need to “…help the deserving poor
 to attain a self-sustaining position.”
  In his annual address the following year he maintained that the “…Board never directed a worthy person to seek shelter in the almshouse”.
  The use of adjectives “worthy”, and “deserving poor” signal the determination of moral worth.  Investigations by committees made up of directors and officers were used to distinguish between the two classes of impoverishment, and thus determine who would obtain relief by assessing morality based on work history and observed willingness to work.

     Investigations were first formally mentioned in the EBA records in the 1885.  Then president August Helbing attempted to have all community charity funneled through the EBA “where their claims may be investigated and relief extended if merited.”
  The word “investigation” indicates that social control is being practiced.  This quote also illustrates the second phase of social control, the determination of moral worthiness, by its combining of investigation with merit.  

       Mark Chapman, in his study of the Jewish benevolent community of Minneapolis in the first half of the 20th century, notes that The Associated Charities
 installed a “wood- yard”, in which applicants were asked to chop wood as proof of “worthiness”.  An applicant’s willingness to chop was equated to his sincerity in obtaining help, or his “worthiness”.
  There is no record of an EBA woodyard.  The EBA obsession with work and employment does correlate with the Minneapolis experience.  Protestant charities of the era used a number of determinants to assess moral worth.  Church attendance, temperance, and work were all taken into account.  There is no evidence in the annual reports to indicate church (synagogue) attendance or temperance were used by the Jews of San Francisco.  Work was the sole indicator of worth with respect to indicating social control.  

       Two quotations from annual reports reveal the emphasis EBA placed on employment.  Employment was the major value used to determine moral worth, and therefore indicated the EBA’s social control behavior.  A plan to print EBA business cards that would refer beggars to EBA officers for investigation and potential aid was proposed in December of 1887 by Helbing.
  The following year Anspacher proposed the establishment of an employment agency which would be attached to the Association.
   Neither of these plans in 1889 was approved by the membership.  At the end of the year, Anspacher rebuked the board and membership.   “Whilst did not approve your President’s suggestion…to establish an employment office in connection with the Association, it appears, nevertheless, urgent that this matter should be brought to your notice.  The Board finds itself often hampered by a deplorable lack of co-operation in this matter, compelling it to give alms when the greater charity is to assist people in self-help and self-support.”  Anspacher wanted the “able-bodied” removed from the EBA’s welfare rolls both for financial reasons, and as an expression of the EBA’s organizational values emphasizing work.  

     Anspacher also appealed to the membership for direct assistance in obtaining jobs for the unemployed.  In December of 1890 he again solicited help from the membership.  “But our members do not appreciate this advocacy of self-help.  We are met on all sides with the response that they cannot place strangers in positions near them.  This is taking an unjust and uncharitable view of the matter.  In most instances we ask but menial positions, or for places where manual labor is required.  No member has yet been asked anyone for whom are applied in positions of Trust and Confidence.”
 This quote suggests that the president had, more than once, requested merchants and other members operating businesses to provide employment to the Russian immigrants.    

      The following year Helbing resigned mid term, but Anspacher, the interim President commented in his year-end report: “Temporary aid has never been refused when the applicant was worthy.”  Anspacher explains the concept of worthy in his 1890 report.  He states that the indiscriminate giving of charity may “…indirectly foster pauperism and encourage idleness in persons who might not be disposed to seek their bread, as is the duty of all men.”
  Here two presidents voice the organization’s belief that work was one’s duty to the community.      

     It is clear that work was the prime factor in the EBA’s granting of material relief.  Investigations were funneled to the directorship for determination of willingness to work.  If an applicant was judged “worthy”, or willing to work, aid was extended.  In this way, the community imposed its values on newcomers, exercising social control. 

      San Francisco occupies a unique place in the history of Jewish immigration, particularly in the number of opportunities that abounded during the Gold Rush and the decades that followed.  But opportunity did not distract a small group of recently immigrated merchants and stockbrokers from Biblical commandments (and later rabbinical instruction) to help the less fortunate.

     In this study, we have sought to examine what the EBA accomplished during its first forty years.  In exploring those accomplishments, we have also sought to explain them in the terms of accumulated historical scholarship.  

     Initially, the EBA’s contribution to community cohesiveness was examined.  The EBA promoted social cohesiveness by building a large endowment that provided a type of security to the community.  The endowment guaranteed relief for the needy in good times and bad.  The EBA also played a role in community stability by leading it in response to natural and political disasters.  

      While the community was cohered, it was also divided by the arrogance of its German-Jewish leadership.  Issues of class and intra-Jewish ethnicity perpetuated by EBA policy accentuated existing divisions in the community.  In some early incidents where benefits were denied because of class, a community crisis was precipitated.  The paternalistic attitude of the board, as could be expected from a review of Jewish community history, was revealed in its verbiage.  “Your board knows best what to do” is a keenly descriptive sentence.  

      Pumphrey described the competing threads running through all philanthropic organizations.  Those threads are compassion and protection.  We found the EBA to exhibit both.  The founding of the organization itself depended upon compassion, and much aid was extended in the first forty years of its existence.  However, as Pumphrey noted, it is not infrequently found that an organization founded on compassionate principles can and will turn toward protection as it matures.  The protective instincts of the EBA were identified through examination of the annual reports.  The statements regarding repatriation were the most obvious examples of the association taking action to avoid unwanted social change.  

     Numerous examples of the terms “worthy”, “deserving”, and “willing” were found in the documents.  These adjectives were interpreted to indicate the division of the poor into two categories.  One of the categories describes the poor who have good intentions, but through no fault of their own, become destitute.  The other category of poor describes those who are destitute because of their own moral corruption and intractability.  The evidence indicates that EBA conducted investigations to categorize its applicants, and subsequently control their destiny by materially aiding them as long as they were employed, or determined to be truly motivated to work.  Alternatively, the applicant was expelled from the community, or ignored.  We understand this process as social control.  
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