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INTRODUCTION

What is a Jewish community? What is it for? How does it form? How
does it work? Who starts it? Why? Who sets the rules> Who imposes
them? What makes one community thrive and another decline? The
historical evidence is often scarce and the detail sporadic, but one
source that provides significant clues to the workings of a community
is its pinkas. In a nutshell, in the early modern Ashkenazi world, this
is a community’s administrative record: its statutes and legal rulings,
often accompanied by a host of other information. This study examines
the pinkassim of four provincial Ashkenazi communities in the Dutch
Republic of the eighteenth century.

A handful of scholarly works have been published about the larger
of these peripheral communities, mostly based on material from admin-
istrative archives that generally reflect the perspective of non-Jews. In
1991 Jozeph Michman commented on the lack of research into the
history of Dutch Ashkenazi Jews before the early nineteenth century:

The entire field of Jewish traditions and customs, of halakhic and moral-
istic literature, for whose understanding a thorough grounding in Hebrew
and Yiddish is essential, remains neglected. All the focal points of Jewish
existence during the pre-emancipation period, and even during a large
part of the nineteenth century, remain terra incognita; research tends
to be necessarily restricted to socioeconomic descriptions of widespread
hardships of the Jewish existence.!

Today, fifteen years on, the situation has improved slightly, as historians
have begun to examine the Yiddish or Hebrew of the Jewish sources,
raising the quality of their work significantly. Unfortunately, not all of
these scholars are professional historians, a fact that is reflected in a
lack of rigour in questioning the sources, which a more experienced
historian might have employed.

Neglect has also been the fate of the surprisingly rich corpus of
Jewish community sources. In the Netherlands, most of these are in

! J. Michman, ‘A Decade of Historiography of Dutch Jewry’, in: J. Michman (ed.),
Dutch Jewish History Vol. III: Proceedings of the Fifih Symposium on the History of the Jews in
the Netherlands ( Jerusalem 1993), pp. 9-17, esp. 10-11.
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Yiddish or Hebrew, at least those that predate the 1820s. Which, given
the absence of expertise in these languages, is presumably why they
have been neglected. Even the principal documents of Amsterdam’s
Ashkenazi community have yet to be analysed systematically. In fact
this problem is not unique to the Netherlands; Jewish material in other
European countries suffers from a similar disregard.

This study of the pinkassim of four Dutch communities attempts to
remedy the situation by combining the two areas, examining the com-
mon characteristics of pinkassim and their value as historical sources.
Previous studies in the context of the binational ‘Yiddish in the
Netherlands’ project, recently released in Amsterdam and Dusseldorf,
have revealed an astonishing number of pinkassim, takkanot (regulations)
and other material from numerous Jewish communities and /evras, most
of which are kept in public archives in the Netherlands.? It became
clear that not all of these documents could be examined during the
time available for this project. In several sources, the historical informa-
tion encompassed a considerable period before 1793, the year of the
French occupation of the Low Countries, which saw the introduction
of far-reaching administrative changes. This was therefore taken as a
cut-off date, limiting the amount of material and number of commu-
nities included in the research. At the same time the distribution of
the earliest pinkassim in the Dutch Republic proved fortuitous. For this
study the following communities were therefore selected: Middelburg
in Zeeland, The Hague in Holland, Leeuwarden in Friesland and
Oisterwijk in what is now North Brabant, then part of the Generality
lands (States Brabant). The earliest pinkassim from Middelburg and The
Hague begin in the 1720s, that of Leeuwarden in 1754 and the latest,
Oisterwijk, in 1764.

In this study, following a brief description of the general histori-
cal background of the Dutch Republic and its Jewish population, the
pinkassim of these four communities are examined to show how they
can shed light on various aspects of Jewish institutions and Jewish life.
Numerous questions arise concerning community leadership, elections,
rabbis and their power and influence, the position of officials within
the community structure, taxation, kevras, population development and
demography. Much still remains unknown regarding administrative

2 R. van Luit, Mediene Remnants: Viddish Sources in Duich Archives Ouiside Amsterdam
(forthcoming).
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traditions and community leadership in the early modern period of
Ashkenazi Jewry, particularly in the Dutch Republic. Scholars have
researched these questions in relation to some German, Polish and
Italian communities,® but these insights have never been combined to
create a cohesive picture. The comprehensive approach of this study
provides new insights into many of these aspects. In addition, consider-
able obscurity still surrounds the origins and movement of Ashkenazi
Jews in the Dutch Republic, their contacts with other communities and
any regional organisations that may have existed (regional organisations
[bnei medine] were common in Germany and Poland, from which many
Dutch Jews originated in the eighteenth century). Another key ques-
tion is the impact of historical events and social change in the Dutch
Republic of the eighteenth century on Jewish communities and their
internal organisation and, not least, the way these are reflected in the
official records.

This book does not attempt to offer a definitive history of the Jews
in the locations discussed. That would require a parallel study of the
undoubtedly rich corpus of external sources, a work already been done
by scholars. By focusing exclusively on internal material it shows how
new insights into community affairs can be gained by examining these
largely neglected records. Pinkasse: kahal provide an intimate glimpse into
the administrative work of Jewish community governors. Comparing
them reveals some important previously unnoticed aspects of Ashkenazi
institutions in the eighteenth century. A closer examination of the
actual pinkassim also provides new information about the genre itself.
Scholars have occasionally expressed a ‘comprehensive understanding’
of pinkassim, however this study reveals how little is actually known
about this source material and about its characteristics.* Complete text
editions are rare,” indeed no Dutch editions exist. Some suggestions are

* These questions have been explored in articles accompanying editions of pinkassim.
Detailed works have appeared about the administrative structure of Tikocyn in Poland
(M. Nadav [ed.], The Minutes Book of the Jewish Community Council of Tykocin 1621—1800,
2 vols. [ Jerusalem 1996]), Padova in Italy (D. Carpi [ed.], Minutes Book of the Council
of the Jewish Communityof Padua, 1577-1603; 1603—1630, 2 vols. [ Jerusalem 1973]) and
Schnaittach in Germany (M. Hildesheimer [ed.], Acta Communitatis Judaeorum Schnaittach
[Jerusalem 1992]).

* The only available general description of this type of source, based on Ukrainian
examples, is A. Rechtman, Yiddish Ethnography and Folklore (Buenos Aires: YIVO, 1958),
in Yiddish.

® In addition to the examples in f. 3, see also: Y. Boksenboim, Pinkas Kahal Verona,
1539-1630, 3 vols. (Tel Aviv 1989); A. Haller, Das Protokollbuch der jiidischen Gemeinde Trier
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therefore offered in conclusion regarding the nature of pinkassim: Chapter
2 (Keeping a Pinkas) reviews different concepts of Dutch-Ashkenazi
pinkassim, whereas the section below (What is a Pinkas?) discusses new
insights into these internal Jewish sources.

State of Research

The history of the Jews in the Dutch Republic was the subject of
research long before the Second World War and the Holocaust, which
all but destroyed European and Dutch Jewry. Most scholars tended to
focus on the Sephardic Jews of Amsterdam, The Hague and a few
other Dutch towns. Their history exercised a greater attraction: the story
of a small, rather exotic minority, originally from southwest Europe,
a story of converts and apostates. In addition, their wealth suggested
success, which is naturally more pleasant to research and describe. Yet
it was not long before those rich and successful Sephardi Jews became
a minority among Dutch Jews in general, as the rapid growth of the
Ashkenazi communities began.

The first general academic work about Dutch Jews of any signifi-
cance was by Hendrik Jacob Koenen,® which appeared in 1843. In fact
this comprehensive volume was one of the first publications about the
Jews of any European nation. It was the result of a competition for a
treatise on the history of the Jews of the Netherlands organised by the
Provinciaal Utrechtsch Genootschap van Kunsten en Wetenschappen in
1840.” Koenen won first prize. He described the story of the Jews of
the entire region; beginning with their early history and concluding with
the reorganisation of the Jewish communities after Napoleon. Koenen’s
work is academically sound, with clear references to primary and sec-
ondary sources, which gives the book an almost modern appearance.

(1784-1836) (Frankfurt am Main 1992); S. Litt, Protokollbuch und Statuten der Jiidischen
Gemeinde Friedberg (10.—18. Jahrhundert) (Friedberg 2003), (Kehilat Friedberg II); J. Meisl,
Protokollbuch der Fiidischen Gemeinde Berlin (1725—1854) ( Jerusalem 1962).

¢ H. J. Koenen, Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland (Utrecht 1843).

7 J. Zwarts, ‘Hoe Koenen’s “Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland” ontstond’, in Neuw
Israelietisch Weekblad (10 June, 1 and 8 July 1927); J. Meijer, H. J. Koenen, Geschiedenis der
Joden in Nederland: Hastoriografische analyse Heemstede 1982). Cited in R.G. Fuks-Mansfeld,
‘Arduous Adaption’, in: J. C. H. Blom, R. G. Fuks-Mansfeld, I. Schoffer (eds), The History
of the Jews in the Netherlands (Oxford 2002), [p. 237 and n. 34, p. 424].
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He even mentions some Jewish centres outside Amsterdam, including
a chapter on the Jews in The Hague.

In 1929, Jacob Zwarts published a volume containing chapters on
the history, folk art, religion and religious studies of the Jews in the
Netherlands, also including an examination of the smaller communities
outside Amsterdam.®

In 1940, just before the Germans occupied the Netherlands, the first
part of a planned two-volume history appeared, edited by Hendrik
Brugmans and Abraham Frank.” The war put an end to the study of
Jewish history and so the second volume never materialised. The first
volume can still be found in libraries and its broad discussion of Dutch
Jewish history remains impressive. It contains several articles and essays
on Dutch Jewry, including one about communities outside Amsterdam,
again by Zwarts. His extensive article brings together most of what was
known in the 1930s about the smaller communities and their history:.

Hartog Beem, a prominent member of the Leeuwarden community
before and after the war, played a leading role in research into the history
of the Jewish communities outside Amsterdam, especially of his native
Leeuwarden. In fact, he was the first to publish a work on a provincial
community based to a significant extent on internal Jewish sources.'’
He also used official sources and found connections between these two
groups of material. Beem’s interests were not limited to Leeuwarden and
Iriesland. On the contrary, he also collected a large amount of informa-
tion about other Dutch communities. This provided the groundwork for
an Israeli-Dutch project entitled Pinkas HaRehillot, which was published
in Hebrew in 1985 and in 1992 in Dutch. It encompasses articles about
each Dutch community, with some basic statistics and bibliographies.
In 1999, a second Dutch edition was published,'" which demonstrates
its impact. Although the article on Amsterdam takes precedence in the
volume, much information about smaller communities also appears and
was updated for the two Dutch editions.

8 J. Zwarts, Hoofdstukken uit de Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland (Zutphen 1929).

9 Hk. Brugmans and A. Frank (eds), Geschiedenis der Joden in Nederland, vol. 1
(Amsterdam 1940).

' H. Beem, De Joden van Leeuwarden: Geschiedenis van een Joods cultuurcentrum (Assen
1974).

""" J. Michman, D. Michman and H. Beem (eds), Pinkas: Geschiedenis van de joodse
gemeenschap in Nederland (Amsterdam 1999).
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The most recent scholarly history of the Jews of the Netherlands,
published in 1995 (an English edition appeared in 2002, paberback in
2007) also comprises a collection of articles by various scholars from
several countries.” Most of the contributions discuss general aspects of
Dutch Jewry, so that only a limited amount of information is available
about specific places, apart from Amsterdam.

Alongside these general works on Dutch Jewry a number of local
monographs and articles about Ashkenazi communities have also
appeared, generally emulating Beem’s work on Leeuwarden. On The
Hague there 1s a relatively early, comprehensive study by Désiré Samuel
van Zuiden about the city’s Ashkenazi community.” It appears to rely
on both Jewish and non-Jewish archival sources. Various other com-
munities are described in brief articles, some of which have made use
of Jewish sources.

Regular symposiums on Dutch Jewry have produced a number of
volumes of proceedings. Beginning in 1989,'* these contain articles on
different aspects of Dutch-Jewish history, although, again the focus is
mainly on the Jews of Amsterdam.

To date no comparative study of the institutional history of early
modern Dutch Jewry has been attempted.”” Moreover, no effort has
been made to explore Dutch pinkassim in detail,'® or to compare their
composition and the traditions regarding the keeping of these com-
munity documents. All of which is reason enough to justify an inves-
tigation into this large and relatively poor body of Jews living in the
Dutch Republic.

12 Blom e.a., op. cit.

% D. S. van Zuiden, De Hoogduitsche joden in s Gravenhage (The Hague 1913).

1" J. Michman and T. Levie (eds), Dutch Jewish History Vol. I: Proceedings of the Symposium
on the History of the Jews in the Netherlands, 1982 (Jerusalem 1984). Additional volumes
appeared in 1986 and 1991. Later symposiums did not continue the series.

' The situation is apparently no better regarding other regions with large Jewish
populations. These gaps illustrate the considerable hiatus that remains in research into
early modern Jewry.

16 Some excellent editions of pinkassim from other European regions exist, many of
which approach the study of their structure and content in similar ways. A compara-
tive examination of a number of pinkassim from different regions is required to gain
a deeper insight into the different local and regional traditions and concepts relating
to the keeping of records. Hopefully my forthcoming comprehensive catalogue of
European Ashkenazi pinkassim from between 1500 and 1800 will provide a helpful
tool for research.
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What is a Pinkas?

The phenomenon of pinkassim has yet to be investigated comprehen-
sively. Few attempts have been made to define a pinkas kahal.'” These
manuscripts were the official legal'® documents of the autonomous
Jewish communities and regional organisations of early modern Europe.
They appear in varied form wherever Jews lived in autonomous com-
munities. There are apparently no real pinkassei kahal in England, where
no self-governing Jewish communities ever existed, and where no formal
community structure was established in the eighteenth century."

Many pinkassim feature the same basic contents: elections, regulations,
membership matters, accounts and financial matters, community institu-
tions (including synagogue, ritual bath and cemetery), charity, real estate
and disciplinary measures. These seem to have been the basic concerns
of these autonomous Jewish communities, indeed they were the basic
administrative issues of any social group in early modern Europe. Many
of these topics can be found in records of town councils, guilds and
religious groups of the period, with some differences according to the
nature of the institutions. The custom of keeping the records of the
community in an official book was therefore not specifically Jewish. It is
remarkable that no medieval Jewish pinkassim have yet been found. Not
even fragments, which, despite all the persecutions and expulsions, would
presumably have survived if such volumes had ever existed. Perhaps
no regular records were kept, although decisions of communities were
certainly recorded in the Middle Ages, as examples show.”!

'7 See Rechtman’s discussion of pinkassim in op. cit. This is based on Ukrainian
material and is not representative. The reliability of Rechtman’s analysis is uncertain.
Encyclopaedia Judaica (Jerusalem 1971) offers a brief explanation, which nevertheless
defines the genre well; see vol. 13, s.v. Pinkas.

'® Nadav, op. cit., p. 18.

' T. Endelman, Jewish Communal Structure in Britain from the Resettlement
to the Present’ in Studien zur jiidischen Geschichte und Soziologie: Festschrift Julius Carlebach.
(Heidelberg 1992), p. 1. I am indebted to the author for sharing his knowledge of
the sources of English Jewry. The surviving English pinkasser beit knesset are certainly
deserving of investigation.

% See, e.g., H. Meinert and W. Dahmer (eds), Das Protokollbuch der Niederlindischen
Reformuerten Gemeinde zu Frankfurt am Main 1570—1581 (Frankfurt am Main 1977);
H. Schilling (ed.), Die Kirchenratsprotokolle der Reformierten Gemeinde Emden 1557—1620,
2 vols. (Cologne 1989, 1992) in which he offers a thorough introduction to the records
of this community and to the manuscript in general.

21 See the document about a special contribution of the Jews in Worms from 1377,

E Reuter, Warmaisa: 1000 Jahre Juden in Worms (Worms 1984), p. 62.
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The first surviving pinkassim appeared in the first half of the sixteenth
century in Germany and Italy.?* It seems that the custom of keeping
these records was copied from the surrounding societies and the emerg-
ing pre-modern states, which began to intensify their administrative
and legal organisation in the early modern period.” This is reflected
in the many documents and records written in this period which had
no medieval counterpart. Some Jewish communities may have been
required by local rulers to keep records, although no law to this efect
is known from this early period. The sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
Padua pinkas uses the word ‘parte’ for each item, which is typical Italian
administrative parlance.”* This clearly indicates the adaptation of non-
Jewish administrative customs for Jewish usage. Moreover, the Yiddish
of the manuscripts examined here, particularly from The Hague and
Leeuwarden, is obviously influenced by local administrative terminol-
ogy, based mainly on Latin.

In almost every case the pinkas records present only the conclusions
of issues; there are no summaries of meetings and almost no records of
disputes or differences between governors.” This applies to almost all the
pinkassim examined here and seems to have been a generally accepted
principle. It illustrates again the official character of these manuscripts,
which were not intended to preserve the process by which decisions
were made. As the pinkassim examined here show, not all the decisions
of a community’s governors were recorded, presumably in order not
to reveal too many internal issues to public view, and not least to the
local authorities. There was also a tendency to focus on matters which
showed the governors in a favourable light and demonstrated their (real
or aspired) power. This was presumably common knowledge, handed
down from one generation to the next, although to date no rules have
been found for the keeping of official Jewish community records.

Three of the Dutch pinkassim examined here begin with lakkanot,
the community statutes, unlike Ukrainian pinkassim, which, according

2 See the pinkassim of Verona in Italy, and Friedberg and Frankfurt in Germany.
Also the old pinkas from Padua started at this time; see Carpi, op. cit., p. 60.

% See, for example, the development of the early modern state in Germany, which
was accompanied by new institutions that soon produced astonishing quantities of
records and documents; H. Raabe, Reich und Glaubensspaltung Deutschland 1500—1600;
Neue Deutsche Geschichte, vol. 4 (Munich 1989), pp. 69-70.

2 Clarpi, op. cit., p. 57. Also a number of records in the earliest pinkassim from Verona
show the same term; see Boksenboim, op. cit., vol. 1, passim.

% See Carpi, op. cit., p. 57.
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to Rechtman, rarely show comprehensive statutes at the start of the
volume.”® The Tykocin pinkas, while it does not have a complete set
of regulations on its initial pages (or elsewhere), it does include some
clusters of takkanot, enacted on specific occasions, and often dealing
with specific issues. And while the Iriedberg manuscript contains no
lakkanot, a separate book of statutes was kept by the community from
1664 to 1723.7 The Padua pinkas also includes regulations, but not at
the start.

Statutes were important to the community. This is evident from
their prominent place within the community records. Zakkanot were
never secret texts. On the contrary, in the course of the early modern
period they emerged as the constitutions of autonomous Jewish com-
munities around Europe. It therefore became important to publish and
understand these texts. As a result—in Ashkenazi communities—almost
all were written in Yiddish, the lngua franca of the Ashkenazi world.
Examples exist in Hebrew, but the Yiddish tradition seems to have
been far stronger.® All the takkanot in the Dutch pinkassim discussed
here are in Yiddish.

The regulations of The Hague, Middelburg and Oisterwijk com-
munities show that they were enacted at a turning point in local Jewish
history. They were either formulated at the start of the community’s
independent existence, or following a major dispute in the community
which led eventually to the need for a restatement of basic principles.
It is hardly surprising therefore to find the community’s regulations at
the beginning of its pinkas, thereby emphasising their importance.

The length of these compilations varies from place to place. Compared
to other eighteenth-century European takkanot, Dutch regulations tend
to be rather short. Judging from those examined to date, most seem

% Rechtman, op. cit., p. 208. He explains that pinkassim of various hevras started with
their statutes, while communities tended not to formulate comprehensive fakkanot in
advance, but enacted them as required.

77 See Litt. op. cit. (2003 [a]), pp. 161-196. The regulations were enacted in 1664
after a reorganisation of the community in the 1660s.

% The earliest preserved and comprehensive takkanot, from Cracow (1595), were
written in Yiddish; see Balaban, ‘Die Krakauer Judengemeinde-Ordnung von 1595
und thre Nachtrage’, Jakrbuch der Fiidisch-literarischen Gesellschaft 10 (1912), pp. 296-360;
11 (1916), pp. 88—114. The same is true of the comprehensive regulations of the
Friedberg community (1664—1723); see Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]); and the most compre-
hensive collection of community laws from Fiarth (1770), still unpublished; CAHJP,
D/Ful/41. In addition to these representative examples, there are many more from
smaller places, mostly written in Yiddish.



10 INTRODUCTION

to contain no more than 100 paragraphs. There also appears to be a
linear connection between the age of a community and the number of
paragraphs in its regulations: the older a local Jewish history, the more
it had experienced and the more this was reflected in the statutes.”
Besides these constitutional compilations, many amendments and addi-
tions are also be found in the various pinkassim.

With the exception of the first Oisterwijk manuscript, all of the
pinkassim examined here were kept more or less chronologically, with
some minor glitches. This linear chronology was not an essential part
of the pinkas tradition. The old Friedberg and Frankfurt pinkassim lack
a chronological order and some eighteenth-century examples from
Bavaria are similarly haphazard.

Pinkassim occur in a variety of formats: from large folio volumes to
smaller octavo books. Most were paper, although Rechtman records
some Ukrainian parchment manuscripts.” It seems, however, that this
material was rarely used because of its cost. Examples survive of parch-
ment or leather bindings, which was not unusual for the period.

Sometimes labels were placed on the cover, giving the title: pinkas
shel k7k. .. The Leeuwarden example is an exception with its alternative
title sefer zikhronot (book of commemorations). This is an unusual title
and it is unclear whether it reflects a different intention for its function
and content.’! In the event there was no difference.

Pinkassim were usually written in Yiddish and Hebrew. All of the
Dutch examples investigated here were kept in Yiddish, with some
Dutch and Eastern Yiddish influences. Only rarely was Hebrew used:
Hebrew texts invariably deal with religious matters, such as rabbis and
synagogues. In the second half of the eighteenth century, increasing
numbers of records began to be written in the local vernacular, espe-
cially when the subject involved contact with non-Jews.

Only a few illustrations have been discovered to date. The official and
legal character of the document seems to have discouraged decoration.

# See also the comparison between the takkanot of The Hague, Middelburg
and Friedberg in S. Litt, “Iradition versus Neuanfang: Die Statuten der jidischen
Gemeinden Iriedberg (Hessen), Den Haag und Middelburg aus der ersten Halfte des
18. Jahrhunderts im Vergleich’, in: A. Gotzmann and S. Wendehorst (eds), Fuden im
Recht: Neue Qugiinge zur Rechtsgeschichte der Juden im Alten Reick (Berlin 2007), passim.

% Rechtman, op. cit., p. 195.

3 Amsterdam pinkassim bear the same name; see D. M. Sluys, ‘De protocollen
der Hoogduitsch-joodsche gemeente te Amsterdam’, Bidragen en Mededeelingen van het
Genootschap voor de Joodsche wetenschap in Nedeland 4 (1928), p. 116.
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No illustrations are found in the Dutch pinkassim discussed here,
although the front page of a late pinkas from Den Bosch includes some
decoration.”

It seems that in particular in Eastern Europe pinkassim were highly
valued among the members of a community. They were even said to
have mystic powers,* although no such qualities cling to the pinkassim of
Central Europe. Undoubtedly, however, Jewish communities saw their
pinkassim as valuable historical and cultural documents, to be preserved
at all costs. This may be why we still find many pinkassim in libraries,
archives and collections, while much of the other written material in
Jewish community archives has been destroyed or lost.

Sources

The pinkassim that form the focus of this study differ considerably in
style and format. This in itself shows that there were no strict rules
for pinkassim in the Ashkenazi world. Although common characteristics
existed, the diversity of the pinkassim examined here is striking.

The Hague

The oldest pinkas of the Ashkenazi community in The Hague is also the
most impressive of its kind. Its folio format is unusually large: 27 x 38
cm and 7 cm thick. It consists of 267 folios, only a few of which are
blank. It is kept at the Hague Gemeentearchief (municipal archive). The
community began using the volume in 1723. Prior to this the parnassim
had apparently used another pinkas, because one of the first records
mentions a ‘small pinkas’ referring to a matter dating from 1722.%* This
small pinkas has not survived. Another important manuscript relating to
the period before 1723 is a ‘book of announcements’, which contains
numerous public notices read in synagogue, in particular for the years

%2 Stadsarchief’s Hertogenbosch 13/1. My thanks to R. van Luit for drawing atten-
tion to this manuscript.

% Rechtman, op. cit. where Rechtman reports on the belief in some Ukrainian towns
that the house where the community pinkas was stored was protected from fire, or that
a woman would have an easy delivery in the house. Another popular belief was that
whenever a woman was struggling with a complicated delivery, the pinkas was brought
to her house and put under her pillow to make the birth easier.

3 Gemeentearchief (GA) Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 18.
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1709 and 1710.” The comprehensive nature of the collection suggests
that besides this and the small pinkas, the community probably had no
other administrative document at that time.

Records were kept with especial neatness in the pinkas and their
order suggests that the community’s tasks were well organised. The
chronological sequence of the records is almost undisturbed. The only
exception being lists of signatures of new members in the first part of
the volume. Apparently a number of pages were left blank for future
additions.” These encompass several pages, the last of which, dating
from 1798, 1s also the final insertion in the volume (regular records
stop in the summer of 1785).* Clearly, the old pinkas was still being
consulted even though a new pinkas had been started in 1796.% There is
no indication about what happened during the years 1785-1795, since
there is no extant pinkas containing the records of those years.

While the contents of the pinkas relate mainly to internal questions
about community administration, it is evident that these are the official
records of an important urban community. The volume contains the
regulations and records of the annual elections, loans and deposits, the
renting of the market hall where kosher meat was sold, the names of
members who had seats in synagogue, the employment of community
officials, financial matters, contacts with other Dutch communities and
even donations for Jerusalem, Tiberias, Safed and Hebron, the four
traditional communities in the Holy Land. At the start of the volume,
a copy is inserted of the community’s original statutes, dating from
1701.% These eighteen paragraphs were drawn up on behalf of the
Ashkenazi Jews of The Hague, who lacked the experience to enact their
own lakkanot, by two prominent Sephardi Jews, Manuel Levi Duarte and
Moses Pinto. A second set of Ashkenazi takkanot is found twice in the
pinkas: an authenticated version, signed and sealed, was bound into the
volume, while a copy was included in the volume’s regular pages.*’ It
was occasionally necessary to add paragraphs to the regulations: often
these extra takkanot dealt with matters involving the synagogue service or
the public conduct of Jews in The Hague. Uniquely, the pinkas includes

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 790.

% See, e.g, ibid., fol. 18, 18v.

37 TIbid., fol. 37v.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 2.

¥ GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fols. 1-5.
# Tbid., fols. 6-16.
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a set of measures to combat promiscuity among young women dating
from 1778. It seems that this had become a public concern and the
governors felt that action was required.*’ Another subject dealt with in
the pinkas 1s contact with The Hague’s Sephardi community.

It was the duty of the secretary or ne’eman (trustee) to record decisions
and regulations in the pinkas (the task of sofer or scribe, writing religious
documents, was carried out by the cantor). Most of the records are
accompanied by the signatures of the annually elected ne’eman. Since
Tobias Boas* led the community for a considerable period, many of
the pinkas records were written by him (as ne’eman). None of the other
Dutch pinkassim examined here reveal this same custom of electing a
secretary responsible for the pinkas each year. In The Hague, records
referring the current ne’eman would be signed by a parnas or the gabbai
tzedakah instead.

As in other eighteenth-century pinkassim, Yiddish was the preferred
language in The Hague. Nevertheless, there are some texts in Hebrew
concerning the rabbis, the synagogue, prayers or halakhic rulings.*

Middelburg

The oldest Middelburg pinkas contains 190 completed pages and is also
in folio format (20.5 x 32.5 cm). The manuscript is kept at Zeeuws
Archief (Zeeland provincial archive) in Middelburg. It also starts with
the takkanot of the community, enacted in 1725.** They are similar in
length and structure to those of The Hague. Here again some pages
with the signatures of new community members follow the regulations.
Otherwise the pinkas appears rather monotonous. After the first section
it consists mainly of brief records about elections of governors and
appointments of officials. There was a rapid succession of cantors, these
also served as scribes and, in most cases, secretaries of the pinkas. Unlike
the other pinkassim, the Middelburg pinkas contains a high proportion of

1 Ibid., fol. 240, 240 v.

2 He was perhaps the leading figure in The Hague’s Ashkenazi community, the
head of one of the wealthiest banking houses and trading companies in eighteenth-
century Europe.

% On the use of different languages see M. Aptroot, ‘Yiddish, Dutch and German
among Late 18th-Century Amsterdam Jewry’, in: J. Israel and R. Salverda (eds), Dutch
Jewry: Its History and Secular Culture (1500—2000) (Leiden 2002), pp. 201-211.

" Zeeuws Archief Middelburg, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, pp. 1-12. The pinkas is not

paginated so a virtual pagination is used here, starting with page 1.
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texts in Hebrew, especially in the first decades. The presence of Hebrew
in many records is surprising. Even the records of the annual elections
of the parnassim are drawn up almost entirely in Hebrew.

Another significant item is the annual list of pletten, naming the Jewish
households who—depending on their means—were required to feed
the resident and itinerant Jewish poor various times in the year. These
lists are unique to the Middelburg pinkas; no similar records are found
in the other pinkassim examined here.

Further occasional records concern the use of the remaining sites
in the old cemetery and the new section dating from 1742.% In 1759,
turmoil broke out in the community. A fierce debate erupted about the
legitimacy of the newly elected governors, which came to a head when
Middelburg’s burgomasters took over responsibility for the elections and
the authority of the governors within the community.*

After 1769, the pinkas becomes little more than a cashbook with a
few insignificant exceptions in the 1790s.*” This section ends in 1816.
A number of pages were completed starting from the left. These bear
the names of new members from the time of the Batavian Republic
(1795—-1806), as well as financial matters. The second surviving pinkas
starts in the late 1790s, thus the official duties of the governors were
presumably written in a different pinkas, or perhaps they were neglected
and so no need was felt to record them. Only a short record, dating
from 1787, shows that some matters were still discussed by the governors.
This involves a decision to restore the reading of psalms in synagogue,
as in other communities.” Why this was inserted amid records written
some 40 years earlier is unclear.

Leeuwarden

The pinkas of the Ashkenazi community of Leeuwarden, kept at Tresoar,
Friesland’s provincial archive, provides a vivid picture of Jewish life
there. The wide range of details sheds light on almost every aspect
of Jewish affairs. It opens in 1754, so it is not the oldest manuscript
examined here, but it remained in use until 1880 without significant
interruption. A second section also exists, with several records between

 Tbid., p. 53.

# Thid., p. 94.
7 Ibid., pp. 130, 131.
Thid., p. 40.

S
3
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1880 and 1924. This makes it the most substantial volume of all four
communities. The final pages (about 20 percent) are blank. Moreover,
it seems that the current binding is not the original cover. Apparently
the volume was restored and part of the process involved cutting the
edges, occasionally removing the first or last letters of the lines.

As the cover states, the volume was called sefer zikhronot. This name
is sometimes used for documents of this type,* but it is not common.
The volume’s size is rather unusual too. It is 16 cm wide and 40 cm in
length. Each of the numerous records has a separate number. These
were apparently used from the start and served in later records for
reference. In the first section, to 1796, only 13 cases occur in which a
number was omitted or where two numbers are given. The chronologi-
cal order of the pinkas is certainly no coincidence.

The format and the numbering of the records are not the only
unusual aspect of the Leeuwarden pinkas. A striking aspect is that
Hebrew plays almost no role in the pinkas during the eighteenth cen-
tury, while it was central in Middelburg. In Leeuwarden, Yiddish was
the language generally employed for records, while Dutch was also
used quite early. The first Dutch record dates from 1758.°" In almost
every reference to matters involving the local authority or non-Jews
the record is in Dutch.

Totalling around 350 records until the spring of 1796, these pages
cover many fields of community life. Numerous decisions by the gov-
ernors concern kosher food, cheese-makers, poor relief and so forth.
Elections were recorded in 1765°! and thereafter annually; every minor
change in the election procedure was noted. The revenue and donations
of the Eretz Yisrael fund are also recorded meticulously. It seems that
the Leeuwarden community was often visited by emissaries from the
Holy Land. From 1787 on, a list of Jewish men from Leeuwarden who
contributed was included in the pinkas”® each year, at first in Yiddish
and Dutch, later only in Dutch.

Interestingly, most of the records were not signed by the secre-
tary; this task was fulfilled by the cantor. And unlike the pinkassim of

¥ See e.g., the extant pinkas of Amsterdam’s Ashkenazi community for 17381764,
also called sefer zikhronot. 'This manuscript is kept at Amsterdam’s municipal archive.
See also Sluys, op. at., p. 115.

% Tresoar (Friesland provincial archive), Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1,
record 43.

5! Ihbid., record no. 107.

%2 Tbid., record no. 272.



16 INTRODUCTION

The Hague and Middelburg, the Leeuwarden manuscript does not
contain the community’s akkanot. An additional volume was kept con-
taining the regulations. This volume, which presumably no longer exists,
is mentioned several times in the pinkas.”® The present manuscript is
referred to frequently by Hartog Beem in his history of Lecuwarden’s
Jewish community.**

Oisterwyk

The small Jewish community of Oisterwijk left some unique examples
of community manuscripts: two pinkassim and a memorbukh, all dating
from the eighteenth century. They offer a comparatively rich source of
information about this rural community which was never to become
one of the larger provincial Jewish centres. These three quarto manu-
scripts are not only important, they are almost the only sources for
this Jewish community. They also form a key source for Jewish history
in the Republic’s southeast region in general, since they are the oldest
internal documents of any community in Brabant in the eighteenth
century. Unlike archival material from other Dutch Jewish communities,
the three manuscripts are currently in the collection of the Bibliotheca
Rosenthaliana in Amsterdam.

Pinkas 1 (Ros 282 a)

The first pinkas is the Jewish community of Oisterwijk’s oldest document,
with records dating back to 1764. The first pages contain the statutes of
the regional organisation in the eastern section of the territory of North
Brabant, the meiery of Den Bosch of that year, comprising 14 paragraphs
of regulations for the Jews of Oisterwijk, Waalwijk, Schijndel, Dinther,
Veghel and Eindhoven.” The next record is a list of signatures of mem-
bers who acknowledged the regulations of the Oisterwijk community
in 1764.”° Unfortunately, the text of these first statutes is not included
and was apparently lost, which indicates that there was probably a
separate book containing the regulations, or a number of single pages

% TIbid., record no. 141, 267. The second reference, dating from 1787, refers the
articles 110-113. This indicates the volume of regulations, at least twice those of
Middelburg and The Hague.

> Beem, op. cit.

» Ros 282 a, pp. 1-8.

% TIhid., p. 13.
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bound together. Until 1772, the manuscript consists mainly of annual
accounts. Only one decision by the governors is recorded, dating from
1768, written and signed (like the regional statutes) by Rabbi Yekutiel
Susskind Rofe, rabbi of the community and region.”

Interestingly, the Jews of Oisterwijk preserved an old custom of
enacting single fakkanot as the need arose. These are found in early
Jewish sources and represent the traditional way in which community
regulations were codified before extended statutes emerged in the early
modern period. The first Oisterwijk pinkas includes two small groups
of regulations referred to as takkanot in the text.”® Other records deal
again with the annual accounts and some decisions by the governors.
Compared to the second pinkas (and examples from other communi-
ties), elections of governors (here called gabbaim) are rarely mentioned.
The regional organisation is referred to once again in 1783, when a
meeting (TVNA OY) of representatives of the six communities of the
metery took place at Oisterwijk.”

A decision taken in 1779 changed the character of the pinkas for the
following decades: henceforth every new member had to be registered in
the book upon payment of half a rijksdaalder.®” After this few accounts
and decisions were recorded, but many new members were registered.
One reason for this change was clearly the adoption of a second
pinkas starting in 1782. For the Jewish years 5545 to 5549 (1784/85
to 1788/89), 5554-5555 (1794/95) and 5556 to 5562 (1795/96 to
1801/02) the first volume remained entirely unused. For some reason
the function of the two pinkassim changed during the years 5550 to
5553 (1789/90 to 1792/93): some blank pages in the first pinkas were
used for accounts,’ while throughout this period new members were
registered in the second book. The volume terminates in 1826.

The records in the first pinkas were written up by the rabbi. Later,
either the cantor and ne’eman kept the pinkas. All records are written in
a Yiddish that remained relatively uncorrupted by Dutch.

7 Thid., p. 9.
¢ Ibid., p. 26 (1772), 48-49 (1775).
% Thid., p. 38.
% Thid., p. 50.
S Thid., pp. 45-46.
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Pinkas 2 (Ros 282 b)

The second pinkas opens in 1781 with the new statutes of the commu-
nity.*? It is striking how manuscripts of this type often start with statutes,
a fact that sometimes suggests a new beginning in the development of
the community. It is clearly no coincidence that the character of the
first book changes completely almost immediately. There can be no
doubt that the governors considered the second pinkas the community’s
central record from the moment it started. For subsequent years this
represents the sole source of relevant information for the history of
the Oisterwijk community: elections, decisions, contracts with com-
munity employees, additional takkanot in the traditional style and, from
5550 (1789/90), records, mainly financial, of the hevra kadisha (burial
society).”” The affairs of the community and the hevra kadisha seem to
have merged and so its finances were also recorded here. Symptomatic
of this interaction is the fact that records regarding the fevra were also
written by the community’s ne’eman.

For a while (1793-1797) the second pinkas also included records
about new members. The last to be recorded here is probably the most
interesting: a certain Sanwil bar Feibel Kleve was accepted on condi-
tion that he would not be considered for any synagogue honours for
two years and that he would refrain from the kind of shameful acts he
had indulged in previously.**

The chronological order of the second pinkas is mainly linear with
one exception on page 19. Here a record was added dating from
1802, while the pages before and after contain items for the year 5544
(1783/84). The pinkas remained in use until 1813.

Unlike the first pinkas, the person who wrote the second manuscript
was almost invariably the community’s ne’eman. All these secretaries
wrote in uncorrupted Yiddish, unlike those who wrote in the pinkassim
of other Dutch communities, such as The Hague and Leeuwarden,
where Dutch influence is clearly evident, particularly in the use of
words relating to municipal affairs. This and the almost total absence
of references to local authorities, may indicate a lack of interaction
between Jews and non-Jews in Brabant and particularly in Oisterwijk.
Moreover, Oisterwijk was a far younger community with less possibili-
ties for influence from outside.

? Ros 282 b, pp. 1-16.
Ibid., p. 39.
Thid., p. 45.

o o
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Pinkas 3 (Ros 283)

The third volume from Oisterwijk is an interesting mixture of several
ingredients. The text is written on 57 folio pages, not always on both
sides. The first section, written by Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe, is
actually a minhag book starting in 1770. It lists all the ritual and every-
day customs of the small community, preserving them for posterity.
Interestingly, in the first lines the rabbi announces his intention to
copy the minhagim into the memorbukh, a volume of names of perse-
cuted communities and martyrs mostly dating to the medieval period.
However, the memorbukh starts only on folio 30, so that in Oisterwijk
the concept of a memorbukh was apparently more than a sefer haskarat
neshamot, but also included a record of community customs.” The rabbi
also described the condition of Jewish ritual life when he was appointed
to Oisterwijk and the medine (the regional organisation) in 1757. Since
there was no synagogue he visited the large communities in Amsterdam,
The Hague and Rotterdam to collect money from Sephardim as well
as Ashkenazim.®® The following pages contain misheberakh prayers for
various officials and customs relating to the synagogue, Torah reading,
Kaddish and so forth.

Another long section lists the 13NMP D3N3 ONPN, the regula-
tions and customs of the community, comprising 21 original paragraphs
and two later additions.”” These would usually have formed part of
the general statutes in other communities. They include paragraphs
about the governors’ authority, ritual matters for the synagogue and
services, financial aspects of members’ contributions and admission of
new members.

The first half of the volume was apparently written in chronological
order between 1770 and 1772, while the second half, apart from the
memorbukh section, is a disorderly jumble covering a century between
1770 and 1870.

The first half and the memorbukh were written by Rabbi Siisskind,
while the other records were written by different secretaries. Most of

% This seems to be an isolated phenomenon. None of the well-known Bavarian
memorbukhs contain the same combination of minkag and history; see M. Weinberg,
Die Memorbiicher der jiidischen Gemeinden in Bayern, vol. 2 (Frankfurt am Main 1938), pp.
158-160; and his article ‘Untersuchungen iiber das Wesen des Memorbuches’, in
Jahrbuch der Jiidisch-Literarischen Gesellschafi 16 (1924), pp.253-320, in which he describes
various similar manuscripts.

% Ros 283, folio 1 v.

57 Ibid., fol. 18-21 w.
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the records are in Yiddish, except the prayers and the memorbukh, which
are, needless to say, in Hebrew.

Historical Background of the Netherlands from the Seventeenth to the
Late Eighteenth Century

Much has been written about the fascinating and unique history of the
Dutch Republic, its Golden Age from the late sixteenth to the early
eighteenth century, and its subsequent decline.”® A number of aspects
of Dutch history of this period are particularly relevant to Ashkenazi
Jewish life in the United Provinces and the Generality lands.

Politics and Sociely

Following the rebellion of the Northern Netherlands against Spain
and the Union of Utrecht in the 1570s, the Dutch Republic pursued a
revolutionary course both socially and economically. International and
internal circumstances favoured the formation of a republic, unique
in the European context. The Republic’s economic situation improved
dramatically after 1590, vastly increasing its financial power. As a result,
the size and equipment of the army and navy increased, which enabled
the Dutch to make significant advances against the Spanish.

In the early seventeenth century the Dutch Republic emerged as
a new military, economic and commercial superpower. Even parts of
Germany bordering the Republic came under the influence of the States
General, such as East Friesland in the late sixteenth century. By 1609
the Republic’s institutions had largely taken shape and little change
occurred until 1795. The provinces of Holland, Zecland, Gelderland,
Utrecht, Iriesland, Drente and Groningen formed a cross between a
federation and a confederation. Each province had its own assembly,
from which representatives of the Church were mostly excluded. The
joint assembly of the combined provinces was the States General, which
met regularly in The Hague from 1585. The States General’s executive
was the Raad van State or States Council, comprising twelve represen-

% This is not the place to mention all of the books written about the Netherlands.
This summary is based on the recent standard work by J. Israel, The Dutch Republic: Its
Ruse, Greatness and Fall 1477—1806 (Oxford 1995).
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tatives of the provinces and the two stadholders. The stadholders were
the Republic’s highest military authority and the post was generally held
by a member of the Orange dynasty. A number of periods without
stadholders occurred in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, which
generally ended in military disaster and a cry for strong leadership.
It was not until 1747 that the office of stadholder was united in one
person: William IV. Henceforth the stadholderate became hereditary
in both the male and female lines.

Following the Golden Age of the seventeenth century, the Dutch
Republic descended into political and economic stagnation in the
eighteenth century, accompanied by a dramatic decline in population.
Only the three biggest towns, Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague
maintained their size or incurred only a minor loss; every other town
experienced a severe reduction. The spiral of economic malaise and
falling population set the seal on the Republic’s declining importance
in Europe. By the late 1770s, it became clear that the Dutch would
have to find a new role among the European powers of Britain, I'rance,
Austria and Prussia. The Republic had become too weak to play the
international superpower, to acquire lucrative colonies or to dominate
world trade. Active Dutch support for American independence revived
old tensions and led to the fourth Anglo-Dutch War between the two
trading rivals in 1780-1784. Unlike the previous clashes, this war ended
in disaster for the Republic, fully exposing its weakness.

Compared to other European countries in the eighteenth century the
Dutch Republic offered a far more liberal atmosphere. Many enlight-
ened philosophers praised the Dutch for the mildness of their censor-
ship, which enabled them to find publishers for their work among the
printing houses of the Republic. Tolerance and comparative freedom
for the individual attracted many philosophers on their travels through
Europe.® This unique atmosphere was one of the contributing factors
to the success of Jewish life in eighteenth-century Holland.

As these international events played out the Dutch Republic became
embroiled in a revolution. This civil movement echoed similar events
in Switzerland and America, opposing the House of Orange and its
supporters. The Patriotists declared the inhabitants of the Republic to

% See S. Schama, ‘The Enlightenment in the Netherlands’, in: R. Porter and
M. Teich (eds), The Enlightenment in National Context (Cambridge 1981), pp. 54-71,
passim.
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be the Dutch people, encompassing all faiths and religious minorities.
They also demanded an improvement in the position of the Generality
lands which were still treated as dependencies of the States General and
had yet to attain the status of province. In support of this movement,
a civil corps emerged separate from the regular army.

In 1786, the strongholds of the Patriotists were in the provinces
of Utrecht, Holland and Overijssel, whereas the Orangists held sway
in Zeeland, Friesland and parts of Gelderland. When the Patriotists
arrested Princess Wilhelmina however, a new element came into play:
Friedrich Wilhelm II of Prussia, brother of Wilhelmina, intervened
and brought a swift end to the revolution. Yet the situation never
calmed down completely, so that French revolutionary troops received
an enthusiastic welcome from the Patriotists when they entered the
Dutch Republic in 1795.

With the establishment of the Batavian Republic the old institu-
tions of the Dutch Republic began to change, although under the new
veneer old structures often remained the same. While restrictions against
Catholics, Mennonites and Jews were abolished, discrimination did not
in practice end. Meanwhile, the British took full advantage of these
changes and the Republic’s weakness to occupy one Dutch colony after
another. This resulted in an almost total breakdown of the Republic’s
global trade and put paid to the Dutch preeminence among Europe’s
shipbuilders.

Napoleon ended the short-lived Batavian Republic and created the
kingdom of the Netherlands, making his brother Louis Bonaparte its
first king in 1806.

Population

In the two centuries after the 1570s the population of the Dutch
Republic went through dramatic changes. In the early seventeenth
century, the country’s cities quickly expanded, especially the coastal
towns of Holland. Amsterdam’s population grew from 30,000 in 1570
to 140,000 in 1647 and to 220,000 in 1720, eventually declining to
180,000 in 1815.”° Amsterdam was followed by Leiden and Haarlem
and in fourth place came Middelburg, which in 1570 had a population
of 10,000. In 1647, this had tripled to 30,000 and remained at this level
for almost a hundred years. It declined slightly to 25,000 in 1749, even-

0 See tables in Isracl, op. cit., pp. 328, 621 and 1007.
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tually reaching a low of 13,000 in 1815. A similar pattern can be seen
in Rotterdam, Delft, Enkhuizen and Dordrecht. The Hague was only a
small town in 1570 with some 5,000 inhabitants, growing dramatically
to 18,000 in 1647 and 30,000 in 1700, reaching a peak with 32,000
inhabitants in 1732. This remained almost unchanged until 1815, when
The Hague was the third largest town in the Netherlands.

The enormous population growth was generated mainly by migra-
tion from the Southern (Spanish) Netherlands and from rural areas to
towns, as well as migration from Germany. In 1620, the majority of
migrants were from Germany. These came mainly from the poorer
sections of the population, most were Lutherans, Calvinists and Jews.
The population increased rapidly in Holland and Zeeland, while towns
in the other five provinces grew more slowly.

Religion

The dominant religion in the Dutch Republic was that of the Reformed
Church, which became the country’s national Church. Other groups,
such as Catholics, Lutherans, Mennonites and Jews, experienced dis-
crimination, especially in the seventeenth century. Holland and Utrecht,
and the towns of Friesland were Catholic strongholds. Few Catholics
lived in the province of Zeeland or the eastern provinces.

After 1630, Dutch society became more liberal, as reflected for
example in the growth of a Jewish community in Amsterdam and some
other major towns. The Reformed Church maintained its dominant
position in the eighteenth century, but increasing tolerance stimulated
a rapid growth among other minorities. Ashkenazi Jewry experienced
an especially remarkable expansion in the eighteenth century, mainly
caused by the immigration of Jews from Germany. These Jews were
mostly poor and earned a living peddling, to the annoyance of non-
Jewish shopkeepers. Ashkenazi Jews did not concentrate exclusively in
urban communities. Many Jews lived in villages in Holland, Groningen,
Drente and parts of Overijssel. In Drente, Jews formed the second
largest faith after the Reformed Church.

The Jewish Population in the Dutch Republic until the Fighteenth Century
The history of the Jews in the Dutch Republic can be divided in two

periods: the medieval period and the more familiar modern era, com-
mencing in the early seventeenth century. During the High and Late
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Middle Ages, Jews lived in a number of towns, chiefly in the east and
southeast of the region.”! However, by the fifteenth century these urban
communities had ceased to exist, although Jews could still be found in
the Northern Netherlands until the second half of the sixteenth cen-
tury. Spain’s restrictive policies towards Jews brought this first period
of Jewish presence to an almost complete end around 1570.7

Following the expulsion and mass conversion of Jews on the Iberian
peninsula at the close of the fifteenth century, a group of formerly
Jewish merchants, now called New Christians, settled in Antwerp in
the early sixteenth century. Regarded as Portuguese, this community
grew rapidly as their trade flourished in Antwerp. However, they were
frequently accused of secretly following Jewish rites in their homes.
These accusations led eventually to restrictions on further or contin-
ued settlement and so eventually they were forced to look for a calm
and tolerant environment elsewhere. Some made their way to the
Northern Netherlands, which had by then broken away from Spanish
dominion.

The Dutch Republic proved ideal for these successful and respected
Portuguese New Christians, who now began to return to the Jewish
faith openly. As a result, a number of Sephardi Jewish communities
could be found in Amsterdam in the early seventeenth century, which
united to form the celebrated Portuguese community in 1639.7

There had already been an attempt to regulate the legal position
of the Jews in Amsterdam in 1616. A decree by the burgomasters
warned Jews against offending the Christian religion, against converting
Christians to Judaism, against having sexual contact with Christians
and to conform to the law of the land. The decree also included a
prohibition against building synagogues.” Yet some of these injunc-

I On the medieval period see the comprehensive work by C. Cluse, Studien zur
Geschichle der Juden in den mittelalterlichen Niederlanden, Forschungen zur Geschichte der
Juden A, vol. 10 (Hanover 2000).

72 Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 14. See also D. M. Swetschinsky, ‘From the
Middle Ages to the Golden Age, 1516-1621°, in: J. C. H. Blom e.a. (eds), The History
of the Jews in the Netherlands (Oxford 2002), p. 48. Reference is made here to an old
Jewish settlement in Appingedam in the province of Groningen which is said to have
existed uninterrupted since 1563. However, the documentary basis for this assumption
seems uncertain.

78 All these facts are well-known among scholars, so there is no need to discuss this
further here. For a general survey of the numerous monographs and articles about the
early history of the Sephardim in Amsterdam, see Swetschinski, op. cit., passim.

" Huusen, op. cit., p. 33.
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tions soon lapsed. After all, some Christians did convert to Judaism, as
did the New Christians who came to the city for the very purpose of
returning to Judaism. Moreover, within decades there were synagogues
in Amsterdam.

In 1619, the States of Holland decided that each city should be
entitled to draw up its own regulations regarding Jews,” a practice that
was taken up by most of the other Dutch provinces and cities. Jews
were able to purchase citizenship, but this did not include all the rights
that a Christian enjoyed. Jews were still excluded from many areas
of the economy (principally the guilds), although they were tolerated
in international trade. The Jewish community also had a measure of
autonomy and were regarded as a separate nation, and as such, as
subjects within Dutch society.”

Unlike in other European countries, in the Dutch Republic Jews were
not required to pay lump sums (Schutzgeld) to the city or the Republic
as a whole. Indeed, Dutch Jewish communities did not have the kind
of corporate status those of Germany and Poland were given.””

Naturally, news about the new Jewish colony in Amsterdam, and later
about other cities, soon reached other Jewish communities in Europe.
Consequently, Ashkenazi migrants began to reach the Dutch Republic
in the second decade of the seventeenth century, encouraged not just
by news of the successful Jewish settlement, but also fleeing the Thirty
Years War in Germany and, in the 1640s and ’50s, the Chmelnicki
pogroms and the Nordic wars in Eastern Europe. The first migrants
benefited from Sephardi prosperity and were in many cases able to find
a way to make a living”® Increasing numbers of Ashkenazim arrived
in Amsterdam and soon overshadowed the Sephardim in numbers,
but not in wealth and commercial success. In 1635 the first recorded
services were held by Ashkenazim, and after 1639 the first organised
community.

Between 1660 and 1673, Ashkenazi Jews formed two communi-
ties: the German (Hoogduits) and the Polish. Eventually, Amsterdam
forbade the separate Polish community, leading to the reunification of
the city’s Ashkenazim.”

~

> Ibid., p. 34.
Ibid., pp. 35-38.
The significance of this idiosyncratic position is discussed below.
See Israel, op. cit., pp. 87-89.
Y. Kaplan, “The Jews in the Republic until about 1750: Religious, Cultural and
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Jews also established communities outside Amsterdam and, as in the
metropolis, Sephardi communities often preceded the Ashkenazim.
In the second half of the seventeenth century Sephardi communities
appeared in Kempen, Amersfoort and Nijkerk, as well as The Hague,
Rotterdam and Middelburg. Most lasted for just a few decades and only
The Hague’s remarkable Sephardi community continued well into the
eighteenth century.®

By the early 1700s, many Ashkenazi communities were being formally
established in provincial towns and villages. Amsterdam later acquired
the Yiddish name Mokum (place), while the country’s other communi-
ties came to be known as the medine (country). While the vast majority
of Dutch Jews continued to congregate in the Republic’s largest and
wealthiest city, the numbers of communities and individuals outside
Amsterdam grew. The processes and events described in the pinkassim
reflect the early history of the Jews in four of these communities: The
Hague, Middelburg, Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk.

The Hague

Sephardi Jews were already living in the Dutch Republic’s capital in the
early seventeenth century. Unlike Amsterdam, their number remained
small and the first community was only established in 1692. A second
Sephardi group subsequently established a separate community and
in contrast to Amsterdam, both continued to exist side by side until
1743.%

In 1674 Ashkenazi Jews began to arrive in The Hague. At first
Ashkenazim attended Sephardi services. However, the rapidly growing
number of Central and Eastern European Jews led to the establish-
ment of a separate community in 1701. While the first statutes of
the community were drawn up and authorised by two Sephardim,
the Ashkenazim were soon able to dispense with Sephardi guidance.
In 1720 they opened their first synagogue®” and enacted their first
independent statutes in 1716. The revision of these statutes and the
start of the uninterrupted use of a pinkas in 1723 reveal the stability

Social Life’, in: J. C. H. Blom e.a. (ed.), The History of the Jews in the Netherlands (Oxford
2002), pp. 121, 126.

8 Thid., pp. 128-131.

8 Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), pp. 364-365.

8 Ibid., pp. 365-366.
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of the Ashkenazi community, which comprised between 170 and 200
members.”” A leading figure in the Ashkenazi community was Hayyim
(Hayman) Boas, indeed the Boas family, especially Hayyim’s son Tobias,
dominated the community in the course of the eighteenth century.

Maddelburg

Zeeland’s capital attracted Jews even before The Hague. As early as
the mid-sixteenth century there are indications of the presence of New
Christians and from the early seventeenth century there are signs of
Jewish life in Middelburg, then one of the Republic’s leading cities. The
first mention of a synagogue dates from 1641. After the reconquest of
Brazil by the Portuguese from the Dutch in 1654, forcing its flourish-
ing Jewish community to flee the Inquisition, some families settled in
Middelburg and expanded the local Sephardi community. However,
decline set in during the final quarter of the seventeenth century and
in the early 1700s many Jews moved to Amsterdam and The Hague.
The final year of the Sephardi community, 1725,** was also the year
of a significant administrative turning point for the Ashkenazim, when
they enacted their statutes and began to record the decisions of the
governors in a pinkas.

Growing numbers of Ashkenazi Jews had begun to arrive at the close
of the seventeenth century. The community seems to have expanded
rapidly, for permission was granted to build a synagogue and to conse-
crate a cemetery in 1704.% When the Sephardi community was wound
up in 1725, its remaining members joined the Ashkenazim, which
became the sole Jewish community in Middelburg and Zeeland. At
the time there were probably no more than 100 Jews in Middelburg.®
This suggests that the Jewish presence in the southwest of the Dutch
Republic was rather modest: indeed, the pinkas records reveal that Jewish
life was plagued by problems throughout the eighteenth century.

8 See the list of heads of households who signed the community regulations of
1723 in Van Zuiden, op. cit., p. 28. He listed 39 names and by multiplying these by a
factor of 4.5, based on the average family size in other European communities, one
arrives at the above result. Van Zuiden seems to have used a Dutch translation of the
lakkanot, since many names differ slightly from those in the pinkas.

# Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 477.

% TIbid., p. 478.

% TIbid., p. 476, table. The 13 families of 1705 may have risen to about 20 in 1725.
This remains, of course, speculation.
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Leeuwarden

The foundations of Jewish life in The Hague and Middelburg were laid
by Sephardi Jews; in Leeuwarden, where no Sephardi community was
ever founded, the beginnings of Jewish settlement were established by
Ashkenazim who arrived in the mid-seventeenth century. Few sources
are available for this initial period, but it seems that these Ashkenazi
Jews migrated from Emden, the capital of East Friesland in Germany.*’
However, official municipal records first refer to a Jewish family in
1670.%

By 1700 a considerable number of Jews must have been living in
Leeuwarden, since there is an indication that organised services were
being held (requiring a quorum of ten men).* Leeuwarden’s location
close to Germany, and therefore close to older and larger Jewish com-
munities such as Emden and Altona, Hamburg and Wandsbek, sup-
ported the rapid growth of the local Jewish population.

By around 1720 the community had its own rabbi: Rabbi Jacob
Emmerich.” In the mid-eighteenth century a dispute occurred regard-
ing the new rabbi, Rabbi Nahman of Emden. This raged for several
years and was eventually resolved by the burgomasters in favour of
the appointed rabbi. The affair led to a reorganisation of the com-
munity and its administration, resulting in the opening of a pinkas, the
sefer zikhronot.”" Some years previously, between 1744 and 1747, a new
synagogue had apparently been erected,” by then the growing com-
munity had over 100 members.

Oisterwyk

Compared to the other three communities, the rural community of
Oisterwijk began comparatively late. The first traces of an Ashkenazi
Jewish presence appear shortly before 1739. In subsequent years growing
numbers of families arrived and in 1760, only four years before the first

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 449. Hartog Beem, who studied the history
of Leeuwarden community, follows earlier scholarly works and maintains that the first
Jews probably came from the province of Holland, Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 1.

% Thid.

8 Ibid., pp. 2-3.

9 TIhid., p. 5.

o Ibid., pp. 27-28.

2 Ibid., p. 26.
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records in the oldest pinkas, there were about twenty Jewish families.”
During those first years, the Jewish community’s organisation centred
on the Res hevra, the Hevra kadisha seadat zekeinim, which was founded
in Amsterdam to provide services to Jews living in places without a
permanent Jewish community. It supported two travelling synagogues
and was mainly active in the Generality lands, especially in Brabant,
where local and regional fairs attracted Jewish merchants and traders.”*

Brabant was predominantly Catholic and had been part of the
Spanish Southern Netherlands until the first half of the seventeenth
century. In the seventeenth and early eighteenth century opportunities
for Jewish settlement were consequently less favourable in this region.
Nonetheless, there is clear evidence that a number of small Jewish
communities existed in the meiery of Den Bosch in the mid-eighteenth
century. Oisterwijk community was the largest of these. They soon
established a regional organisation, similar to the typical German
Landesjudenschafien of early modern Jewish history.”

Jewish Autonomy in Ashkenaz and in the Netherlands

Jewish self-rule in the early modern period had its roots in the high
Middle Ages. The major Jewish communities in the cities along the
Rhine had received their rights from local rulers, generally bishops, and
in some cases from the emperor. The principal model for Jewish life
under Christian rule was the original charter granted to the first Jewish
inhabitants of Speyer by Bishop Ruediger in 1084.% It gave the Jews
the right to live as an autonomous community, under separate jurisdic-
tion according to Jewish law. In return for the rights and protection of
the bishop, the Jews had to pay taxes and contributions. This and the
subsequent history of relations between Christians and Jews meant that
the financial element became the basic Christian concern.

'To preserve the right to live as a separate group practicing a religion
divergent from that of the surrounding population Jews needed a col-
lective leadership. In the tenth century, sources record the first mention

9 Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 496.

9 1. Bader, Oorspronkelijk in Oisterwijk. . . De oudste joodse gemeente in Noord-Brabant (1757~
1857)... Thans te Tilburg: De joodse gemeente Tilburg (1815—1873) (Breda 1995), p. 2.

% See also Chapter 7.

% Marcus, op. cit., p. 104.
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of parnassim, the governors of a Jewish community.”” In fact, in these
early years, communities were generally run by their rabbis, who were
actively engaged in adapting halakhah to the administrative tasks of man-
aging a community. R. Yehuda Hacohen of Mainz expounded on the
community’s duties outlined in the Zos¢ffa: the erection of a synagogue,
the purchase of a Torah scroll, and the employment of communal
officials.” R. Gershom Me’or Hagola and R. Joseph Tov established
two more basic rules to make up for the lack of halakhic guidelines
regarding parnassim and communal administration. The first, N'2 9paN
PO 177, meant that each rabbinical court was able to fix new rules
according to local and current needs, as long as these did not conflict
with halakhah. According to the second, 17172 5RINWA 172 nna’, a
governor’s authority and competence was not based on his person, but
on his office. These rules gave governors a broad mandate, based on
halakhic authority. In the Ashkenazi communities of the medieval and
early modern period these rules became a widely accepted.”

In the later Middle Ages the rabbi’s role in the administration
of a community declined, while the role of the parnassim increased.
Several synods of Ashkenazi communities in this period encouraged
this tendency by establishing a clearer definition of a community.'”
Changes in the circumstances of Jewish life as the consequence of the
expulsions at the beginning of the early modern period resulted in
many congregations being unable to employ a rabbi. Only the large
communities could afford the expense.

Almost all the early modern Ashkenazi communities were governed
by parnassim or gabbaim. The size and requirements of a community
might lead to the creation of other offices such as tovim and memunim,
appointed to assist governors in specific areas of administration. Early
modern corporative thinking and the requirement that every individual
belong to a clearly defined group, provided governors with additional
power: individuals who opposed the decisions of the parnassim could be
threatened with exclusion from the Jewish community. The only option
for those who were unable to find their place within a community, and
still wished to stay in their village or town was to become a Christian.

Many communities in Germany and Poland appointed a shtadlan,
generally regarded as the community’s principal governor who mediated

97 Ibid., pp. 101-102.

% Thid., p. 103.

9 Rosman, op. cit., pp. 28-29.
10 Marcus, op. cit., pp. 111-112.
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for the community with the Christian authorities. Since Jewish comunites
were part of the general administrative framework of a territory, the
shtadlanim became indispensable, and in the often unstable conditions
of Jewish life the shtadlan’s role could be vitally important.

It was generally the shtadlan who negotiated the tax that the com-
unity had to pay. This would frequently be imposed as a lump sum, to
be divided among the members of the community according to their
ability to pay. This required an assessment of individual assets and
tax revenues. Where supracommunal structures existed, such as the
Landesjudenschafien, this led to the convening of assemblies of representa-
tives from the various communities. While the imposition of additional
demands was humiliating and often led to heated debates in commu-
nities, the mechanism of compromise and consultation would clearly
have helped integrate and strengthen the cohesion of the community.

Despite the general decline of their position, rabbis were naturally
leading personalities within their community. In the complex reality
of Jewish life in Central Europe in the early modern period it was not
always possible for every community to employ a rabbi. Communities
that could afford the expense usually gained esteem within the Jewish
world as a result. A well-educated rabbi with a good reputation could
raise the community’s reputation. Yet a famous rabbi might also be
regarded as a rival by the community’s governors. They would have
to accept his authority, and his power might be resented within the
community’s leadership. The issue of rabbis and parnassim has always
been complex.

It is the pinkasim that bear witness to the administrative work of the
governors of Jewish communities: the record of their resolutions and
takkanot, available for public scrutiny. It seems that they were adapted
from non-Jewish administrative forms and presumably they helped the
governors of communities increase their power and effectiveness.

Since the roots of most of the Ashkenazim living in the Dutch
Republic lay in Germany and Poland, it seems probable that they
brought the admistrative customs of these areas with them when they
arrived in the Low Countries. Administrative structures and autonomy
within Dutch communities is a subject that still awaits further study.
However, it seems clear that the lack of a requirement in the Dutch
Republic to belong to a particular religious group'' led to a distinctive
local style of community administration, compared to communities in

1 Michman, op. cit. (1995), p. 159.
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Central European countries. Governors of Dutch communities did not
have the kind of sanctions their counterparts elsewhere could employ:
the threat of a ban or indeed expulsion that would leave a person
without the means to conduct a normal life. In the Republic, those
who came into conflict with the parnassim were able to find alternative
and individual solutions to their situation in society at large, provided
they were willing to sacrifice their membership of the community.
The first and possibly most famous example is Baruch Spinoza, who
lived a peaceful life after his banishment from Amsterdam’s Sephardic
community in the seventeenth century. Changing social realities in the
second half of the eighteenth century therefore seem to have forced
the governors of Ashkenazi communities in the Dutch Republic to find
alternative ways to retain their power.



CHAPTER ONE

GOVERNING A JEWISH COMMUNITY

Patterns of leadership within Jewish communities go back many cen-
turies and have their roots in ancient Jewish society. Yet the superficial
framework is not in itself typically Jewish; it appears in many communi-
ties with a common religion or denomination, particularly in those that
existed in a diasporic situation. What distinguishes Jewish communities,
apart from their particular practices and the specific functions that
their officials fulfil, is the way in which appointments to positions of
authority are organised. At the top of the hierarchy of a Jewish com-
munity are the governors, known generally as parnassim and gabbaim.
Their jobs vary widely from one community to another, from purely
formal figurehead to hands-on functionary in community tasks, from
philanthropic patron to administrative ‘bureaucrat.” In many Jewish
communities more than one individual may function as parnas. Where
parnassim share the principal position according to a monthly rota they
are known as the parnas ha-hodesh. These governors are elected by the
members, the ba’ale battim: the tax-paying heads of families who were
eligible to vote.! Whereas in most of the communities investigated in
this study a nucleus of governors seems to have been essential, other
offices were less so. Naturally more officials served in large communities,
including the relatively numerous treasurers for example, secretaries
and representatives of different community institutions.”

Leadership of Jewish communities in the Dutch provinces was not
significantly different in character from the familiar forms of leader-
ship of the medieval period and of well-documented communities in
Germany, Poland or elsewhere in the early modern period. These basic
patterns remained stable for hundreds of years, and are repeated in the

! M. Breuer and Y. Guggenheim, ‘Die jidische Gemeinde, Gesellschaft und Kultur’,
in: idem (eds), Germania fudaica, vol. 111/3 (Ttbingen 2003), p. 2091.

? See E. Zimmer, ‘Government and Leadership in the Communities of Germany
in the 16-17th Centuries’ in Grossman, A. and Y. Kaplan (eds), Aehal Yisrael: FJewish
Self-Rule Through the Ages, vol. 2: The Middle Ages and Early Modern Period (Jerusalem
2004) and Y. Kaplan, ‘Mokum and Medine: Jewish Autonomy in the Dutch Republic’
in idem, pp. 311-327.



34 CHAPTER ONE

four eighteenth-century Dutch communities examined here. Yet many
local idiosyncrasies surface when analysing the pinkassim. Unlike earlier
periods, the office of shtadlan, who mediated between the community
and the non-Jewish authorities, hardly occurs here, although there is
no doubt that influential persons fulfilled this intermediary position in
these communities.” The comparatively liberal climate in which Jews
lived in the Dutch Republic reduced the need for an active interme-
diary between the Jewish community and the non-Jewish authorities,
or shtadlan. Indeed the transparency in matters relating to elections,
electors, candidates and terms of office, reflects an awareness among
community members of both Jewish tradition and the basic rules of
public administration as it developed in the early modern period.

In each case election procedures and duties of governors are
described, more or less precisely, in the community’s lakkanot. Apart
from Leeuwarden, most of the early takkanot of the four communities
remained in place. So it is possible to examine how these rules were
observed through the pinkas records.

Parnassim and Their Functions

The Hague

Unlike other communities the structure of the leading circle of the
Ashkenazi community in The Hague remained relatively stable. The
leadership consisted of two parnassim and a gabbai tzedakah (treasurer),
all full members of the community. There was also a ne’eman, who
was responsible for the records and, therefore, for keeping the pinkas.
Officially his position was only advisory; he was obliged to take part in
meetings of governors, but could not vote." This description, given in
the takkanot of 1723, expresses to a large extent the situation reflected in
the pinkas. Almost every record was signed by the ne’eman. Only when a
decision was taken in his absence would another governor sign instead.
Yet the fact that it was often a member of the Boas family that held

* As demonstrated below, Tobias Boas was among those who took responsibility
for direct negotiations between the Hague community and the municipality, province
or state.

* GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, regulations, paragraph 12.
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the position of ne’eman (instead of being a parnas) suggests that while he
may not have had the right to vote, he was not without influence.’

After finishing his term, the gabbai tzedakah submitted an annual report
of the community’s finances to the parnassim. Several records detailing
the reports reveal that he kept a separate pinkas for financial matters.
The parnassim were placed in charge of all the duties for a month at a
time. A newly elected parnas began his term as parnas ha-hodesh® imme-
diately upon election. This system remained in place in The Hague at
least until 1784/85, when the last elections were recorded in the pinkas
before the political changes of 1795.

The Hague takkanot of 1723 called the board of governors its regirung’
not a kahal, which is the word normally found in other internal Jewish
sources elsewhere. This is interesting since it reflects external influences
on the self-image of the Jewish elite in The Hague.

Occasionally the community assembled a committee of all its gover-
nors, and other leading members might be consulted and given voting
rights on specific matters. According to the takkanot of 1723 this was
required when choosing a new rabbi, beadle or cantor.? Changes to
the regulations also required a larger quorum. The takkanot specifically
states that in previous years’ parnassim were not required to participate.
Even so, this often happened, as in the following example: a decision,
taken in the autumn of 1734, not to employ a rabbi for the next ten
years due to lack of funds:’

1an n'"vn pon 'R T orh MR orn

b DTHER WA 0N 0w AP BAKRD APTR R13 D'0IND DHOR
npn 82 1"y hapT orne ona hya omwa DWwIR Apaw A
[...] " wnnpT

This case and others show that important decisions were made by a
larger group of the community’s leading members and not just by the
small group of incumbent functionaries. This custom is not unique to

> See below, section: Families and Individuals in Community Leadership.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625, regulations 1717, paragraph no. 2. Although the
parnas starting the rotation is mentioned only in these articles and not in those of 1723,
presumably this custom was retained in later decades. The institution of the parnas
ha-hodesh is recorded in other places and different periods.

7 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, regulations, paragraph 5.

8 Ibid., paragraphs 35-37.

% Ibid., fol. 81.
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the Jews of The Hague or other Dutch communities."” The leadership
structure in The Hague seems to have been effective and was preserved
by the community for many decades. The Ashkenazim of The Hague
therefore provide an outstanding example of this pattern. In the other
communities investigated here repeated discussions were held about
the role, influence and size of the leadership.

Middelburg

The Jewish community of Middelburg was far smaller than that of The
Hague. This was doubtless due to the town’s position on the southwest-
ern coast of the Northern Netherlands: situated on an island, the sea
and the Spanish Netherlands were its closest neighbours and the town’s
golden age had ended long before."" The Jewish community’s small
size was reflected in its modest entourage of governors. Until 1739,
two parnassim took responsibility for all the duties, including financial
matters. In the spring of 1739 the first annual election was held for a
third parnas. Although the relevant record in the pinkas does not explain
why, it does mention that the elections were held in compliance with an
order of the burgomasters."” This and subsequent developments within
the community’s elite show that the leadership of the Jewish community
was a controversial subject in Middelburg. Unfortunately the records of
the parnassim reveal too few details about the issues. This corresponds
with the general reserve in the records of the Middelburg pinkas. By
17359 this interference had developed into complete control over the
leadership of the Jewish community by the local authority. Apparently
this was not to protect non-Jewish interests, but to settle disagreements
among members of the community."®

As in The Hague, Middelburg’s governors coopted other prominent
members of the community for their meetings on various occasions.
For example, for the often recorded election of a shatz ve-ne’eman (can-

10 Similar cases in Friedberg in Hesse (Germany) from the early seventeenth
century reveal the same pattern, Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]), p. 12, as do other Dutch
communities.

""" A. H. Huusen, Historical Dictionary of the Netherlands (Lanham 1998), p. 110.
The decline of the city’s economy probably favoured the development of the Jewish
community.

12 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 49. Smit, ‘Middelburg’, p. 12 claims
that the takkanot of 1725 mention the dependence of the parnassim on the confirmation
of the burgomasters. Interestingly, the Yiddish paragraphs do not agree.

3 See below, section: Election Procedures.



GOVERNING A JEWISH COMMUNITY 37

tor and secretary) when more than the two or three parnassim would
be called to take part:"

n"an 1o 'R 'R 'Y 50 T 53 yara T DY WK HOKRNNA
5" Hrmy A" Nnna Sapnna 2 amn A"n 1nn v"mb Sapns
A2NPN ARD P PW rhER Nrnd PwoKRIpN

Clearly the yehider segulah are the leading members of the community.

Gabbaim are rarely mentioned in Middelburg. In 1748 a gabbai,
apparently responsible for financial matters, was elected together with
the parnassim.” After 1762, the pinkas regularly reports a gabbai tzedakah
responsible for the cemetery. It seems that his task was to supervise
the burial ground, including the funding of funerals and graves. As
the pinkas records become more superficial in later years, it is unclear
whether the gabbai tzedakah was a full governor or not. From 1769 he is
mentioned in the election records. Prior to that, the office is mentioned
only in the accounts.'® This may reflect a rise in status.

Leeuwarden

For many decades the situation was quite different in Leeuwarden.
Several records in the pinkas reveal a lively debate about who should
lead the community, the length of terms of office and procedures for
appointment. The titles differed too, at least in the first half of the
period recorded in the pinkas. Here, a governor was known as a manhig,
only after 1768 were they increasingly referred to as parnassim."” At first,
Leeuwarden’s Jewish community did not record the elections of their
governors; indeed they appear to have managed without elections until
1765." Until then there were at least three mankigim," representing
the most prominent and influential members of the community. Their

" Ibid., p. 23.
> Ibid., p. 63.

1% Ibid., p. 114.

17 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 135 provides the first
mention of the title parnas, but later retains the title mankig. See Beem, op. cit. (1974),
p- 34.

18 Considering the precision of the pinkas, it is unlikely that the elections would have
been omitted by the manhigim. Beem does not refer to the problem at all.

19 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 82 is signed by five
persons who decided on a new rotation for the manhigim. They may all have been
manhigim. Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 30, also examined a Dutch version of the short tak-
kanot of 1755, after which seven governors are mentioned each year. The leadership
previously comprised only three men.
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status allowed them to serve almost without limit. Although this is not
the general pattern in Jewish communities, it does appear from time to
time. It seems to occur mainly among new (and small) communities.

The first election record dates from 1765.2° From then on, the leader-
ship consisted of four governors and was eventually reduced to three.
This remained unchanged until the close of the eighteenth century.
Nothing is reported about other officials, although a larger quorum
is again found for certain types of decisions. On 7 Adar 5530 (spring
1770), the old and new manfigim decided (here together with the rabbi)
to change the rules concerning elections.! The same group, excluding
the rabbi, was consulted when a new rabbi was chosen in 1769.%

Oisterwyk

Compared to the other communities discussed here, the small, rural
community of Oisterwijk developed at a far slower pace. General
records began to be kept much later; records about elections were first
recorded in 1776.” For previous years, the names of governors can only
be found in the annual feshbonot tzedek (accounts). These show that their
title was gabbai. The leadership comprised two gabbaim,*
always there was a gove/ in charge of financial matters. Apparently this
was not an elected post, but remained for many years in the hands of
Mordekhai ben Simha, who seems to have been one of the key figures
in Oisterwijk. He often served as gabbai too. Due to the community’s
small size he may have occupied both offices simultaneously, reflecting
the shortage of suitable candidates. The minhagim of the community,
recorded in 1770, explain that the goveh could remain in office as long
as the community was satisfied with him.*

and almost

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 106. See Appendix

2, no. 24.

2! Ibid., no. 147. Interestingly, Lecuwarden was the only major community of the
day to involve its rabbi in administrative questions.

22 Tbid., no. 142.

% Ros 282a, p. 35.

# According to the minhagim of 1770, the newly elected gabbai was the gabbai tzedakah;
Ros 283, fol. 18, paragraph 1. In reality that minkag was ignored: none were called gab-
bai tzedakah, and former gabbaim rarely stayed on for a second year. Only in the 1790s
did this custom become a pattern.

» Ros 283, fol. 18, paragraph 18. Bader, op. cit., p. 5, obviously misinterpreted the
Yiddish text of the minhagim, when he points out that one of the gabbaim was in charge
of the finances. That was the task of the goveh.
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In 1775, the community enacted a set of lakkanot that changed the
composition of the leadership by adding five more members to the two
gabbaim.*® These had to be consulted on every question and even had
the right to make decisions without the gabbaim. The new regulations
stipulated that three months after the enactment of these additional
paragraphs, the gabbaim, together with these five members, had to for-
mulate new flakkanot. But no new or revised lakkanot are found in any
of the three pinkassim following this decision, so the enlarged board
probably did not fulfil this task.”’

Unfortunately the election records after the enactment of these tak-
kanot do not mention the names of those who appear only once.” It
is unclear, therefore, whether this larger body functioned for a longer
period. The comprehensive lakkanot of 1782 mention three additional
members who could be consulted in case of disagreements among
the gabbarm.” In addition, there is some evidence for the continued
existence of the enlarged board in a record in the second Oisterwijk
pinkas. In 1784, the governors employed Hazzan Sussman for a further
year. The first lines read:*

qra Hapn 53 Her vhas vrr pUab T"npn vaw 'v 'R oY orn
[...] Annw 92 ohw a3 1" TR TR

At the end of the text are the signatures of the two gabbaim, the secre-
tary, the rabbi and five persons whose signatures are grouped together
(possibly the additional members). A further five signatures follow the
text. One of the signatories, Gabriel ben Meir, had been gabbar several
times before. Here it was not just the governors who made the deci-
sion, but again other members were asked to give their opinion on the
important question of choosing a cantor. According to the secretary,
this enlarged board was described as kol ha-kahal.

The basic structures of these four communities reveal a number of
common features. Firstly, each community had only two or three main
governors or parnassim. Other members might participate in their meet-
ings: gabbaim and ne’emanim in The Hague and partly in Middelburg,

% Ros 282 a, p. 43.
See below, section: Authority of the Leadership and its Acknowledgement.
% Ibid., p. 45.
Ibid., pp. 5-6; paragraphs 7 and 9. These men are called here simply shlosha
anashim.

% Ros 282 b, p. 20.
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or additional members with controlling authority in Oisterwijk and in
the early years in Leeuwarden. The age of large committees in Dutch
provincial communities was clearly over or, indeed, had never started.”
Moreover, the offices of secretary and treasurer were not always elected
posts: it was only in The Hague that the entire board was chosen by
election.

FElection Procedures

Electors, known as borerim, or kesherim, and of course ba’ale battim of the
community, i.e., full members and taxpayers, chose the governors in
all four communities discussed here.”” Most election procedures were
complex. Naturally, the regulations themselves describe an ideal situa-
tion for this issue. The pinkassim also reveal how communities complied
with their rules: by comparing the records of the takkanot to those of
the actual elections, various conclusions may be drawn regarding the
similarities and differences of the four communities.

The Hague

Despite slight variations in the regulations for elections of parnassim, no
major changes are found in the three eighteenth-century takkanot of The
Hague. The first takkanot of 1701, stipulate in the second paragraph
that the parnassim should be elected by men of good reputation who
have been ba’ale battim for at least three years. The statutes emphasise
that this was in line with the regulations of Amsterdam, which served
as a model text for these first takkanot.*® The names of those eligible for
election were written on paper and placed in a ballot box. Two names
were pulled out of the ballot box to determine the electors, together
with the retired parnas of the previous year and the parnas whose term
was about to expire. They elected a respectable person to be the next
parnas.** Since almost no records survive from the early period of

1 Most of the major German communities, such as Frankfurt, Worms and Friedberg,
had a large leadership council. Often these consisted of ten or twelve parnassim. No
comprehensive data exists as yet about small and medium sized communities in
Germany.

32 This modus operandi was common in the early modern Jewish world.

% These early Amsterdam regulations have apparently not survived.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 1.
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the Ashkenazi community, we do not know whether these rules were
observed during the fifteen years in which they remained in eflect.

The takkanot of 1716 define the procedure as follows: the two parnas-
sim, the gabbai tzedakah and the ne’eman placed the names of all the ba’ale
battim in a box. They pulled out five names, who were not allowed to
be related to each other. These five men served as the electors. Each
wrote two names of candidates for the vacant posts. The ne’eman read
each vote to prevent electors voting for themselves. After the vote, the
ne’eman read out the names of the elected persons in the presence of the
parnassim and electors. The person with the most votes was appointed
the new parnas and the runner-up became the new gabbai. In case of
a tie lots were drawn.”

A comparison between the first two statutes shows that the later set
explains the procedure in greater detail, while the earlier version fails
even to state how the electors voted. The first regulations, written by
Sephardim, apparently assumed that the procedure would be familiar
to the electors. Perhaps, by the time the Ashkenazi community came to
write their own takkanot they had discovered through experience that the
procedure needed to be outlined in less ambiguous terms: presumably,
coming from different backgrounds, not all the electors and parnassim
shared the same familiarity with electoral procedures.

The takkanot of 1723 did not vary greatly from the previous regula-
tions. However, some small, but significant changes were introduced.
The fifth paragraph states that only the names of ba’ale battim who
had passed a pre-selection process were to be placed in the ballot box.
They had to be accepted by a majority of the parnassim. This selection
preserved the social homogeneity of the electors, who would presumably
vote for candidates from their own circle. The five ballots were chosen
by the ne’eman from the pool of names. Once again it was stipulated
that the electors should not be related. Then each wrote the names
of two candidates on a piece of paper in the presence of the ne’eman
and the retiring parnas.”® The parnas and gabbai voted next.”” Here, the
text emphasises that this was a requirement of the burgomasters who
had apparently approved the procedure upon inclusion of this detail.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625, fol. 41v, 42.
% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, regulations.
37 Ibid., paragraph 6.
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The candidate with the most votes was elected parnas for two years;
the runner-up became gabbai tzedakah for one year.

How the electoral procedure worked in practice is reflected in the
phrasing of the election records, which remained relatively constant
during the eighteenth century. Only the names of the electors and of
the candidates changed. In addition to electing new governors, the
hatan Torah and hatan Bereshit were also chosen on these occasions.” In
most of the records throughout the period the electoral regulations
were adhered to. This suggests that there was no real opposition to the
procedure within the community. To date we have no explanation for
the general interruption in the records after 1785. Disputes may have
occurred within the community linked to the Patriotist disturbances
that have yet to be discovered by scholars.

Some tied votes occurred, as foreseen in the takkanot, involving either
two or three candidates and forcing lots to be drawn:*

Wa 98 nwT 3 L,apy ' prR 8 mpT A RN (THea IR
[...] 7TRY 2% "9 958 myT '3 'NR ORD

PP '3 PROR P IR DWAR PR MR R0 A5 wn '3 nadym
1 5" PR M5 P ,ARTR R 98 DRD YA ' 'NR L01Na 15
1Ry 205 ' MR RN 0378 ORD A " 2w b R L5 A oip
[...]pT% *®23 5N

This example also highlights a problem faced by all the communities:
how to respond when a candidate refused his appointment. Occasionally
members of the Hague community declined to accept an appointment.
The precise reasons are rarely mentioned. Sometimes, this may have
been personal: old age, or a lack of time due to business commit-
ments or an anticipated absence the following year.* In 1782, Shmuel
Ofen refused the office of gabbai tzedakah. He was obliged to pay a fine
of 50 guilders for rejecting the appointment. Since he was the fifth
person to reject the office, the elections were halted for that day. The
next day, Ofen told the governors that the reason he had rejected the
post was that his brother was the community’s beadle, which would

% See e.g, the example from 1730: GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 65.

¥ Ibid., fol. 94 v, dating from 1737.

Y. Kaplan discovered the same phenomenon in the Sephardic community of
Amsterdam in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. He gives similar explana-
tions and even claims that the communal affiliation of the elite weakened, which led,
ultimately, to repeated refusals to serve in several community positions; Y. Kaplan,
‘Deviance and Excommunication in the Eighteenth Century’, in: idem, An Alternative

Fath to Modernity: The Sephardi Diaspora in Western Europe (Leiden 2000 [a]), p. 149.
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have meant that his family would have been responsible for all the
expenses of the community. So the parnassim offered a comprise: he
would instead be responsible for the expenses the following year, which
Ofen accepted.”

The Ashkenazi community of The Hague was invariably beset by
financial problems, as were most communities in Europe. In 1774, the
situation became especially severe when a committee of all the governors
discovered that the community’s funds had dropped to a dangerously
low level.*” This problem had to be solved by the new gabbai izedakah.
None of those elected agreed to take on the responsibility. The first
candidate for parnas also refused to accept his appointment. Eventually
the seventh (!) person agreed to fill the post of gabbai tzedakah; in fact the
election had to be repeated twice before Leib bar Nathan accepted the
vote.* This drama occurred despite a number of new takkanot that were
enacted by the governors and seven additional members in 1761. These
regulations raised the fine for rejecting an appointment drastically: 100
guilders for rejecting the office of parnas, and a similar amount for
rejecting the post after three years.** A 50 guilder fine was imposed for
refusing the post of gabbai tzedakah. For those who had held the post
before, the fine was 25 guilders. To ensure that a person would not be
elected by a single vote (if the rest of the eligible members rejected
an office) the takkanot stipulated that the election should be repeated.*
These regulations earned the community 350 guilders in 1774, the
year these elections were held. Paradoxically, the reason for the many
refusals—the appalling financial situation—resulted in a partial relief
of the community’s predicament.

Middelburg

The electoral procedure for the Middelburg community is described
in the fakkanot of 1725, although only in the last paragraphs of the

# Ihbid., fol. 254.

2 TIhid., fol. 227.

# Ibid., fol. 229 v; see the table in Appendix 1.

# This three year suspension after rejecting an appointment is found among Polish
Jewish communities; see Rechtman, op. cit., pp. 208-209, citing the example of the
takkanot of Chmemik, unfortunately again without a date.

® TIbid., fol. 175, 176. The same {akkanot, consisting of 18 paragraphs, include deci-
sions regarding the refusal of the role of hatan Torah or hatan Bereshit and fines for such
a refusal and questions relating to honours in synagogue and their prices.
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regulations.*® Presumably that subject was not of primary importance
at this time. The procedure was as follows: on the first evening of the
intermediate days of Sukkoth, the retiring parnassim wrote the names
of respected members on slips of paper and put these in a ballot box.
Three names were drawn. These were the kesherim (electors). The kes-
herim cast two votes each and the person with the most votes was the
new parnas. No new versions of the statutes are found in the pinkas, so
we know nothing about any subsequent proposals to change the proce-
dure. However, the election records in the pinkas indicate that the local
authority became increasingly involved in the process and eventually
took over the appointment procedure completely.

An undated revised Dutch version of the statutes provides some addi-
tional information about elections in Middelburg.*” Paragraph 39 notes
that the local authority was empowered to appoint new parnassim from
among the nominees made by the current governors, provided that all
former parnassim were present. The next paragraph states that a parnas
could be re-elected immediately after finishing his term, but in that
case the new parnas would govern before him as parnas ha-hodesh, thus
ensuring that a parnas would not serve for two consecutive months.

In practice, elections began in the usual way in Middelburg, but went
off in a unique direction in the mid-eighteenth century. Apparently the
community followed the procedure outlined in the takkanot of 1725
for the first decade. However, the election record of 1737 shows that
the first step, the selection of electors, was now no longer carried out
according to the regulations. The electors were chosen by the two
retiring parnassim, two members, whose names are not mentioned and
by a certain Hayyim Cohen, who had served repeatedly as elector in
previous years. Why he participated in this election remains unknown.
These five persons then chose a number of electors, who made their
appointments as required.*

It is characteristic of the Middelburg pinkas (and of pinkassim in gen-
eral) that almost no details about the discussions that took place within
the community are recorded. Middelburg’s municipal records reveal
little more about the time when suddenly three parnassim were elected

1 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, regulations, paragraphs 45—48.

7 Ibid., no. 6. The fact that these regulations refer to three governors, shows that
obviously they were composed after 1739 possibly even after 1758.

% Ibid., no. 1, p. 46.
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in the spring of 1739.* Instead of explaining this adjustment, which
remained in effect throughout the period, the 1739 election regulation is
even more brief than those preceding the change.” Apart from the extra
parnas, elections followed the usual pattern for the next 20 years.

In 1757, Gad bar Hayyim, a highly respected member of the com-
munity, who had been parnas several times previously, refused to accept
the vote and the post of parnas.”* He paid the comparatively low fine of
three rijksdaalders and was barred from being a candidate or a parnas
for the next three years. Unfortunately, the sources reveal nothing about
what happened in the following months and whether Gad’s rejection
was connected to these events. It seems that a general unrest engulfed
the community. The electoral procedure must have been involved
somehow since these were the community’s last recorded independent
elections until the end of the Dutch Republic. In the autumn of 1758,
Middelburg’s burgomasters appointed three governors without any
community elections taking place,” a procedure that continued until
the records in the pinkas end. The three governors were apparently
respected and experienced men of mature age, wisely chosen to restore
peace to the community. One of them was Gad bar Hayyim, who had
actually been barred from the office of parnas after his rejection of the
post the previous year.

Parallel sources are found for these events in the municipal archives.
They describe differences of opinion within the community that
forced the local authority to annul the elections of 1758 (which were
not recorded in the pinkas) and to appoint the three governors.” It is
hardly surprising that some members of the community were reluc-
tant to accept parnassim appointed by non-Jews. When, shortly after

¥ D. F. Blom, ‘Geschiedenis van Joden in Middelburg in de spiegel van de (kerk)
geschiedenis’, PhD thesis (Brussels 1987), examines the files of the town council in
Middelburg and does not refer to any problems or disputes around 1737-1739. The
pinkas does not explain why elections were held in spring instead of autumn. Usually,
clections were held in either Adar or Tishri when most members were at home for the
holidays. New elections were held again at Sukkoth, the following autumn.

0 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 49.

>t Ihid., p. 89.

%2 Ibid., p. 94. See the edited record in Appendix 2, no. 19. Possibly the mentioned
undated Dutch takkanot reflect the changed procedure.

% Blom, p. cit., pp. 92, 93. On page 93, Blom quotes the decision of the burgo-
masters, in which the three governors are mentioned by their Dutch names, which
differed from the Hebrew names: Jonas Nathan Cohen ( Joel bar Yehuda Josef Nathan
Hacohen), Jacob Hendriks (Gad bar Hayyim) and Levi David (Yehuda Leib ben David
of Dessau).
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their appointment, the new governors asked the former parnassim to
sign various documents and papers, the latter refused. Once again the
burgomasters intervened and ordered all the members to come to the
community’s assembly room.”* No record remains of this meeting: it is
unclear whether this is due to the general confusion or because it was
convened by the local authority.

Ten years later it was the local authority that appointed the gover-
nors of the Jewish community, as related in the pinkas. This is the last
record relating to the community’s elections and appointments in the
pinkas: [...] A" WA "y boiman ey nnats

This decline in the community’s administration was accompanied
by a change in the character of the pinkas after 1758, which became
little more than a cashbook. It seems that henceforth the governors
paid little attention to the administrative rules since the community
had ceased to be fully autonomous.

Leeuwarden

Leeuwarden’s detailed takkanot have not survived. We only know about a
Dutch collection of regulations submitted to the burgomasters in 1755.%°
According to these statutes, there were now seven governors instead of
the original three. Unfortunately, Beem, who refers to the statutes in his
history of the Jews of Leeuwarden, reveals little about the procedure
of the elections. There is some indication that no actual elections were
held until 1765, when the pinkas first reports these.”” Presumably one
of the aims of the new takannot was to institute regular elections. The
regulations were written in a sefer takkanot, which is mentioned several
times in the pinkas.”®

The second version of Leeuwarden’s regulations, mentioned in 1787,
was far more detailed than those of other Dutch communities, includ-

5 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 94. See the record in Appendix 2,
no. 21.

» Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 113. Interference by non-Jewish
authorities in the affairs of Jewish communities also occurred elsewhere in the eighteenth
century. In Niederwerrn, a small rural community in Franconia, even the takkanot were
enacted by the local rulers; see the community pinkas in the Central Archive for the
History of the Jewish People, D/Ni5/2.

% Beem, op. cit. (1974), mentions these short statutes of only 25 paragraphs, p. 30.

57 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 107. T was unable to

locate the text in the archival collection.
% Tbid., record nos. 141, 267.
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ing more than 113 paragraphs. Matters relating to the manhigim and
elections were dealt with in the section starting with paragraph 100.
Since the statutes are now lost, we do not know how the three candi-
dates for manhig were chosen. We only have a single record dealing with
elections of 1765 explaining the nominations for the next elections in
1768.%" Each election record begins with the three nominated persons
eligible for election. This suggests a kind of pre-election procedure, of
which we now know nothing. A late record written in 1795 indicates
that the procedure for nominating candidates was not traditionally open
to the public.” It seems candidates were not subject to restrictions by
the takkanot, since there are several cases in which candidates appear
in successive years (and still remained unelected).”!

In Leeuwarden, electoral practice differed from The Hague and
Middelburg. They started holding elections comparatively late in the
community’s history. It seems that originally the manhigim were the
sole electors of members of the community’s committee of governors.
When one manhig decided to leave Leeuwarden permanently in 1765,
the others proposed to elect a replacement. However, the candidate
was related to one of the manfugim. The record states that this had not
been unusual formerly, but now it raised considerable opposition within
the community. So seven members voted to elect two new manhigim, in
addition to the two incumbents. A year later, two other former manhigim
were required to replace the retiring functionaries.

Having four manhigim could be problematic, given the possibility of a
tied vote. In that case they were required to consult three other mem-
bers of the community selected by lot to join the mankigim to arrive at
a majority decision. The same long record that records the changes of
1765, also stipulates that after three years, each mankig had to nominate
one candidate and three electors had to choose two of the candidates.
The two with the most votes would be the new manhigim for two years.
The record also states that a serving mankig was not eligible for reelec-
tion, but had to wait one year before being reelected.®

% Ibid., record no. 106.

6 Tbid., record no. 336.

61 See the tables of governors in Appendix 1.

52 Tresoar, Jewish communities and institutions, no. 1, record no. 106. This record is one
of the longest in the whole manuscript. It was signed by Rabbi Nahman Segal, rabbi
of the community, the manhigim and three other persons. See the record in Appendix
2, no. 24.
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In the spring of 1767, the three governors abandoned the original
guidelines for the size and membership of the committee. Clearly they
were unable to maintain their quorum of four, since only three men
signed the records of 1767. The text states that henceforth one man-
hig would be elected each year. The appointment was to be for three
years and each manfg was responsible for one of the three branches
of the community’s finances: tzedakah ma’ot (poor fund), ma’ot be’arakhah
(community taxes) or bikkur holim (sick fund).”® This record provides an
insight into the financial affairs of the Leeuwarden community and
shows that the mankigim shared responsibility for complex financial
matters. That two manhigim were responsible for charities demonstrates
a greater differentiation of funds and the need for some sort of shared
supervision.

The late 1760s were years of administrative change in Leeuwarden.
During Pesach 1769, the manhigim decided to move the election date
from the first day of the previous Jewish month of Adar to the third
intermediate day of Pesach. This was because at the start of Adar
many of the community’s members had been away, whereas most
were at home for Pesach. The record™ confirms that there were three
manhigim, as had been stipulated two years earlier. In a change from
paragraph 114 of the takkanot, the record states that a candidate who
had refused a position could now be nominated again the following
year, instead of waiting for three years. Eventually a paragraph from
the old lakkanot was revived: a retiring governor could be re-nominated
immediately, without interruption. Interestingly, from 1767 to 1769
there were only two manfuigim in Leeuwarden: Yuspa Levi and Itzik
ben Menahem Mendel Kirchhan, both of whom signed this decision,
dated Pesach 1769.

Half a year later, the decision was revoked in an amendment and
the period of suspension for refusing an appointment was restored
along with the former election date. The record concludes that these
changes entirely nullify record no. 141.%° This amendment was signed

5 Ibid., record no. 127. See the edited record in Appendix 2, no. 25. See also
Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 31.

5% Tresoar, Jewish communities and nstitutions, no. 1, record, no. 141. This record is
a clear example for the use of references in Leeuwarden’s sefer zikhronot. Here, both
references to other records in the pinkas are included and even those to paragraphs
of the old and new takkanot. That shows the remarkable awareness of the governors
regarding administrative procedure.

% See the five lines of text at the end of the page, without a separate number.
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by the same two mankigim so that most of the proposed changes were
presumably rejected by the community. The text offers no further
explanation or detail.

During the elections of Adar 5530 (spring 1770), new detailed regu-
lations were enacted by the manhigim, for the first time consulting the
rabbi.® A short unambiguous record states that at a meeting of past
and present governors it was decided that the new manhigim would be
elected by seven electors chosen by lot by the rabbi. The electors would
vote for two new governors. Immediately after the election the governors
would draw lots to decide which of them would serve for two or three
years. Henceforth, in each month of Adar, one new manhig would be
elected, as detailed in the takkanot. Rabbi Katriel Yehuda Leib and the
two manhigim, Itzik ben Menahem Mendel Kirchhan and Yuspa Levi
signed the new regulation. The rabbi, who apparently wrote the text,
used phrases which suggest that there had been a debate about the
issue within the community, particularly towards the end where the
language hints at an attempt through this measure to bring a dispute
to an end.

Although no sources exist relating to the nature of the dispute
and the arguments of the protagonists, the sheer number of changes
suggests that the elections and leadership were themselves important
issues in those days. Interestingly, the rabbi used his position to act as
a mediator and it seems that his involvement in this issue established
his preeminence in Leeuwarden in the following years. At the time of
the decision, Rabbi Katriel had been in office for only a few months,
but the documents show that he soon acquired respect among the Jews
of Leeuwarden.®’

Elections were held a few days after the decision. Two manhigim
were clected, one for two years, the other for three years. Presumably
because of the exceptional case of a vote for two governors, this time
there were four candidates.®®

A year later, new elections were held according to the new rules.
However, the two elected candidates refused their appointment as manhig,
so that the governor who should have retired, was asked to continue

5 Tresoar, Jewish communities and institutions, no. 1, record no. 147. Despite the plan
to move the elections to the intermediate days of Pesach, they were once again held
in the preceding month of Adar.

57 See also Chapter 3.

58 Tresoar, Jewish communities and institutions, no. 1, record, no. 148.
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for a second term. In order to avoid similar occurrences in future, the
fine for rejecting a vote was raised sharply to 100 guilders.*

Apart from a number of similar refusals, the leadership question
remained stable for the next 25 years. In the final years of the Dutch
Republic the debate about the electoral procedure restarted, reflecting
the political upheavals of that year. A Dutch record in the sefer zikhronot
reports a roll-call vote in September 1795.”° The members of the com-
munity were asked to state their opinion concerning a proposed new
system of elections. According to the proposal, each member paying
a weekly tax of at least three stuivers would be eligible for election,
not just the candidates chosen by the parnassim. This proposal was far
more democratic and adheres to the revolutionary ideas that inundated
the Republic in the late 1790s. However, a large majority of members
rejected the new procedure and voted to retain the old system. This
is far from surprising, given the general reluctance among Jews in the
Republic to support the new ideas of the period.”! On the other hand,
it also indicates that most of the taxpaying Jews in Leeuwarden were
content to retain the traditional electoral system.

Oisterwyk

The rural community of Oisterwijk enacted their first regulations in
1765. Unfortunately the text was lost, so that we now only know that
it existed.”” Some paragraphs in the takkanot apparently dealt with the
annual electoral procedure, since in 1775 additional regulations were
enacted by the community, including the decision to augment the
leadership with five additional members.”” This indicates that by 1775
and maybe before, members were already directly electing the gabbaim
of Oisterwijk.

In 1770, Rabbi Yekutiel Stsskind Rofe of Oisterwijk recorded the
community’s minkagim. He included a few brief references to the elec-

% Tbid., record no. 151.

0 Ibid., record no. 336.

I Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), pp. 58-59. According to the authors, about 90
percent of Dutch Jews supported the House of Orange. This may reflect their attach-
ment to the ancien regime and its rules.

2 Ros 282 a, p. 10, is a list of signatures of ba’ale battim in Oisterwijk who acknowl-
edged the text of the takkanot of the same year.

7 Ibid., p. 43.



GOVERNING A JEWISH COMMUNITY 51

toral procedure without explaining this in detail.”* According to this
description, each year one gabbai was elected, while one of the former
governors could continue in office for a second year.

The only statutes to survive complete, dating from 1781, confirm
the contents of the earlier minkagim. Each year, at Chanukah, a new
gabbai was elected.” It seems that these takkanot were recorded follow-
ing disputes within the community, since the paragraph also mentions
the names of the new gabbaim, elected by majority vote in 1781. It is
unusual for statutes to include this kind of detail. Here again, it remains
unclear who could vote and what the voting procedure was; it is not
explained in any of the three surviving pinkassim.

Only a few details remain regarding the electoral practice and the
changes it underwent in Oisterwijk. The takkanot of 1781 suggest that
a change in the structure of the community leadership was proposed
with the creation of the office of parnas and shtadlan. This is the only
time a shiadlan 1s explicitly mentioned in any of the pinkassim examined
here. The post was to be created alongside the two gabbaim. In addi-
tion, the governors were to be given legal authority for internal cases.”
Remarkably, this decision is the first paragraph in the new regulations
of that year. In the end, it was never put into effect, since the man
designated to be parnas and shtadlan, Leib Rofe of Den Bosch, declined
the honour.”” In 1783, one of the pinkassim notes that lots were drawn
to establish which of two gabbaim would continue in office and which
would not.” This suggests that it was a normal procedure.

There was a general decline in the community of Oisterwijk towards
the end of the eighteenth century.”” This is reflected in the leadership
issue. In 1793, a new member of the community was welcomed, Leib
Klev. Unusually, he was admitted on condition that he would serve as
gabbai of the community for one year.™ This kind of development could
only happen in a period of decline, which forced the governors to take

™ Ros 283, fol. 18.

7 Ros 282 b, p. 2.

76 Tbid.

77 Ibid., the remark about the rejection of Leib Rofe is written in the margin of the
page. Bader, op. cit., p. 12, n. 1, does not mention the paragraph’s deletion following
the rejection of Leib Rofe.

8 Ros 282 a, p. 34.

" See Bader, op. cit., p. 10. This focus of Jewish life in the area declined, while Den
Bosch became increasingly important as an urban centre.

% Ros 282 a, p. 44.
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unusual steps to keep the community going, Clearly the community no
longer had enough members eligible for election.

The events recorded in these pinkassim indicate that elections caused
little debate in The Hague or Oisterwijk. No discussion of the subject
1s found in the former and the same rules were followed throughout
the period. Oisterwijk seems also to have avoided any long and fierce
debates about elections, although their procedure underwent some
changes.

Developments in Leeuwarden and Middelburg differed enormously.
In the former there was a clear tendency towards almost ‘democratic’
electoral procedures, whereas in the latter the opposite happened: auton-
omous elections were eventually dispensed with by the local authority
since no agreement could be reached within the community.

Thus there is no common and general tendency among the com-
munities examined here. Moreover, communities sometimes developed
in opposite directions. At least in this regard, therefore, there was less
uniformity among the Ashkenazi Jews in the Dutch Republic than
might have been expected.

Terms of Office

In general, the pinkassim reveal no common line among the communities,
indeed within the entire Ashkenazi world, regarding the term served by
a governor. This was presumably a decision taken by each community
individually and subject to change over time. However, terms of office
remained almost unchanged in each of the communities examined
here throughout the period under discussion.

In The Hague, the regulations of 1723 state that parnassim remained
in office for two years, whereas the ne’eman and the gabbai tzedakah were
elected for one year?' During the entire period covered by the pinkas,
there were no changes to the terms of office in The Hague. The parnas-
sim were elected alternately each year, so they never began at the same
time. Apparently, this prevented any major administrative disturbances,
the absence of which is noticeable in the pinkas.

A similar rotation existed in Leeuwarden, where the governors of
the community served for three years. Here too, the annual elections

8 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, statutes, art. 6.
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were held for a single parnas,*” providing for a similar alternation as in
The Hague. Only one deviation from that rule is mentioned in the sefer
zikhronot. 'This occurred when the new system of elections was introduced
in 1770, when one manhig was elected for only two years, and the other
for three years, in order to preserve the rotation system.*

In Middelburg terms of office were outlined in the takkanot of 1725.
The two articles concerning governors and elections state that incum-
bents served for one year. However, it was possible to serve a second
term immediately after the first.?* In reality, until 1758 not one governor
served for more than three successive years. In 1758, a new phenom-
enon occurred: governors appointed by the burgomasters remained in
office far longer. Jacob Alexander Siisskind ben Israel served as parnas
for thirteen years without interruption.”” The direct influence of the
local authority on Middelburg’s Jewish leadership does not seem to
have encouraged the trend towards ‘democracy’ found elsewhere, and
in many cases outside the Dutch Republic.

In Oisterwijk, according to the regulations of 1782, the gabbaim were
elected for two years.” Before these takkanot were enacted the situation
was apparently different, since there were only a few cases in which
they remained in office for more than one year.*” After 1782, the com-
munity adhered to the takkanot and the gabbaim remained in office for
at least two years.

In general, no major deviation from the regulations occurred regard-
ing the terms of office in the four communities, which was a reasonable
length of time in each case. As long as a community exercised autonomy
and was able to maintain its administration no cases emerged of rule
by single individuals. However, the pinkassim reveal the influence that
prominent families could exercise on their communities.

8 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 141 and 147. Record
no. 141 mentions a sefer takkanot, which is not preserved.
% Ibid., record no. 148.
8 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 7, paragraphs 45, 46.
See the table of parnassim in Middelburg in Appendix 1.
Ros 282b, p. 3, paragraph 2.
See the table of parnassim in Oisterwijk in Appendix 1.
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Families and Individuals in Community Leadership

A review of the individuals who served as parnas, gabbai or ne’eman reveals
that some served for more than one term. Indeed, the pinkas records
show that sometimes families were able to control the administration
of their community for many years. From an examination of the elec-
tion results over the entire period and, where records are interrupted,
the signatures of the annual records and accounts, it is possible to see
where power remained in the hands of certain individuals, and where
power was more equitably distributed.

The Hague

The Hague is the best source of data among all the communities.
Between 1723 and 1785 all the elections were recorded in the pinkas.
This forms the basis for the three tables listing the names of all those
who held office in this period.? The officials are listed according to
chronological appearance, except for members of the famous Boas
family.® It might be expected to find members of this influential family
in prominent positions throughout the period and indeed the evidence
confirms this. Members of the Boas family are therefore given at the
top of each table, providing a rather surprising result: every year,
throughout the entire period, at least one member of the family held
a post in the leadership of the community! Four generations of this
famous banking family participated in serving the community and if
not for the bankruptcy of their firm and the political upheavals of
the late eighteenth century, they might have continued even longer.
Apparently, only the restrictions of the takkanot concerning re-election
of officials prevented members of the Boas family retaining the office
of parnas for as long as they wished.

% See Appendix 1.

% The history of this leading family has yet to be researched completely. A number
of Dutch articles by Van Zuiden, written in the first half of the twentieth century,
are the main source: ‘De val van een Haagsch bankiershuis’, Die Haghe (1919/20), pp.
112-126; ‘Iets over Tobias Boas en zijn relaties met het stadhouderlijke hof”, Die Haghe
(1932), pp. 53-68; ‘Nog meer over Boas’, Die Haghe (1933), pp. 135-146; ‘Nog iets
over Boas’, Die Haghe (1935), pp. 61-64 [for details see bibliography]. More recently:
I. B. van Creveld, ‘De Haagse familie Boas tijdens het ancien régime’, Misjpoge 10
(1997 [a]), pp. 49-66.
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According to the regulations, however, it was possible to be appointed
to a different post at the end of a term of office. Thus a parnas, after
completing his two years, might continue immediately as ne’eman (who
had no voting rights) and could thereafter accept an appointment as
parnas.” The tables show this to have been one of the tactics of the Boas
family, especially Tobias Boas, who served as ne’eman for ten years. The
Hague pinkas contains many records and signatures by Tobias Boas.

Another tactic was to alternate between generations. The statutes
prevented close relatives serving simultaneously.”’ So father and son often
alternated in office, at least when there were sons eligible for election.
During the 1720s and *30s Hayyim Abraham Boas and his son Tobias
Boas frequently alternated in office and between 1751 and 1771 we
find the same phenomenon with Tobias Boas and his son Abraham.
Interestingly his second son Shimon, who played a major role in the
bank, never served as an official of the community.

In 1783, the community’s rules appear to have been enforced less
stringently. Thus Abraham Boas and his nephew Hayyim ben Shimon
Boas were able to serve simultaneously as ne’eman and gabbai tzedakah.**
On the other hand, they may have been elected at the same time
because these offices held less prestige and because of the family’s
reputation.

None of the records of the four communities examined here shows
as clearly how a single family could dominate the affairs of a Jewish
community. While certain conditions may have pertained within the
community to enable the Boas family to achieve this dominant position,
being probably the wealthiest Ashkenazi family in the Dutch Republic
clearly helped. Their deep involvement in the leadership of the com-
munity was certainly prestigious and enhanced the family’s reputation.
Other Hague families occupied similar positions, but in most cases
comparatively less information is available regarding these families.
For example, Meir ben Moshe Yitzhak Emden and Leib Emden were
probably related; they alternated in office in a similar way between
1725 and 1738.

Another interesting aspect is the way individuals rose to leadership
positions. The tables show that the normal route was first to be elected

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, takkanot, paragraph 15. See above, section: Terms of
Office.
9 Ibid., paragraph 5.
9 Tbid., fol. 255.
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as gabbar tzedakah or ne’eman, before eventually becoming a parnas. Almost
every career that shows up in the tables started with one of these two
posts. Equally interesting is the apparent unpopularity of the financial
appointments.” This post was often given to beginners, and the results
were sometimes disastrous. None of those who are recorded as parnas
ever returned to the position of gabbai tzedakah.”* Tobias Boas man-
aged to avoid ever having to serve in this post, but his son Abraham
started his career in the community as gabbai tzedakah in 1750.% There
are several indications that the Boas bank supervised the community’s
main financial affairs, so that the Boas family fulfilled the gabba: tzedakah’s
duties without having to hold the position.

This cursus honorum seems to be unique to The Hague and is not
found as clearly in any of the other communities discussed here. In fact
the leadership in Middelburg, Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk was based
around a different structure, generally including no other office besides
parnas. But the phenomenon was not unique to the Dutch Ashkenazi
world, as various Ukrainian pinkassim examined by Abraham Rechtman
show. Most of the manuscripts he reviewed contained a takkanah of 370
1377717, an order of rank, which stated that no one could be elected to
a senior position without first serving in some minor office.” Rechtman
also showed that the leadership always included various less influential
individuals, starting from less important posts and rising to the highest
position in the community.

The existence of this pattern in Eastern Europe reveals a high degree
of administrative sophistication. It is also remarkable to find the same
pattern in The Hague, suggesting that it was the first Ashkenazi Jews
to arrive there from Poland who apparently brought this custom to The
Hague. The order of rank remained valid throughout the eighteenth
century without being mentioned explicitly either in the regulations or
in the records of the community.

% Thus in some elections several individuals refused to accept this office, as described
above.

% There is one exception, when (Susskind) Wolf Beer Pos became gabbai tzedakah
in 1754, having served for two years as parnas six years earlier. GA Den Haag, NIG,
no. 1, fol. 153 v.

% Tbid., fol. 137.

% Rechtman, op. cit., p. 210. Unfortunately Rechtman omits the dates of certain
takkanot in pinkassim, making it impossible to state whether these regulations also applied
in the eighteenth century.
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The evidence of the community records also shows an awareness
among the electors about who was eligible for particular posts as a
consequence of their age and experience. Moreover, the fact that no
former parnas was ever chosen to serve as gabbai tzedakah (which was
theoretically possible if electors were allowed to vote freely) shows that
the ballots were not as secret and fair as the regulations suggest. On
the contrary, there appear to have been tacit agreements among the
electors—who included the governors—regarding who to nominate
as candidate and who to elect. Indeed, it seems that there were unof-
ficial pre-elections in which governors coordinated their interests and
desires to facilitate the required result. This pattern was not unusual
and as has been shown to have been common in Polish and Ukrainian
communities.”’

Some of the members of the Ashkenazi community of The Hague
were apparently considered sound secondary and tertiary level func-
tionaries since they were never elected to any of the leading posts. A
striking case is that of Leib Emden, who served as gabbai tzedakah five
times and three times as ne’eman between 1725 and 1738, but never
served as parnas. A later example is Hirsch ben Tobias Rees, who
served three times as gabbai tzedakah and once as ne’eman between 1762
and 1767.

The following table lists individuals who served for multiple terms
in The Hague. Tobias Boas leads with 30 years, followed by his son
Abraham with 26 years in total. No other member of the community
served for as many years as the two bankers; a fact that demon-
strates again the prominent role of the Boas family within the Hague
community.

This table is based solely on data obtained from the pinkas. We do
not know exactly who occupied these posts between 1700 and 1722
or between 1786 and 1795, so that some individuals, such as Hayyim
Abraham Boas, who was one of the most prominent persons in the
early years of the community, may have served rather longer.”

Leib Tiehl and Ephraim Tiehl, who were probably related, represent
another group of individuals who led the community for many years,
but a huge gap separates them from the Boas family, which once again

97 See also Nadav, op. cit., p. 118, no. 185: paragraph 7 explicitly mentions the order
of rank. These takkanot of Tykocin were enacted around 1700-1720.

% See Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), p. 33: The first prayers of the Ashkenazi minyan
were held at his house.
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Table 1: Terms of governors in The Hague, 17251786

Name Parnas  gabbai tzedakah ~— Ne’eman  total years
Tobias Boas 20 - 10 30
Abraham Boas 20 1 5 26
Leib Tiehl 12 - 4 16
Meir ben Moshe 8 3 2 13
Yitzhak Emden

Hirtz bar Abraham 6 3 3 12
Ephraim Tiehl 4 3 10
Salman ben Jacob 8 - 1 9
Shahut

Itzik Leiden Segal
Hayyim A. Boas
Leib Emden
Aberle Levi
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emphasises the uniqueness of Tobias Boas and his clan. A third group
1s represented by Meir ben Moshe Yitzhak Emden and Leib Emden,
who may also have belonged to the same family. The distribution of
their terms of office differs from the other two groups, because Meir
and Leib Emden served more often and exclusively as gabbai or ne’eman.
Little is known about the others mentioned in the table and almost noth-
ing about their affiliations. Presumably, however, all of them belonged
to the community’s upper echelons, because—and this is true of all
communities, not just The Hague—to be a governor of a community
required excellent connections and a sound financial base, particularly
given the responsibilities of leadership within a religious minority that
even in the Dutch Republic was not completely integrated into society
at large.

Mddelburg

A similar situation pertained in Middelburg. Here too a number of
influential members served as governors for long periods, yet the pattern
is less striking than in The Hague. There are several possible reasons
for this. Firstly, there was no single family in Middelburg as dominant
as the Boas clan. Secondly, for almost one third of the period appoint-
ments were made by the burgomasters and no elections were held. This
provides a warped representation of the situation and there is no way of
knowing how the community leadership might have developed without
the intervention of the local authority. Unlike The Hague, parnas was
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almost the only office. So there was no evident hierarchy or cursus honorum
as in The Hague. Yet like The Hague, some electors in Middelburg
are recorded in successive elections. Since there were no other offices,
the names of the electors are also included in the Middelburg tables”
revealing that a kind of ‘career’ was indeed possible in this community’s
leadership, beginning usually with the rank of elector.'”

This table shows that in the period in which the community held
independent elections, almost every parnas had been an elector before
being elected. But it also shows another striking fact: it was not con-
sidered a problem that a person might serve as an elector and became
parnas in the same election, implying that he had probably voted for
himself, a situation that might be regarded in a modern election as
problematic.

An analysis of the individual terms of office shows that Middelburg
also had some prominent governors, although this phenomenon was
not as striking as in The Hague.'"!

Table 2: Terms of governors in Middelburg, 1725—1786

Name Years as parnas Elector
Joel bar Yehuda Joseph Nathan Hacohen 14 4
Jacob Alexander Stsskind ben Israel 13% -
Gad bar Hayyim 10 5
Shimshon bar Meir Abraham 8 7
Meir Boas 8 9]
Tobias bar Moshe 8 2
Kalman ben David Hammerstein 7+1 as gabbar** 5
Aharon Hayyim ben Gad 6* -
Leiser Shliesser bar Jacob Segal 5% -
Isaac Levi 5 2
Juda bar Aharon Halevi 5 9

* Served after 1759, when the local authority ran the appointment procedure, so
was not mentioned before as an elector.
** In 1748 the office of gabbai was also included, see chapter 1, section: Parnassim and
their Functions.

9 See the tables for Middelburg in Appendix 1.

100 In Tykocin the office of elector was regarded as one of the first stages in the
career of a community official according to the NA3TAN 370; see Nadav, op. cit.,
p- 118, no. 185, paragraph 7.

1" The number of years, however, cannot be considered reliable. There are some
years about which we have no information concerning the governors.
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The intervention of the burgomasters makes the situation in Middel-
burg unusual, since the city did not encourage rotation among the
governors. The city’s main concern was to guarantee stability and to
prevent major problems arising in the community. It was only the direct
influence of the non-Jewish authorities that allowed the uninterrupted
reign of Jacob Alexander Susskind ben Israel for thirteen years. While
the situation would have been quite different without the local author-
ity’s intervention, it seems that this was the force preventing a total
breakdown of the community structure.

As in The Hague, leadership functions in Middelburg were also
divided between generations of the same family, although less obviously
so. Moreover, the recorded names do not show there to have been any
dominant families among the Jews of Midddelburg. The only unam-
biguous case is that of Gad bar Hayyim and his son Aharon Hayyim
ben Gad, who followed his father in 1765, several years after Gad had
retired as parnas. Some decades previously it seems that the father of
Jacob Alexander Siisskind ben Israel, Israel ben Alexander, had served
as an elector between 1738 and 1746, but never as parnas.

Leeuwarden

In the Ashkenazi community of Leeuwarden the only offices recorded
are those of manhig and parnas. The sefer zikhronot lists all the candidates
for each election and it is clear that only respected individuals could
be nominated for the position of parnas.'™

The Leeuwarden tables cover just part of the eighteenth century,
since elections only began in the 1760s. Therefore only the thirty years
reported in the pinkas can be considered. Here too some of the early
governors may have held office in previous years.

Nomination for office was not the equivalent of holding the post of
gabbai tzedakah or ne’eman in The Hague, or even to the brief position
of elector in Middelburg. So nomination offers no definite indication
about a candidate’s status within the leadership. It may however be
significant if a person was considered for a leading position on several
occasions. The tables illustrate that some individuals were elected on
their first candidacy. Others were ‘eternal candidates’, who were never
chosen to lead the community. Anshel Levi, for example, was a can-

12 See the tables for Leeuwarden in Appendix 1.
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didate six times without ever being elected. And Aharon ben Hayyim
Rofe stood seventeen times but only served once as parnas between
1781 and 1784."” He was elected again in 1790, but in the end he
declined the honour.'*

A review of the individuals who served as governor in Leeuwarden
reveals a situation not unlike Middelburg. Some served several terms
as governor, but there is no single outstanding family that dominated
the community like the Boas family in The Hague.

Table 3: Terms of governors in Leeuwarden, 1764—1795

Name Number of candidatures Years as manhig/ parnas
Elhanan Levi 5 14
Ephraim ben Joseph 8 10
Yuspa ben Heshel Levi 4 10
Itzik ben Menahem 4 8
Mendel

Eisik ben Jacob Minden 4 6
Nathan ben Shmuel 2 6
Nahum ben Koppel 2 6
Leib Polak 10 5
Salman Drogist 4 )
Aharon ben Hayyim 17 3
Rofe

The several attempts to improve the elections and leadership system
apparently helped prevent any one individual achieving a dominant
influence, since only three persons remained in office for ten years or
longer: Elhanan Levi, Ephraim ben Joseph and Juspa ben Heshel Levi.
There seem to be no family connections between the governors who
served longest and the tables of all governors reveal no unusual domi-
nation by any prominent family. This may of course be a result of the
absence of surnames and the brevity of the period recorded.

Orsterwyk

The period covered by the pinkassim of Oisterwijk is almost as short
as that of Leeuwarden. Given the brief information recorded in the

1 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 234.
104 Thid., record no. 292.
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manuscripts, no indication can be gleaned regarding the careers of
governors. None of the other offices depended on election and the only
year for which the names of electors are given is 1783/84.'%

The table'™ shows how small the rural community of Oisterwijk
was. Only eighteen individuals were involved in the leadership. Thus
the pool of candidates was considerably smaller than in other com-
munities. Naturally even individuals related to each other might serve
as governors in such a small community. David bar Akiva Oisterwijk
and his son Akiva bar David were both gabbaim of the community and
other governors may also have been related, although the names do
not show this. Unlike those of other communities, the written records
of Oisterwijk’s community are incomplete, since the elections were not
always recorded. Other records, such as accounts were also occasionally
omitted in the three pinkassim, so that there are several years, in which
we know nothing about the governors of this community. Apart from
the early years prior to 1765, when no pinkas was kept, information is
lacking between 1777 and 1779, between 1780 and 1783 and between
1790 and 1793. Including these years in the analysis, might offer a
slightly different picture.'”

Table 4: Terms of governors in Otsterwyk, 1765—1794

Name Years as gabbar

Mordekhai bar Simha
Jacob Meir bar Aharon
Nathan bar Abraham
David bar Akiva Oisterwijk
Gabriel ben Meir

Akiva bar David

QR OOy o

As the various pinkassim show, there were governors in each community
who served for several terms. Presumably most came from the upper
echelons of their communities. Only the Hague community was domi-
nated by one family for almost the entire eighteenth century. While
the other communities included individuals who served for more than

1% Ros 282b, p. 20.
1% See the tables in the Appendix 1.
17 See also Bader’s analysis of Oisterwijk’s governors in op. cit., p. 8.
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ten years as parnas, none followed the pattern of The Hague in this
regard. It is surprising to find this phenomenon in the largest community
examined here. While this situation developed because of the powerful
position of the Boas family, it shows also that there is no connection
between a community’s size, the level of quasi-democratic behaviour
and the direct influence of individuals or families on the leadership.
The statistics relating to Middelburg, Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk reveal
no great difference in the terms individuals served in office.

The Authority of the Leadership and Its Acknowledgement

Whether pinkassim are the best sources to investigate the kind of author-
ity governors exercised in their communities in practice would at first
sight seem questionable, since the records were authored by the gover-
nors themselves. They would hardly be expected to expound on their
own limitations. Yet pinkassim provide valuable information on this ques-
tion. The acknowledgement of authority can be charted by measuring
the frequency of disciplinary measures and compliance. Cases, which
were not recorded through to their conclusion may have been dropped
because the parnassim came off badly. Revisions of statutes may also
indicate which issues were being discussed and what policies needed
changing. Another significant item is the influence of governors on
prayer, liturgy and the synagogue, and whether these questions remain
in the hands of the rabbis, or were influenced by the parnassim.

The Hague

The voluminous Hague pinkas includes many records relating to these
questions. Those that are relevant to this part of the investigation are
the records that reflect the legal or executive authority of the parnassim.
The records themselves are not the only interesting aspect; the reactions
to the decisions within the community are also significant, where these
are recorded. The degree of adherence attested by the sources gives an
indication of the willingness of members to obey their governors. To
assess the number of authoritative decisions taken in The Hague, all
the records have been counted and arranged into four categories: eight
cases of individual disciplinary measures, nine of decisions concern-
ing the synagogue, prayer and liturgy, three of revised or additional
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regulations and another two records relating to the public behaviour
of Jews in The Hague. The principal examples indicate the executive
power of the governors.

The first relevant record deals with disciplinary measures taken
against Mendele Cohen, who had apparently behaved impudently
towards the community, the parnassim and perhaps also towards the
local authority. A record dated 11 Elul 5484,' states that because of
his impudence Mendele was required to ask for forgiveness in public
before the start of the synagogue service, although his offence should
have earned him a hefty fine. The governors waived the fine in order
to preserve peace in the community.'™ The record does not state what
it was that Mendele Cohen did. A similar lack of detail about offences
is found in other manuscripts. A complete account was recorded by the
parnassim in a separate document (as attested in the record) and was
kept in a box, which was probably used to store recent administrative
papers.''” This document has not survived, so we know only the basic
outline of the case.

Since Mendele was also sentenced to pay the community’s expenses
owed to the local authority resulting from ‘his lies’, presumably he had
discussed matters in public which had offended the governors, if not
the entire Jewish community. Nothing is known about Mendele Cohen’s
status, but as has been noted elsewhere regarding other Jewish com-
munities in this period, the ‘leadership tended to choose its deviants
from among the unfortunate members of the population and those
living in misery.’'"" Presumably, therefore, Mendele did not belong to
one of the wealthy Jewish families of the community.

The case apparently refers to an affair described by the early historian
of The Hague’s Ashkenazi community, D. S. van Zuiden, who clearly
used different sources, since he was able to provide more detail (without
mentioning the name of the perpetrator). A member of the commu-
nity—apparently Mendele Cohen—had referred to one of the parnassim
as an am horelz, an ignoramus. The parnas went to a non-Jewish notary

1% Te., 30 August 1724.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 24.

110" A similar phenomenon is found among the Sephardi Jews of Amsterdam;
Y. Kaplan, “The Threat of Eros in Eighteenth-Century Sephardi Amsterdam’, in:
idem, An Alternative Path to Modernity: The Sephardi Diaspora in Western Europe (Leiden
2000 [b]), p. 284.

""" Kaplan, op. cit. (2000 [a]), p. 152. This statement is certainly not only true of
Amsterdam’s Sephardi community.
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to draw up a record of the incident. The notary charged over seven
guilders, which was apparently the sum mentioned in the pinkas.'”

Another record notes the public apology Mendele was to make in
synagogue.'” Mendele was at first unwilling to accept the sentence and
refused to apologise for several months. The governors then apparently
threatened to increase the punishment, so he eventually agreed to say
sorry during Pesach 1725. The same record reporting Mendele’s apology
also lists the total costs the governors had to pay for various notarial
declarations. Whatever Mendele had done this shows that, despite the
delay, the governors were able to pursue their case against an opponent
and did so. Naturally they reported their triumph in the pinkas.

During the autumn of 1736, the governors discussed another offence.
A woman, Merle, daughter of Yitzhak Jacob, had been struck on the
backside by two brothers, Sussman ben Shalom Nerden and Yehuda ben
Shalom, while leaving synagogue.''* The record does not say whether
Merle complained about the incident herself. But since three members
of the leadership were related to the victim, presumably the governors
had a strong motive to demonstrate their authority in this particular
case. The parnas ha-hodesh, the gabbai tzedakah and also the ne’eman (then
Tobias Boas) were therefore not allowed to hear that case. Instead, two
former parnassim were asked to join the panel.

Merle was called to the hearing to explain what had happened.
She did so and the text in the pinkas states that a declaration had been
presented to the governors, which was produced by a notary shortly
before the hearing. Unfortunately we do not know whether this was
about the assault, or whether there was another case between her and
the brothers, which may have explained the assault. After hearing the
victim, the brothers were summoned three times to apologise. This is
remarkable, since the record suggests that they were not given a chance
to defend themselves. One possible reason is that this was not about
violence against a woman, but a halakhic matter about women’s mod-
esty. After all, no one but her husband was allowed to touch her. Indeed
the record specifically mentions that the Merle was niddah at the time,
making the offence even more heinous. Maybe it is no coincidence that
Aberle Levi, one of the former parnassim, was asked to join the court,

2 See Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), p. 24.
5 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 32.
14 Thid., fol. 92. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 4.
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since in all the pinkas records he is referred to as 7", indicating that
he was a rabbi. His involvement lent added authority to their decision.
At that time the community did not have a serving rabbi, who would
otherwise presumably been consulted in this case.'”

Sussman and Yehuda did not obey the three calls to appear in
court. This was punishable by a ban on their attending synagogue.''®
Apparently, the two brothers seemed quite sure of themselves, since they
let it be known that this was fine by them. In the end the governors
decided to threaten them with a fakhraza (proclamation of a limited
ban) in case they tried to attend synagogue anyway.

No further mention of the affair is found in the pinkas. Perhaps
Susmann and Yehuda left the community and stopped attending syna-
gogue.'” Maybe they switched to the Sephardi synagogue, although we
have no evidence of this.!'® Another possible way out may have involved
an unofficial settlement between the brothers, Merle and the governors
which was never recorded in the pinkas. Given the delicate nature of the
event this would have been the most convenient solution for all parties,
especially for the influential families who were probably not interested
in having unpleasant gossip entered into the official records.

In the field of liturgy, prayer and synagogue there are some interest-
ing examples of interventions by the governors in developments that
conflicted with their desires. Apparently, in 1745 services were being
held by members of the community at different locations, not just in
synagogue. The record complains of the custom of carrying Torah
scrolls to different places, in order to hold these services.""” These occa-
sions included prayers at the homes of mourners and on Tisha b’Aw.
The governors prohibited the private removal of the scrolls from the
synagogue for these services; only the hevra kadisha was authorised to
do so. Interestingly, the governors were not concerned about separate
services as such (which was a reason for many disputes, especially in the

115 See below, Chapter 3.

% As in the case of Tzadok bar Tzvi in Leeuwarden, who left the community in
1758 for more trivial reasons; see below in this section.

"7 This was not often the case, although it is indicated in Lecuwarden in 1756,
see below in this section. In 1764, a certain Aharon Pach threatened to leave the
community of The Hague, but decided eventually to stay; see GA Den Haag, NIG,
no. 1, fol. 187.

18 There are indications that the opposite happened, that Sephardi Jews who were
in conflict with their community came to the Ashkenazi synagogue, see ibid., fol. 38,
dating from 1726; see the record in Appendix 2, no. 1.

19 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 122.
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nineteenth century) but more the safety of the costly scrolls. Claiming
the exclusive right to remove scrolls for the hevra kadisha represents an
assertion of its status and position.

The next example also seems to deal with halakhah, in fact the issue
is far more complex than appears from the pinkas."” The first record
explains that Rabbi Saul Halevi, warned the community in his Shabbat
Hagadol sermon in 1772, not to walk in the Bosch park on Shabbat
and more crucially, the parade ground of the city garrison there. The
Bosch was some distance from the Jewish quarter and outside the eruv,
the boundary within which Jews might carry on Shabbat. The rabbi
mentioned the danger that someone might go to the Bosch without
noticing they were still wearing a pocket watch—which it would be
forbidden to carry on Shabbat and festivals in public areas.

As always there were members of the community who were less
observant, and had less respect for the rabbi’s authority (and the gov-
ernors) than they should have had. On the first day after Pesach the
parnassim assembled in the rabbi’s house to question a young man,
Michel ben Benjamin Haas, who had been seen the previous Shabbat
at the Bosch, wearing a watch. When they asked him why he had des-
ecrated Shabbat and whether he had forgotten the rabbi’s sermon, he
said he had not done so on purpose. He did not know that carrying a
watch was a desecration. Michel was excused for his ignorance of the
rabbi’s ruling, since he had not been in synagogue on Shabbat Hagado!.
This sounds a little unconvincing since, while the Jewish community
in The Hague was not small, someone had clearly seen (or claimed
to see) Michel wearing his watch at the Bosch, and the topic of the
rabbi’s keynote sermon on Shabbat Hagadol would presumably have been
a matter of discussion among the whole community:.

Officially, the governors accepted his statement, observing that the
desecration was a serious matter for which he might be excluded from
services in synagogue. However, since he apologised and had not known
about the rabbi’s ruling, and since it was his first offence the governors
let Michel off with a warning. The entire episode may have been played
out simply to warn the young man’s father, who had quarrelled with
the governors some days previously. Benjamin Haas had been accused
of abusing the cantor and ne’eman who had come to his house to escort

120 Ibid., fol. 219. The first two records on the page focus on this issue. See also the

records in Appendix 2, nos. 10—11.
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him to the governors. The original quarrel is not mentioned in the
record of his hearing.'?!

In order to prevent a repetition of the Michel ben Benjamin Haas
case, the governors drew up an announcement to be read in public in
synagogue. This prohibited walking to the Bosch on Shabbat and going
to see the soldiers on the parade ground. The public announcement
makes no mention of carrying outside the eruv, emphasising instead the
attraction of the marching soldiers. This was presumably the problem
at the core of the whole issue of Shabbat desecration. As many other
cases show, the various activities and pastimes available in the late
baroque period attracted Jews as well as non-Jews.'* Watching soldiers
drill on the parade ground was obviously entertainment for some on
Shabbat, especially those who were less than enthusiastic about wor-
ship and learning. Clearly Michel ben Benjamin Haas’s absence from
synagogue on Shabbat Hagadol is relevant in this context.

A week after these events Michal was seen returning from the Bosch
by three heads of families who reported this to the governors.'” They
could not let their authority be flouted like this and ordered him to
appear before them. This time his mother (!) appeared and declared
that he had indeed been to the Bosch, but had not worn his watch.
Moreover she demanded that he should not be judged in his absence.
In this case too, no further or final record appears in the pinkas to tell
us how the matter ended. Had the governors successfully imposed their
will there would probably have been some record of their victory in
the pinkas to mark the triumph of tradition over Leitgeist. Presumably
the parties agreed to compromise, or the governors tacitly accepted
Michel ben Benjamin Haas’s rebellious behaviour, and maybe that of
several other young people.'?*

The affair seems to reflect the urban context in which the Jews lived:
here they were exposed to the typical lifestyle of the eighteenth century
and tried to emulate it."” Rural communities did not have the same

2l GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 219.

122 See A. Shochat, Der Ursprung der jiidischen Aufklirung in Deutschland (Frankfurt am
Main 2000), pp. 68-79, who supplies many examples of rabbis in Germany who
attacked Jews taking part in public amusements such as theatre and opera, card games
and hunting (!).

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 219.

12 There was a similar case in the Sephardi community of Amsterdam, where the
Mahamad tried to stop individuals walking on Shabbat to Dam Square, or going to the
stock exchange; see Kaplan, op. cit. (2000 [a]), p. 148.

1% See chapter 3: Officials of a Jewish Community, describing visits of the Hague
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intense contact or the temptations of urban life, and were more open to
scrutiny. Urban centres are the source of cultural change in every human
society and Jewish communities are no different in this regard.

The Michel ben Benjamin Haas affair, his Shabbat leisure activities
and the emphasis on the halakhic aspect in the attempt to stop members
of the community indulging in secular pursuits, covers a wider area
than ritual law and liturgy. However, the halakhic implications place
it officially in this group, and increased the seriousness of the offence.
Other examples of measures of the governors in this category concern
honours in synagogue,'® the behaviour of women during services'”” and
the rules concerning the reciting of kaddish.'*

The following example also reflects the attempt by the governors
to maintain the moral probity of the community. The new additional
takkanot enacted in 1777 deal with several aspects of community life
in The Hague, but the most pressing issue was that of promiscuity
among young women. This problem is first recorded in the pinkas in
1773, when two sisters, Sarah and Haye Goch were both found to have
behaved improperly.'* The governors were concerned for the reputa-
tion of the community, presumably not just in the wider Jewish world
but also in The Hague in general, and were therefore determined to
stop the spread of promiscuity in the community. The younger of the
sisters, Haye, was pregnant, and when her condition became obvious
the scandal broke. The governors discussed the matter without leaving a
record of their findings in the pinkas, but the notice in the synagogue of
their punishment was copied into the pinkas and this text is our source
for the whole episode.

The punishment for the two sisters was severe, but not unusual: they
were expelled from the community and deprived of any further sup-
port. In addition, all members were cautioned not to have any contact
with them or to invite them to any festivities. This left the sisters with
few options. They might convert to Christianity, but their reputation
as loose women would have spread among the non-Jews too, so that

cantor and Torah reader to the opera, and the disapproval of these visits among the
governors. See also S. Litt, ‘Haag Jewish Community Minute Book (1723-1798), GA
Den Haag, NIG, nos. 1-3’, http://www.earlymodern.org/workshops/summer2005/
presenters/litt/01/intro.php, accessed 20 February 2006. See this record edited in
Appendix 2, no. 13.

126 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 60 v-61 (1729).

127 Ibid., fol. 57 (1729).

1% Ihid., fol. 66-69 (1734).

129 Thid., fol. 223 v. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 12.
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their chance of a quiet life according to the mores of the time would
have been small in The Hague. Whether Jewish communities employed
the same social tools for dealing with this kind of circumstance as in
non-Jewish society (e.g., marriage with an elder and respected man) is
doubtful. However, little research has been done into this subject as
yet. Alternatively, they may have joined the large group of beggars and
goliards, who did not require a good reputation.'”

The long public notice was intended to make an example of the sisters
to the whole community, to prevent any similar occurrences. This was
an age of lax morals, so there were probably other cases which did not
become public or escaped punishment for some reason. However, this
affair shows that the governors were determined to demonstrate their
authority in a matter which they saw as damaging the community’s
reputation and a breach of the moral conventions of the time. Since
we know nothing else about the Goch family, they were probably not
influential in the community. That the sisters lost their membership
shows that they had been members and not just Jewish townspeople
without a formal community affiliation. Presumably, if this had hap-
pened within a highly respected family, the affair would have ended
rather differently. It would probably not have been mentioned at all in
the official sources.""

Despite the best efforts of the community’s governors similar cases
continued to occur in the following years. In 1777, the governors and
seven other prominent members decided to enact additional takkanot,'*
consisting mainly of regulations concerning contact with women who,
the governors maintained, behaved promiscuously and were regarded
as prostitutes.”® It is noticeable that none of the sources mention the

130 This group is still largely unknown, having left few traces in the sources, out of
all proportion to the numerous Jewish beggars and criminals. Concerning criminals
and gangs in the Dutch Republic see the remarkable work of I. Egmont, Underworlds:
Organized Crime in the Netherlands 1650—1800 (Cambridge 1993), pp. 106-126, and
J. C. E. Belinfante, “The Ideal of Jewish Tradition Versus the Reality of the Jewish
Poor: The Dilemma of the Ashkenazi Jewish Nation’, Studia Rosenthaliana 30 (1996),
pp- 216-217. On Germany see Y. Guggenheim, ‘Von den Schalantjuden zu den
Betteljuden’, in: S. Jersch-Wenzel (ed.), Juden und Armut in Mittel- und Osteuropa (Cologne
2000), pp. 55-69.

131" See the measures taken by the Sephardi community in Amsterdam at this time
described by Kaplan, op. ¢it. (2000 [b]), p. 297-299.

132 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 240-240v.

1% Sexually active unmarried women were regarded as prostitutes at the time,
see R. Berger, Sexualitit, Ehe und Familienleben in der jidischen Moralliteratur (900—1900)
(Wiesbaden 2003), p. 85.
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men involved in these cases, and there is no indication whether Jews or
non-Jews were involved, or both. Nevertheless, there is a clear contrast
with the situation in the Sephardi community of Amsterdam in the
seventeenth century where only the men were excommunicated and the
women were never mentioned."** The records also give little information
about the nature of the relationships. Were they love-affairs between
young men and women, or was it genuine prostitution, as the sources
imply? The governors were not attempting to relate the women’s con-
duct in objective detail; it was enough that they had infringed Jewish
law and the established moral conventions.

The Hague was not the only community to struggle with this issue.
A similar moral decline occurred in the triple community of Altona,
Hamburg and Wandsbek in the eighteenth century, in Frankfurt in the
late seventeenth century and in Firth in the eighteenth century. The
governors of these communities took the same steps to combat this
phenomenon as the parnassim of The Hague.'™ Several large urban
communities therefore faced similar problems regarding traditional
moral values.

Apparently, many of these affairs resulted in unplanned pregnancies—
assuming the secretary was not exaggerating—thus underscoring the
need for the new regulations. It seems that the governors realised the
impossibility of completely eradicating the lax morality of the mainly
young offenders. So they tried to change some of the community
rules to be able to threaten major difficulties in the future for those
who refused to adhere to their norms. Unusually, the first paragraph
states that whenever a son of a member or a Jewish resident or even
a stranger became engaged to a woman who was already pregnant
from him or from anyone else,*® he would not receive the usual public
honours accorded to a bridegroom. He would not be called up to the
Torah on the Shabbat before his fuppa; the couple were not allowed to
have the huppa in the synagogue courtyard or to hold the celebration in
the community’s hall. However, the groom was allowed to be called up

1% See Kaplan, op. cit. (2000 [b]), pp. 286-287.

1% Shochat, op. cit., pp. 295-299. Shochat presents many examples of promiscuity
and reactions of community governors, apparently chiefly from Germany.

% The restrictions also applied when the bride had already had children out of
wedlock.
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to the Torah on the Shabbat following the wedding, although without
mentioning the marriage.

The second paragraph states that the rabbi was not allowed to marry
the couple. Instead he had to authorise someone else to officiate. This
would have reduced the prestige of the wedding considerably.

The third measure was to double all the costs for the necessary docu-
ments produced by the rabbi and the ne’eman. This was not the only
financial burden imposed on couples in this draconian moral code.

According to the fourth paragraph of the new takkanot, illegitimate
children were not automatically accepted as members of the com-
munity, even if the parents were full members. Parents had to ask for
permission from the governors and had to pay at least 200 guilders
for their child to acquire the rights of membership of the Jewish com-
munity. In addition to the financial burden, this measure was designed
to humble young Jews by forcing them to ask the governors for the
favour of acknowledging their child.

The governors also foresaw the possibility of a full member, whether
a widower or single, might marry a woman who was pregnant by him
or someone else. This would automatically cost him his membership
according to the fifth paragraph. The only way to prevent this was to ask
for permission from the governors and to pay a fine of 200 guilders.

The sixth paragraph excluded those who married a pregnant women
and their (illegitimate) oflspring from public office in the community.
This included the prestigious honours on Simchat Torah of hatan Torah
and hatan Bereshit.

The seventh and eighth paragraphs concern the status and burial
rights of Cohens and Levites who married a pregnant woman and
were not members of the community:.

These measures were formulated by the governors in order to coun-
ter the spread of promiscuity in the community. Five years later the
new laws were consulted with regard to Nathan ben Yeheskel Cohen,
apparently an illegitimate child of a community member. According to
paragraph four, an illegitimate child of a member of the community
would not automatically become a member, only upon payment of
200 guilders. The governors required Nathan to pay the sum when he
applied for membership.'*” Apart from this case, the pinkas contains no
further references to this issue.

157 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 255.
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One final example is a public notice from 1730 about appropriate
behaviour on Shabbat and festivals in public.'®™ Apparently there were
several cases of Jews brawling on the street on Shabbat and festi-
vals." This was against Dutch law as well as halakhah. The governors
were forced to act. From the notice it is also clear that the governors were
equally opposed to altercations during the week. Clearly too they were
concerned about the possibility that fighting might lead to gossip about
Jews among the non-Jews. Moreover it seems that Jews were quite
entitled to own and wear weapons in the Dutch Republic. The first
takkanot of 1701 also referred to fighting in the synagogue,'* which
again suggests that Jews wore swords just as non-Jews'*' and some-
times used them. That could have led to dangerous situations in case
of their use.

A case not included in the pinkas shows that the revolutionary
upheavals of 1795 also affected relations between the community
and their governors. In that year, a group of 41 heads of households
denounced the leadership to the local authority for the alleged misuse
of community funds.'* This clearly shows that the authority of the
governors did not remain unquestioned and demonstrates that there
must have been considerable opposition against the leadership of the
community. Absence of information on the pinkas after 1785 prevents
us from reconstructing the leadership in his period.

These examples illustrate that the leadership in The Hague tried to
maintain control over public affairs of the community by compelling
Jews to adhere to halakhah. Or alternatively, these rules were used to
justify disciplinary measures. Any behaviour the governors considered
inappropriate was deemed contrary to halakhah (no matter, if it was or
not), enabling them to present themselves as the defenders of Jewish
law and tradition which in a number of cases indeed may have been
their intention.

1% Ihid., fol. 61v.

1% The word ]"02P8 corresponds with the Dutch word vechten, which means to fight,
not necessarily with weapons. That was probably the case here. My thanks to Marion
Aptroot for drawing attention to this point.

110 Ihid., fol. 1, paragraph 1.

"1 Compare the situation in Germany in the Early Modern period as described
in S. Litt Juden und Waffen im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert—Anmerkungen zu einem
Alltagsphdanomen’, Aschkenas 13/1 (2003 [b]), pp. 83-92, passim.

142 1. B. van Creveld, Kille-Zorg: Drie eeuwen sociale geschiedenis van joods Den Haag (The
Hague 1997 [b]), pp. 53-54.
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Remarkably, the community’s reputation among non-Jews was not
the main concern of its governors. Offences against Dutch law by single
Jews did not cause problems for the community as a whole. This is why
the governors resorted to fhalakhah: they could not raise the spectre of
a threat to the entire community if individuals misbehaved.

There is no indication in the pinkas that the rabbis of The Hague
initiated the measures taken by the governors against those who dis-
turbed the decorum of the community. In some cases, the rabbis were
consulted, probably to provide an appropriate way to give their measures
authority. However, most of the decisions regarding the synagogue,
liturgy and prayer were made in periods when a rabbi was functioning
in the community."*

It is also striking that after 1750 no additional measures were taken
concerning halakhic issues, whereas all additional regulations were
enacted after 1750. Individual disciplinary measures, however, were
taken equally during the entire period.

Middelburg

It was quite a different story in Middelburg. The poor presentation of
events in this community’s pinkas 1s evident here too. Just three cases
are recorded of interventions by the governors throughout the entire
period. If these were the only cases, it again confirms the weakness of
Zealand’s only community.

All the cases refer to the behaviour of individuals in synagogue, which
provoked the anger of the governors. The first was that of Miriam, a
widow who used bad language and cursed during the morning service
on Shabbat Hagadol in 1725. The first record connected to the case
states that she had infringed paragraphs 41 and 42 of the fakkanot so
the parnas of the month fined her one rijksdaalder.'** These two para-
graphs'® gave the governors authority to punish those who disturbed
the synagogue service or quarrelled in or near the synagogue. The fine
was not sufficient to silence Miriam.

Some months later (19 Tammuz) she once again began to quarrel
loudly during the afternoon service on Shabbat. The parnas of the

115 See also Chapter 3.

1 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 15. See the record in Appendix 2,
no. 14.

145 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 6.
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month imposed a second fine of one rijksdaalder, but this time Miriam
answered that even a twenty rijksdaalder fine would not silence her.
This excited the assembled crowd, so in the end the parnas imposed a
hakhraza (proclamation of a limited ban) on the widow.'* This was an
unusual step in any of our four communities, suggesting that the quar-
rel was linked in some way to the governors themselves. Unfortunately
the records do not tell why Miriam did what she did, as so often in
this kind of source.'” Despite the lack of information concerning the
dispute, the governors were obviously eager to maintain a tight control
on the situation by repeatedly punishing the widow.

What happened in the following months is a mystery. Remarkably,
Miriam remained banned for over eighteen months. Clearly there were
several people who helped her in this period, since the rules even for the
hakhraza were usually strict. It was almost impossible to live a normal
Jewish life. However, the specific terms of the hakhraza in Middelburg
remain unclear, since no explanation is given in the documents.'*®
Middelburg’s takkanot merely state that an individual who had been
given a limited ban had to pay a fine of two stuivers a night.'* The
affair would have been a costly business for the widow if the governors
had insisted on the fine. Her family obviously still supported her, which
means that not all members of the community adhered to the prohibi-
tion on contact with Miriam. In the end, Shimshon, her son-in-law,
paid the two rijksdaalders to lift the ban."

The pinkas does not explain the circumstances of Miriam’s punish-
ment, so we do not know whether the governors consulted the local
authority, as the takkanot stipulate.””" Presumably, since the regulations
had been enacted only some years before, they discussed the matter
with the burgomasters.

A second case involved a public notice read in synagogue in 1730 or
1731.2 The governors felt action had to be taken to stop Jews talking
during the synagogue services, a familiar problem in every community.

16 Ibid., p. 15. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 15.

7 See the examples from The Hague, above.

8 The contemporaneous lakkanot from Friedberg in Hesse (Germany) state that a
banned person was not allowed to buy kosher meat, was forbidden to be invited to
festivities or to receive honours in synagogue; see Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]), p. 174.

119 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 6, paragraph 43.

0 Thid., p. 15. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 16.

11 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 15, paragraph 44.

192 The date is not mentioned in the record; ibid., p. 29.
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The governors called it a fullul hashem, a desecration; again (as in The
Hague), they dealt with it as a religious question, which was the extent
of their power and enabled them to punish offenders. Punishments for
further infringements were to be fixed by regulations issued (or maybe
more correctly confirmed) by the local authority. Mention of the bur-
gomasters gave added power to the announcement.

The last record of a fine was against Mordekhai ben Moshe Cohen
Polak, who abused the parnas in synagogue in 1746. He was fined 39
shillings."® The record merely states the fine and the general background
but offers no further details."*

No other records exist demonstrating the governors’ authority in
Middelburg. There seems little doubt that this is connected to the gen-
eral decline of the community’s activities during the eighteenth century.
Yet the fact that all these cases relate to synagogue services shows that
the leadership’s chief concern was to watch over religious practice.

Leeuwarden

Compared to Middelburg, the records of Leeuwarden’s community
reflect a far more active leadership. During the late 1740s and the
early ’50s, the community was torn by disputes. Here the issue was the
new rabbi, who received smikhah in Germany not Holland." Again,
the local authority became involved in the conflict, nevertheless the
Jews managed to maintain a certain autonomy. What emerged was a
uniquely vibrant, well-organised community. Leeuwarden’s accurate and
detailed sefer zikhronot attests to the sophistication of the community’s
organisation. An unnumbered record on one of the first pages of the
pinkas contains an appeal made in 1754 by a committee of ten Jews
who had drawn up a compromise solution for the Leeuwarden com-
munity. It called for peace and concord, demonstrating the desire to
restore order and organisation to the community."®

As a result, the governors of Leeuwarden’s community, who remained
in office for another ten years after 1754,"” developed a remarkable

195 Why the fine was given in shillings rather than the usual Dutch currency is
unclear.

1% Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 57.

1% See Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 27-29.

1% See the unnumbered text on a separate sheet, glued to page 2 of the pinkas.

157 See above, section: Election Procedures.
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penchant for defining the basic rules of correct religious behaviour.
Most of these were made between 1754 and 1764. Apparently, at the
start of this new era in Leeuwarden’s Jewish history, new lakkanot were
drawn up'® to which comprehensive regulations were later added,
none of which have survived. The sefer zikhronot does not mention this.
Given the distinct formal structure of the Leeuwarden regulations, no
indications are found of amendments or changes to the takkanot, as for
the regulations of the other communities examined here.

However, the governors of Leeuwarden’s community were particularly
concerned with issues relating to kashrut, the synagogue and the ritual
customs. Proper adherence to halakhah was one of the main concerns
of the Jewish leadership. This is reflected in the numerous decisions
about kashrut, such as the instructions for cheese-makers in 1756 and
1774, and measures to protect ritual slaughterers and kosher meat
products from external competition in 1754. Infringement of the ruling
was punishable by a ban.'®

An additional ruling, made in 1759, stated that those responsible for
the ovens in which Jews heated their cooking pots on Fridays, were to
pay special attention to the pots of visiting Jews from outside the com-
munity. The parnassim apparently feared they might be less stringent
regarding kashrut."®’

Five years later, the governors passed a regulation enjoining com-
munity members to buy and eat only kosher meat and poultry, on
pain of losing their membership and all its privileges.'® There must
have been a reason for this regulation. It would have been unnecessary
if one or more members of the community were not actually lax in
their observance of kashrut. Presumably, therefore, there were Jews in
the early 1760s in Leeuwarden who took kashrut with a pinch of salt.
In fact no mention is made in the pinkas of members being expelled,
which suggests that the threat was sufficient. Of course it may also
mean that no proceedings were instigated against offenders, and that
infringements were ignored. This relaxed attitude was the practice
among the Sephardim of Amsterdam.'®

1% See Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 30-31.

199 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 26, 182.
1% Ibid., record no. 8. See also Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 59.

1% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 51.

162 Tbid., record no. 99.

165 See Kaplan, op. cit. (2000 [a]), p. 151.
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The last ruling on the matter dates from 1794, when the governors
stated that the only fhekhsher (certificate of kashrut) acceptable for cheese
or wine was that issued by the rabbi of the community.'®* Apart from
the obvious need for a strict, credible kashrut regime for a community
exporting food products to other communities, such as Amsterdam,
this demonstrates firstly, that members of the community traded in
foods that were not always under the supervision of their own rabbi,
but under the /ekhsher of a different rabbi, or perhaps even without any
rabbinic control. Obtaining a fekhsher involved the payment of a fee
to the rabbi. Trading without a local fekhsher detracted both from the
rabbi’s prestige and his income. Secondly, the lateness of this record
shows that kashrut remained a concern of the governors throughout the
eighteenth century, and demonstrates their constant eflorts to maintain
a high standard of observance of kashrut while the need for additional
regulations also shows that many Jews tended not to observe these
laws 1n full. This phenomenon reflects the complex social changes that
occurred in Jewish communities in the eighteenth century, as reflected in
many instances in the records of the country’s urban communities.

Another issue was behaviour in synagogue during services. The
Leeuwarden pinkas includes five rulings on the matter. The first, made
in 1756, attempted to stop worshippers changing places during servic-
es.'” The governors were concerned that the disturbance this produced
affected the decorum. A year later the mankigim again reminded the
community to adhere to the ruling Despite the lack of further reminders
in the sefer zikhronot, it is doubtful whether the ruling had any effect.

Another topic of concern was appropriate dress for services. The
manhigim were especially concerned with women’s clothing in the syna-
gogue.'® In the period prior to 1757 it had become customary to wear
clothes made of heavy fabrics. Since this made the wearers hot they
would eventually start removing items. That in turn led to chatter and
to commotion in synagogue. Moreover, it seems that the decision also
targeted a tendency among some to flaunt their wealth by wearing
expensive clothes in public.

Soon after the ruling was extended to include men. The governors
stipulated that the ba’al segan should wear clothes befitting the dignity of

154 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 319.

1% Thid., record no. 29.

1% TIbid., record no. 39. The takkanot of Friedberg of 1664 to 1723 also refer to
clothing. See Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]), p. 161, paragraph 4.
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the Torah, in particular this meant not wearing a coat'®’ or a colourful
scarf. Since this ruling was made during Sukkoth 1757, the ba’al segan
may have been dressed inappropriately during the High Holidays.'*® The
governors took repeated offence at colourful scarves, as a record dating
from 1778 shows. This confirmed a former ruling on the subject.'® It
followed a conflict that had been resolved between the leadership and
Hazzan Joseph Israel, which mainly concerned his lack of sartorial
decorum.'”” To emphasise the seriousness the ruling was also signed
by Rabbi Katriel Yehuda Leib.'"

Two other instances concern behaviour in synagogue. The first
involved Shlomo bar Baer, who was fined 55 stuivers by the governors
for speaking out against manhig Hayyim Levi on Shabbat Hagadol in 1762
during the rabbi’s sermon. He was also required to apologise to the
rabbi. Shlomo had committed two offences: against the mankig and the
rabbi. Clearly both had a motivate for punishing him, and for having
the fact recorded in the sefer zikhronot.'® Shlomo bar Baer was not one
of the poorest Jews of Leeuwarden, since he is not mentioned in any
of the charity lists. The fine supports this assumption, it would not have
been forced on a person who could not pay the sum.

In 1783, after a break of twenty years, the parnassim punished another
offender for misbehaving in synagogue.'” Meneke ben Levi Segal, a
bachelor, had quarrelled on Shabbat Tazria, in synagogue and was
subsequently summoned by the governors to a hearing. He immediately
apologised and promised not to do the same again and eventually paid
a fine. Whatever the reason for his quarrel, it seems that he calmed
down and was willing to accept his punishment by the manfigim. While
the governors used this situation to show their power, they also demon-
strated their leniency towards the offender, as the record reveals.

An important step towards a sustained institutionalisation of the
community was the construction of a public ritual bath or mikveh at

167
168

In the record the Dutch word jas is used for coat.
Tresoar, Jew:sh institutions and commumnities, no. 1, record no. 41.

169 Tbid., record no. 209.

70 Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 54-55. See the compromise between the parties in
the sefer zikhronot, Tresoar, Jewish institutions and commumnities, no. 1, record no. 204. The
conflict was ended by the local authority in 1777.

' The Leeuwarden pinkas is unique in this regard, since the local rabbis were
authorised to sign records in the pinkas, unlike in most other communities; see also
Chapter 3.

172 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 84.

173 Thid., record no. 240.
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the home of Leib Polak in 1756. This was accompanied by the deci-
sion to close all private ritual baths and to prohibit their further use,
apparently since some did not meet halakhic requirements.'”* It seems
that the new community mikveh was in fact Leib Polak’s private ritual
bath, although it was perhaps more spacious and certainly met the
requirements. A list of fees payable by women accompanies the record.
The prohibition against the use of other baths ensured that these fees
went to the community. The governors emphasised the importance of
the decision by quoting the fakkanot, in particular paragraph 29 that
prohibited undermining the unity of the community, which separate
mikvaot might have encouraged.'” By including the reference to the tak-
kanot, the governors presumably recognised that some members might
not adhere to the ruling.

Naturally, a ruling like this must have had opponents, since families
with their own mikveh would not wish to give this up in favour of a
community bath, for the use of the entire community and the surround-
ings of Leeuwarden. Indeed, a certain Tzadok bar Tzvi, alias Tzadok
Hartog, refused to give up his private mikveh and eventually left the
community rather than accept the use of the community bath.'”® This
was a drastic step, which—according to the little we know about the
matter—was rarely taken at this time and suggests that there may have
been other reasons. It is interesting that Tzadok was able to do this and
not jeopardise his civil status as a citizen of Leeuwarden. The governors
informed the local authority, but after reading Tzadok’s justification
the burgomasters decided not to intervene. So the manhigim declared
Tzadok’s house off limits to Jews in or out of the community, since the
household’s kitchen and tableware would now be deemed treif. Although
it 1s not mentioned explicitly, he was presumably also excluded from
participating in synagogue services. No one was allowed to buy kosher
meat for Tzadok’s family, or cook their Shabbat food in the community
oven. It is hardly accidental that these restrictions are reminiscent of
the penalties connected with excommunication. These measures were
intended to reinforce the authority of the governors.

This case 1s a remarkable example of a person leaving the Jewish

17+ Tbid., record no. 26.
17> See also Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 36-37.
176 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 45. See the record in

Appendix 2, no. 22.
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community without incurring the difficulties generally associated with
the status of renegade. It should be remembered that in most European
societies of this period everyone had to belong to some identifiable
group. To leave it would normally mean losing all former social ties.
Tzadok’s status was not the same as that of the Jewish inhabitants who
were not taxpaying members of the community but nevertheless took
part in community activities. The social and political circumstances of
the Dutch Republic, which opened the doors to an individual way of life
even for Jews, were doubtless unique for the European world of the
cighteenth century.

Tzadok’s story continues, and reveals that he had no conflict with
the local authority after leaving the community and continued to have
contact with individuals in the community. In the autumn of 1759,
Leecuwarden’s governors renewed the ruling concerning Tzadok bar
Tzvi’s family and home after he renounced his membership official-
ly.'”7 This shows that the atmosphere within the community was far
less uniform than the regulations prescribed. In addition to individuals
leaving the community, other members continued to associate with
the family, which would have included visits to their home which had
twice been declared off-bounds. Clearly therefore the authority of the
manhigim and parnassim was not unquestioned among the members of
the Leeuwarden community. No further information is available in
the sefer zikhronot, which does not mean—as the examples show—that
all Leeuwarden’s Jews stopped visiting Tzadok and his family after the
second announcement. Presumably this modern social individualism
was increasingly acceptable in the Jewish world and governors had no
other choice but to swallow it.

Only one case 1s recorded of governors intervening to prevent public
misbehaviour. This occurred in the spring of 1757, when two women
quarrelled in public on the last day of Pesach.'” Mindele, wife of
Tzadok bar Tzvi, insulted Miriam, the wife of Leib Levi. Here again,
the background of the quarrel is not mentioned, but the fact that the
wife of the renegade was involved, and shortly after the mikveh affair,
suggests that it in some way concerned their private mikveh. According
to the brief record, Mindele was fined one ducat. The second part of

177 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 52. See the record in
Appendix 2, no. 23.
178 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 38.
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the text states that a fine of five guilders'”” was paid in the presence
of the burgomaster. His presence shows that the quarrel must have
happened in public. It also shows that the case was no longer a purely
Jewish affair; since Mindele did not belong to the community any more,
thereby involving the local authority. The manhigim must have been
involved in direct discussions with the burgomaster regarding the pay-
ment of the fine. The whole affair is described in brief terms, which
suggests that the governors wished to play down its importance due to
the nature of the case.

In summary, the efforts of the mankigim and parnassim to maintain
their power found expression in a unique way in Leeuwarden. None of
the other three communities examined here recorded so many specific
rulings relating to kashrut. Other issues, such as synagogue services,
were also dealt with, but with reference to decorum and proper dress.
Compared to the small number of cases involving public discipline of
community members (only one incident), it is clear that the commu-
nity’s governors confined their interest increasingly to religious matters.
The picture may be a distorted one, due to the lack of information
about statutes and amendments, which have not survived and so form
no part in this discussion. Moreover, the more frequent occurrence of
interventions by the governors in the first years after the reorganisa-
tion of the community reveals that the manfhigim were trying to create
a stable structure for the community. They seem to have succeeded, if
the decline in interventions in subsequent years reflects the actual situ-
ation. Alternatively, the governors may have realised that intervening in
other public matters would have no effect, since the Jews had become
citizens with a unique concept of personal freedom.

Beem’s exploration of the history of Leeuwarden’s Jewish community
reveals that in addition to deviance and opposition within the com-
munity, the leadership also had to deal with the local authority. Beem
provides a number of examples that are not recorded in the sefer zikhronot,
but are preserved in the municipal archives.'® This presumably reflects
the reality of many Dutch communities. Due to the nature of the pinkas,
these events are not recorded in these community manuscripts.

17 Tt seems that the fine was actually raised, since one ducat was normally three
guilders, but Mindele had to pay five guilders.
180 Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 20-25.
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Ousterwik

In the rural community of Oisterwijk, the distinctive character of the
small community might be expected to have produced a different pattern
in the various categories. It should be remembered that the leadership
in Oisterwijk was less transparent than in the other communities, which
would presumably increase their power. Furthermore it seems that the
governors were less dependent on the local authority (the governing
authority being the States General in The Hague) than in other com-
munities in well-organised Dutch provinces.

For Oisterwijk, only two of the categories are represented: changes
and amendments to the regulations and individual disciplinary measures.
The comparatively numerous changes and additional paragraphs in the
community’s regulations indicate that the takkanot were not regarded as
a fixed code of regulations.

The two main pinkassim present six new changed or additional takkanot
over a period of thirty-two years between 1765 and 1797 (not including
the lakkanot for the regional organisation of the mewery of Den Bosch
of 1764). The profusion of changes and additions to the regulations
suggests ongoing discussions within the community, as well patterns of
behaviour disapproved of by the governors. This unrest also indicates
that the community was in a formative period. Several additional
regulations were clearly enacted to better define or to strengthen the
gOVErnors’ power.

The first takkanot, mentioned in the sources in 1764, are not pre-
served.'”® Some were presumably included in the minkagim that were
written up by Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe in 1770."%% In 1773, the
governors added two specific paragraphs concerning payments by the
community members.'® These regulated technical details of the com-
munity finances and are therefore of no interest here.

The amendment of 1775'* includes five paragraphs. Two refer
again to financial questions and empowered the gabbaim to exclude
individuals from honours in synagogue services if they were in arrears.
The main point of these additions was the enlargement of the lead-
ership to include five men who were to be consulted on all matters.

81 Only a list of signatures of the Jews in Oisterwijk who approved the regulations

appears; Ros 282 a, p. 10.
182 Ros 283, fols. 18-22.
'8 Ros 282 a, p. 26.

18 Ibid., pp. 43—44.
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The committee was to revise the lakkanot together with the gabbaim over
the following three months.'™ As we have seen, they apparently failed to
fulfil their task, since no revised fakkanot or mention of these is recorded.
Nevertheless, these paragraphs clearly show at least a marginal decline
in the governors’ power in Oisterwijk, not least because the decision
was made at a meeting of all the community’s members.'® Apparently,
they needed to add a further group of authorised persons to the existing
committee, which effectively reduced the governors’ power. Disputes
must have existed within the community about the gabbaim and their
power, but the official sources, recorded by the governors, naturally
avoid mentioning this. Evidently, the new leadership did not last long
and was not especially effective.'®’

Perhaps it was a lack of interest among the gabbaim in fulfilling the
wishes of the community that caused the delay in drawing up the new
statutes. Finally, in 1782, seven years after the deadline, the two gabbaim
and three additional men presented the new comprehensive takkanot.'®
These regulations are recorded in the start of the second pinkas, which
was kept more chronologically than the first. The new leadership
attempted to reform the community administration. It is surely no
coincidence that these statutes dealt first with the issue of the gabbaim
and their authority, clarifying this matter for the community’s members.
Presumably the nine paragraphs referring to the gabbaim (out of a total
of 27 presented in the first section) resulted from previous disputes.

Apart from the paragraphs explaining the procedure of the elections,
others refer to the status of the governors. Paragraph six demands that
the gabbaim and additional members should be respected men, suitable
for the position. The tenth paragraph concerned assaults by members of
the community on the gabbaim and set a fine of five guilders on anyone
who quarrelled with them. Apparently, the need to enact this measure
stemmed from attacks against governors in the past.

However, the new statutes also restricted the governors’ power:
paragraph seven demands the consultation of three of the additional

185 See above, section: Parnassim and their Functions.

1% The five paragraphs were signed by fourteen persons, which probably represents
the whole community at that time.

187 See above, Chapter 1.

'8 Ros 282 b, pp. 1-15. Although these regulations are the most comprehensive
to have survived, compared with other examples from different communities they are
rather short.
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members in all cases in which the governors were unable to come to
a decision. While the position of additional member obviously still
existed, their number and their rights were reduced compared to the
regulations of 1775. Nothing is said about their authority to meet and
discuss community matters without the gabbaim, as had been stipulated
seven years previously, and their number was limited to three instead of
five. All this indicates that the takkanot of 1782 represent a compromise
by the community following severe disputes.

As the table of governors for this period shows, in the late 1770s
and early ’80s the records of elections are remarkably irregular in the
pinkassim."® Yet it is impossible to determine whether this reflects the
realities of the period, or a neglect of the records. A review of the
names of governors chosen after the enactment of the new takkanot in
1775 reveals some new individuals. This suggests a shift away from the
old community elite. Moreover, starting a new pinkas and simultane-
ously enacting new statutes while the old volume remained unfinished,
demonstrates that the Jews of Oisterwijk were living in an atmosphere
of change, if only for the simple reason that the old volume was tem-
porarily unavailable.

In 1786, four years after enacting the comprehensive fakkanot, the
governors formulated five additional paragraphs, mainly referring to
the rabbi, his duties and rights and his authority.'” It is interesting
that these points were omitted in the takkanot of 1782, requiring a later
addition. The first paragraph reveals the desire of the governors to
retain their powers and their control of the community finances, even
in matters that would normally be the rabbi’s province. No marriage
could be held outside Oisterwijk without knowledge of the gabbaim and
no get'' could be issued without their permission. The other paragraphs
define several aspects of the office and work of the rabbi. He was no
longer authorised to issue receipts for kosher meat or investigate the
slaughterer without the knowledge of the gabbaim; he could only use
the ne’eman or persons authorised by the governors, for writing ketubbot
(marriage contracts) or gittin (divorce certificates). The rabbi had to
ensure a respected substitute was available for weddings in his absence.

189

See the Oisterwijk table in Appendix 1.

1% Ros 282 b, p. 27. These regulations were not signed by the governors, nor were
they mentioned in the whole text.

1 Te., a certificate of divorce.
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Whenever he was invited to officiate at weddings outside Oisterwijk he
was required to charge a fee for the rabbi’s fund.

Some of these regulations suggest that the rabbi of Oisterwijk was
merely a public officer of the community subordinate to the gabbaim,
who defined his duties and rights.'”” This would seem to contradict
Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe’s reputation as one of the key figures in
creating the community and its institutions.'”

The issue of varying taxes and contributions was always a prob-
lem in Ashkenazi communities since most Ashkenazi Jews were poor
and unable to contribute sufficient funds to support their community
adequately. Invariably there were also individuals who tried to keep
their real assets a secret, to avoid paying the full tax and contribution.
Small wonder that the additional akkanot focused on this issue. In 1789
some members of the community had again failed to pay their taxes.'”!
So the governors formulated four additional paragraphs, three on
financial matters, threatening defaulters with punishments and fines.
The last paragraph placed the onus on the gabbaim themselves, stating
that they would have to make up the shortfall from their own income if
they failed to collect taxes from the other members on time. The third
lakkanah states that anyone who denigrated the gabbaim in public would
be punished as the governors saw fit. This provided the governors with
carte blanche to defend themselves against public criticism. There is
no information in the pinkassim to suggest whether any direct cause for
this particular paragraph existed; no specific quarrels are recorded in
the pinkas around this time.

Divisions among the governors themselves were not unusual. Some
questions, however, required a unanimous decision. According to the
last recorded additional fakkanot, dated 1797, one issue that demanded
unanimity was the admission of new members.'” Despite the decline
into which the community had descended in the late eighteenth century,
the governors (and members) still considered it important to maintain
control over the membership of their small community. To avoid dis-
putes about potential new members who might not fit the desired social

192 See Chapter 3.

19 This impression is gained from the description in the memorbukh (Ros 283), in
which Rabbi Yekutiel recorded the history of the funding and building of the syna-
gogue. Since he wrote the text, it may be that he was emphasising his own importance
in the community.

% Ros 282 b, p. 37. These paragraphs also remained unsigned.

19 Ihbid., p. 49.
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structure of the Oisterwijk community, decisions regarding applicants
were required to be unanimous, which naturally strengthened the
authority of the gabbaim."*

Oisterwijk’s takkanot and the numerous amendments are unique com-
pared to those of the other community’s examined here. The frequency
of disciplinary measures also differs from the other three communities.
Oisterwijk recorded three cases in which the gabbaim took action against
individuals. In 1770, a certain Benjamin Wolf bar David was expelled
by kol ha-kahal (i.e., all the community’s officials)'”” and the rabbi.'” The
record is brief and simply states the fact, without (as usual) giving any
of the background.

The subsequent record, written more than six months later, deals with
the same issue.'” It states that Benjamin Wolf bar David, referred to as
being ‘from Rotterdam’, compromised with the governors in the matter
of his offence against the gabbai Mordekhai bar Simha and his friend
Meir Segal, and the entire leadership. Benjamin accepted the fine and
was willing to do penance in Oisterwijk synagogue. The record states
that Benjamin Wolf’s offence was a dispute with the governors, but it
gives no further details. The affair appears to have ended in complete
triumph for the gabbaim, which is why it is reported in the pinkas.

The municipal records reveal more details about the affair. Benjamin
David, who seems not to have belonged to any of the leading families,
was 1nvited to be ba’al segan one Shabbat. When he called up a servant
to the Torah reading, referred to in the sources as Isaac Heiman Levi,
the congregation erupted in turmoil. Benjamin was physically removed
from the synagogue and beaten by the congregants when he tried to
return.”” From the way the conflict ended it is clear that Benjamin
stood no chance against the governors.

What remains unclear is why both records were written in the com-
munity memorbukh and not in the first pinkas, which was still the only

1% See Fuks-Mansfeld, R. G., ‘Enlightenment and Emancipation, from ¢. 1750 to
1814’ in J. C. H. Blom, I. Schoffer and R. G. Fuks-Mansfeld (eds), The History of the
Jews in the Netherlands (Oxford 2002), p. 177.

97 While the community is the keilla, the kahal refers to the governors.

1% Ros 283, p. 55.

199 Tbid., Both of the records about the expulsion of Benjamin Wolf bar David are
signed by Sussman ben Shmuel Abraham, the cantor and re’eman of the community
in Oisterwijk.

20 See Bader, op. cit., p. 6, for a description based on archive sources from Oisterwijk.
He suggests Isaac Heiman Levi was resented because of his low social status.
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volume in use. We can only guess. Perhaps the governors wanted to
have this severe case and the proof of their power imprinted in the
community’s memory”” or maybe they simply chose the book nearest
to hand.

The second disciplinary measure dates from 1797, when Sanwil bar
Feibel Kleve was accepted as a new member on stringent terms.””> He
was not permitted to serve as ba’al segan for two years, or even to be
called up to the Torah. He was also forbidden to stand for election
and was warned not to do whatever terrible thing it was he had done
again. He may have been the reason for the recording of the regula-
tions concerning admission of new members only a few days before.
Perhaps when Kleve applied to become a member the governors faced
a problem: whether or not to admit a person with a blemish in his past.
While every community preferred to attract respectable members, the
need for revenue from taxes and contributions also weighed heavily.
Moreover, this was a man who was well known to the community and
had probably been living there for some time before he applied to
become a full member.

The appearance of the text in the pinkas is interesting: the record
was deleted with ink, which means that the governors wanted to hide
the text from future readers. It hardly seems to have been intended as a
historical record for the memorbukh. On the other hand, the record may
have been deleted because Kleve had served his time (at the end of the
two years), or perhaps out of discretion, even to offenders. Alternatively,
the decision to admit him may have been reversed, thereby making
the record invalid.””

Given the brief span of the Oisterwijk manuscripts, the number of
disciplinary measures is rather high, especially considering the small
size of the rural community. The Hague community, which was much
larger and kept records for twice as long, had eight cases of individual
disciplinary measures. Surely this reflects the situation in a small village
community with a high level of social control, compared to a large city
with a greater degree of individualism.

21 On the strange composition of the manuscript Ros 283 see above, Intro-

duction.

202 Ros 282 b, p. 45.

25 Other pinkassim also contain similar blackened or deleted records, now mostly
unreadable. Some contain private details, so that the deletion was a question of mod-
esty; see e.g., the deleted record in the Leeuwarden pinkas, Tresoar, Jewish institutions and
communities, no. 1, record no. 110 and its description below, Chapter 2.
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All the Oisterwijk cases show that unlike other communities, the
governors of this rural community had to establish their authority more
strictly. The addition of extra members in 1775 demonstrates that there
must have been opposition within the community, forcing the gabbaim
to coopt other governors for a period. However, the decrease in the
number of the additional members from five to three seven years later,
shows that the opposition lost its position.

The governors’ attempts to demonstrate their authority occur
chiefly in the new regulations. Many were linked to the vital issue
of contributions. Since revenue was essential to keep the community
alive, Oisterwijk’s gabbaim were eager to ensure the regular payments
of members’ taxes. After all, a bankrupt community would have no
need for governors. Hence, the connection between financial matters
and reminders about the importance and dignity of the gabbaim were
no mere accident.

Remarkably, apart from in the comprehensive takkanot of 1782, the
gabbaim never attempted to influence the synagogue services, as in other
communities. Here the issue was firmly under the rabbi’s control, even
though he was subordinate to the gabbaim.

In summary, pinkassim are perhaps not the ideal source for exploring the
real power and influence of the governors in the respective communi-
ties. A pinkas was the creation of the governors, so that the records are
necessarily biassed in their favour. Nevertheless, by investigating these
manuscripts using appropriate methods several aspects of the authority
of governors become evident.

There 1s no general pattern to the attempts by governors to pre-
serve their power. The sources provide differing pictures. There are
a number of reasons for this. Firstly, the records are widely different
in character and reveal local idiosyncrasies in style and content. It is
almost impossible to start from the same initial position in assessing
the four communities. Secondly, different communities had different
policies for keeping pinkassim, resulting in varying detail in records of
events. However, since all parnassim, manhigim or gabbaim were equally
concerned to demonstrate their real or desired power, pinkassim may
be assumed to show cases that reflected the success of their leadership.
Other cases appear to languish unfinished, possibly reflecting the failure
of governors’ efforts. In general, the pinkassim show that the parnassim in
the well-organised urban communities of The Hague and Leeuwarden,
were able to maintain much of their power over their communities.
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However, one basic premise applies to all the communities: the
absence of the kind of strict regime imposed on Jews in places like
Germany, allowed Dutch Jews comparative freedom to determine
their own lives. It was not possible to threaten individuals who refused
to adhere to the community’s rules with a retraction of their right to
live in the town. Neither were they forced as an alternative to join a
Christian denomination.””*

Yet even in these urban centres it seems clear that social changes
were affecting the Jewish world in the eighteenth century, as A. Shochat
describes with respect to Germany. Acculturation gained ground,
especially in urban centres like The Hague and Leeuwarden. Here
individual Jews often tried to find their own lifestyle, no longer abid-
ing by strict Jewish guidelines, customs and traditions.” Thanks to the
liberal attitude of local authorities, Jews were increasingly able to live
in towns without any community affiliation. As a result the authority of
governors lost much of the force it enjoyed in other European regions
like Germany, where more repressive circumstances ensured that Jewish
community institutions retained greater powers.

It is doubtful whether the governors of Dutch Jewish communities
were aware of this transformation. The evidence suggests this was not
always the case, and that they tried to control their communities in old-
fashioned ways that did not always suit the Dutch situation. Several cases
highlighted here reveal, however, that they faced significant opposition.
The parnassim in urban communities therefore attempted to use religious
law to combat offences more effectively: they had few other tools at
their disposal. Examples from The Hague demonstrate this especially,
when the governors intervened in the case of the two men who had
struck a woman and of the young women who were punished for their
promiscuous behaviour. Michel ben Benjamin Haas, who ignored the
eruv, reflects the same trend. These incidents were similar to occur-
rences in Amsterdam’s Sephardi community a hundred years earlier,
which shows that despite the differences between these communities
and the two periods, the problems and issues were alike. Of course,
sexual promiscuity and rebellious members had always been a problem
for communities. Yet in the liberal atmosphere of the Dutch Republic

2% Michman, op. cit. (1995), p. 159.
25 Ihid., pp. 161-162. Here he describes a similar phenomenon in Amsterdam,
Rotterdam and elsewhere.
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these occurrences required the special attention of the governors. It
seems that the manhigim of Leeuwarden understood the situation better,
since they limited their focus almost exclusively to religion and worship.
Ultimately, to preserve the Jewish community as an institution within the
unique Dutch framework, governors were forced to use all the means
at their disposal, including demonstrations of power.



CHAPTER TWO

KEEPING A PINKAS

There are various reasons why the information contained in the pinkas-
sim of the four communities examined here differs significantly both in
quantity and intensity. It seems that the concept of a central document
for the community’s administration developed at varying speeds, with
some pinkassim providing more information than others. Furthermore,
a survey of the manuscripts reveals that a relation exists between the
general appearance of a pinkas, its accuracy and neatness, and the com-
plexity of its contents on the one hand, and the apparent seriousness of
the administration and the general condition of the community on the
other. Thus a general understanding of administration appears to have
existed, of which the keeping of a pinkas formed a part. This is evident
from the records of the communities with an effective administration
in the period discussed here.

The communities of The Hague and Leeuwarden seem to have
functioned efficiently, as their accurate and chronological pinkassim
testify. Unlike Middelburg’s community, which performed poorly in
the eighteenth century. This is reflected in the pinkas, which began as
a well-kept volume similar to that of The Hague, but ended up as a
mere cashbook. Oisterwijk, however, tended to keep their records like
a small, rural community (which it was). There were two, sometimes
even three different pinkassim in use at the same time and only one is
chronological, so that the administrative concepts which pertained in
Oisterwijk are more reminiscent of earlier centuries.'

In addition, different customs apparently existed in the four com-
munities regarding which decisions, discussions and events to record.
The contents of the pinkassim differ remarkably and leave the distinct
impression that, for whatever reason, the most interesting information
for today’s reader was usually kept out of the official records.?

' The pinkassim of Friedberg and Frankfurt in Germany, dating from the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, show a similarly confused chronological order.

2 See e.g, the tumult in Oisterwijk synagogue in 1776, described by Bader, op. cit.,
p- 6. The details are omitted in the pinkassim, except the punishment of the responsible
individual; see above, Chapter 1.
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An exploration of various aspects of these eighteenth-century Dutch
pinkassim reveals certain common features which may be identified as the
basic contents of all of these manuscripts. Alongside these are various
unusual items, which may have been recorded for specific reasons, as
well as items that were deliberately or incidentally excluded from the
pinkassim, which may have been recorded elsewhere. Finally the records
also show who the secretaries were who wrote up the pinkassim and the
influence the status of the secretary had on the content and character
of the records.

Standard Contents of the Pinkassim

A survey of the pinkassim of the four communities reveals fourteen basic
topics found in all the manuscripts, or in at least three from different
communities.

Appointments of governors and rabbis

Community regulations (takkanot)

Admission of new members

Annual accounts (heshbonot tzedek)

Employment of community officials (cantors, slaughterers,

beadles, teachers)

6. Supply and sale of kosher food

7. Synagogue seating

8. Ritual objects

9. Ritual baths

10. Cemeteries and burial plots

11. Real estate owned by the community

12. Disciplinary measures against members in religious and public
matters

13. Community organisations (hevra kadisha, bikkur holim, talmud torah
etc)

14. Charity ( pletten, free distribution of Pesach flour and peat etc)

O W O N —

These represent the basic elements of the everyday running of a Jewish
community. It is not surprising, therefore, to find them in all or most of
the pinkassim. Nine are represented in all manuscripts: elections, regu-
lations, admission of new members, annual accounts, employment of
community officials, disciplinary measures, ritual baths, religious objects
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and charity. A comparison with the contents of pinkassim from Poland
and Germany reveals a striking similarity.® This implies that certain
conventions existed among Ashkenazi communities in early modern
Europe about keeping a pinkas.

The remaining topics do not appear in all the manuscripts. For
example, synagogue seating was a major concern during the first 26
years of the Hague pinkas (1723—1738). During this period members
who held seats in synagogue were recorded in large tables, distinguish-
ing between the men’s and women’s sections." Before the start of the
regular pinkas, seat holders were recorded in a separate book® and after
1738 the parnassim apparently revived the separate record. Seating is
discussed in the pinkassim of Middelburg and Leeuwarden, but here the
secretaries did not keep complete lists of seat holders in the pinkassim.
The Middelburg pinkas contains only one record concerning seating
involving the inheritance of a seat.® That a seat could change hands
like this shows that in Middelburg seats were not hired, but sold (as
in many communities in Europe) and thus belonged to individuals for
long as they wished. As a result there was no need for detailed annual
records about the matter in the pinkas. In Leeuwarden the hire of seats
was the subject of various decisions.” Like the Middelburg community,
Leeuwarden kept no lists of names of seat holders in its pinkas, although
both may have had separate records for this purpose.

While the priority given to a topic might depend on its importance
within the community, in the case of synagogue seating, seat holders
were presumably often recorded in a separate book known as a pinkas
beit ha-knesset, as was the case in The Hague before 1723 and possi-
bly also after 1740. Finally, in Oisterwijk, no records at all are found
regarding seating in any of the pinkassim. The minhagim mention a tax
on seats in the synagogue, which suggests that there may have been a
record of seat holders and the fees charged.? Since all other items in
Oisterwijk’s Jewish community archives are now apparently lost, no
further examination can be made of this matter.

* See Nadav, op. cit., p. 12; Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]), pp. 2-3.

* See, e.g., GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 19, 20; fol. 58-59; and finally fol.
98 v-99 v.

> GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625.

6 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 80.

7 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 2, 8, 189.

¢ Ros. 283, fol. 19 v, paragraph 5.
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Another example involves community /evras.” The Hague, Leeuwarden
and Oisterwijk communities all had /evras which were recorded in the
pinkassim. Middelburg’s pinkas mentions no fhevra, although the community
must at least have had a burial society.

The Hague pinkas mentions two hevras several times. One is the hevra
kadisha bikkur holim, a society for the care of the sick."” Eight records of
the pinkas deal with this organisation. The first reports the appointment
of a gabbai for the new hevra in the spring of 1724." Clearly, the /evra
had not existed until then, at least not in this form. Governors seem
to have been involved directly in the /evra’s matters, whenever these
affected the interests of the community as a whole, or whenever the
hevra had problems. In such cases the parnassim recorded their decisions
regarding the fevra in the pinkas.

The second hevra was gemilut hassadim u-takhrikhim, which seems to
have been the women’s counterpart of the first sevra. The pinkas men-
tions financial aspects relating to the /evra and includes the record
mentioning the election of two women governors of the evra in 1749."
It is remarkable that this was the only case of an election for the Aevra
recorded in the pinkas."”” Perhaps the hevra went on to keep its own
records. If so, none have survived.

Leeuwarden had a fhevrat bikkur holim too. The community’s sefer
zikhronot includes three successive records concerning the fevra: an
announcement of the hevra’s foundation and its statutes of 1758, the
first record of the elections of its governors and the employment of a
person in charge of finance for the /evra.'* After this, no mention of the
hevra occurs in the manuscript. Apparently, once established, the busy
hevra may have kept its own pinkas. The three records merely illustrate
the early history of bikkur holim in Leeuwarden. The sefer zikhronot was
presumably considered the appropriate forum in which to record the
founding of the Aevra and its initial performance.

The second Oisterwijk pinkas also mentions the local hevra kadisha.
These records start in 1790" and focus almost exclusively on the

? See below, Chapter 6.

10" See Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), pp. 219-223. Apparently, Van Creveld did
not use the pinkas or the records of the hevra kadisha.

' GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 23.

12 Thid., fol. 135.

% Van Creveld did not know about the existence of the women’s /evra in the eight-
eenth century; see op. cit. (1997 [b]), pp. 223-224.

" Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 46, 47 and 48.

15 See the first record for that issue in Ros 282b, p. 39.
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finances of the organisation. The /evra submitted a financial report each
year to the gabbai and from 1797, the manuscript actually records the
annual accounts. In 1792, a record reports that a certain Leib joined
the hevra, and was immediately appointed gabbai.'® This shows that the
hevra had no records of its own at the time and that probably the few
activities of the hevra kadisha that required recording were written up
in the pinkas. Since, as we have seen, Oisterwijk community apparently
suffered a serious crisis towards the end of the eighteenth century and
the number of members decreased, it is only natural that the active
members of the shrinking community and its burial society would
have overlapped, and so their records would naturally have merged.
A clear indication for this is found in the joint annual accounts of the
community and the hevra kadisha, recorded in 1803."

It is apparent that the frequency of records concerning these societies
depends on the nature of their activities and on their status at the time,
as well as the size of the community. The more active and successful a
hevra, the more likely it was to have kept its own records and fulfill its
duties independently of the community leadership, which led to fewer
records in the pinkas.

Local Idiosyncrasies

The first category of idiosyncrasies encompasses issues that might be
expected in a pinkas, but for some reason do not appear in the pinkassim
examined here. The second comprises topics which appear due to the
particular circumstances of the community concerned.

The Hague

The Hague pinkas contains records relating to five topics which might
be expected in a pinkas of an efficiently run Jewish community of the
time and which are not found the pinkassim of the other three com-
munities. These items are loans raised by the community, estates of
deceased members, collections for needy Jewish communities elsewhere,
the Eretz Yisrael fund and donations to the community.

5 Ihid., p. 41.
" Thid., p. 60.
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Raising loans was naturally one of the community’s financial activi-
ties. Eight records relate to this subject in the Hague pinkas. A com-
munity of the size and importance of The Hague could certainly not
function without undertaking major financial transactions, maintaining
the community and expanding its activities.

In addition, the governors found another way to ensure the finan-
cial basis of the community in the mid-eighteenth century. This was
a time of severe economic crisis in the Dutch Republic, which appar-
ently affected much of The Hague’s community. On several occasions,
the parnassim took over all or a large proportion of a person’s capital.
Contracts were made with the individuals concerned for annuities to be
paid. In the early records of this kind only Jews transferred the money
to the community’s cashier’s office, but soon even non-Jews began to
use this service. Ten records testify to this in the pinkas.'® Both sides of
these agreements probably had powerful reasons for having their con-
tract witnessed, so it is hardly surprising that the governors recorded
the matter in the pinkas."

From time to time every community had to deal with estates of
members who had died intestate. During the period covered by the
pinkas, two records relate to Jews who had left no heirs (1740 and 1775),
leaving the governors to sort out their affairs.” In other communities,
mainly in Germany, rabbis were responsible for dealing with such
estates. Perhaps the governors in The Hague dealt with these cases
because the community had no rabbi at the time, or as with other
items, perhaps these are double records mirrored in the rabbi’s own
archive.”’ Recording the conclusion of these estates has always been
an important legal matter. A person might later claim to be a relative
and demand their share. It would therefore be vital for the executors,
here the parnassim, to cover themselves against possible accusations of
malpractice and insert a record in the pinkas.

A completely different set of items in the Hague pinkas involves
assistance to other communities. Europe’s Jewish communities have
often faced sudden emergencies, whether due to political exigencies,

'8 There may have been earlier or additional cases of this kind which were not
recorded in the pinkas.

19 See Chapter 5.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fols. 106, 230.

2l Dutch rabbis may not have been required to deal with wills and estates. German
rabbis were often obliged to do so by the local authority.
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such as expulsions, or natural disasters, fires, epidemics and so forth. In
extreme situations like these, Jewish communities would appeal to other
Jews, near and far. Communities might also appeal for funds to erect
a new synagogue, if' they were unable to raise the money themselves.
Interestingly, only the Hague pinkas records several collections for other
communities, although the other communities examined here certainly
collected money too. The pinkas contains five collections for other com-
munities: Prague (1743 and 1772), Groningen (1756), Leszno (1768)
and Brod (1771). This does not imply that Jews in The Hague only
collected money in these cases. Oisterwijk’s memorbukh includes a record
listing donors who contributed to the building of the new synagogue
there which includes The Hague,? although the Hague pinkas mentions
nothing about this. Perhaps only large collections of significant sums
were recorded, while smaller donations, like that for Oisterwijk, might
be omitted. These collections offer an interesting insight into commu-
nications between Jewish communities in Europe.?

A related item 1s that of charity for the Jews in the Holy Land. These
collections were made in many communities. Banker Tobias Boas**
played an important role in collecting and forwarding contributions
from Dutch communities to emissaries from the Holy Land. Naturally,
records of the Eretz Yisrael fund are therefore found in the pinkas.”

The last of this group of five items to appear in the Hague pinkas
concerns donations for a yakrzeit commemoration (on the anniversary
of a person’s death) in synagogue. The manuscript reports three such
donations. In 1722, Moshe bar Yehiel of Delfgauw, a small nearby
village, donated 50 guilders for a ner tammid (eternal light) to be lit
each year and for a shi’ur learning session to be held after his death.”
Nine years later, a similar donation was made by a widow, again from
Delfgauw. She gave 50 guilders for the same purpose and asked for the
beadle to recite kaddish at her graveside.”’ In 1773, a record reports a
donation by Moshe ben Jacob Deppinge again for the same purpose,

22 Ros 283, fol. 1 v.

» See Chapter 7.

# A leading member of the Ashkenazi community in The Hague, see above, sec-
tion: Families and Individuals in Community Leadership.

» See above, chapter 2, section: Local Idiosyncrasies.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 180.

27 Tbid., fol. 216 v.
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this time of 200 guilders, while an additional 200 guilders was promised
and reserved in his will for when his widow died.*

Donations such as these were mostly connected to a record of the
donor’s name in the memorbukh. From the takkanot of 'The Hague we know
of the existence of a community memorbukh, which was apparently lost.
Paragraph 55 of the statutes states that a record in the memorbukh was
guaranteed upon payment of one shilling,” which is considerably less
than the amounts mentioned in the three donations. So it seems that
only exceptional donations were recorded in the pinkas. The pinkassim of
the other three communities do not mention such donations, although
Leeuwarden did keep a memorbukh.

In addition to these items, various other records illustrate the par-
ticular circumstances of the Hague community which are not always
found in other pinkassim. The first such record dates from 25 Tishri
5484 (24 October 1723), concerning discussions by the governors
regarding the nature and value of the annual gift to the magistrate
(shofet) in The Hague.”® Apparently complaints had been made about
the cost of the previous gift and so the governors had decided to spend
less that year. Even so, the cost was remarkably high at 500 guilders.
The governors bought a silver vessel. They also decided to present a
gift to the deputy judge, another silver vessel, valued at 42 guilders. No
information is available about why the governors considered the gifts
useful. Obviously the parnassim expected some reciprocal benefit either
then or in the future. This may have been why the gift was recorded
in the pinkas. After all, a sum like this was a major item in the annual
accounts and, as the record shows, the subject of complaints. It was a
vital issue for the community and was recorded for that reason. The
record itself only mentions the standard phrase u*n‘v*npn nnw’?, 1e.,
for the benefit of the community. No similar gifts are mentioned in the
pinkas and it is unclear whether or not gifts continued to be presented
in subsequent years. Since the record mentions the small pinkas,” which
was in use in 1722, gifts may have been recorded there regularly and
only mentioned in 1723 in the main pinkas, following the dispute.

% TIbid., fol. 224 v. Nothing is said about the donor’s origin.

% See the fakkanot in GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, extra pages bound into the vol-
ume.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 18.

31 On the small pinkas of The Hague, see above, Introduction: Sources.
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Because of the existence of two communities, Sephardi and Ash-
kenazi, Jews found themselves in a different situation in The Hague com-
pared to the rest of the Dutch Republic. The Sephardi community of
Midddelburg ceased to function in 1725, giving new impetus to the
Ashkenazi community. In Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk no Sephardi com-
munity ever existed. The Hague was therefore similar to Amsterdam,
the centre of Jewish life in the eighteenth century. As in Amsterdam,
and other towns with more than one community, relations between the
two divergent communities in The Hague were not always smooth.

Contacts between the Sephardi and Ashkenazi communities were
frequent and dated from the start of the Ashkenazi community in the
early eighteenth century, when two Sephardi Jews wrote up the first
statutes of the new community.*® The pinkas includes thirteen records
concerning the Sephardim. A major topic was kosher meat, which the
two communities organised jointly. Besides the records in the pinkas,
there are several documents relating to the matter in the archive of the
former community in the municipal archives of The Hague.”

Another issue is the use individual Sephardim and Ashkenazim
made of each other’s facilities. Sephardi Jews attended Ashkenazi
services after they had quarrelled with their own community.** Some
Sephardi women used the Ashkenazi mikveh,” since it was presumably
cheaper or more convenient. At the same time, some Ashkenazi Jews,
for motives that remain unexplained, attended Sephardi services. In
fact they probably did so for the same reason Sephardi Jews came to
the Ashkenazi synagogue: presumably they had quarrelled with the
parnassim. It 1s hardly surprising, therefore, that the pinkas fails to men-
tion why these phenomena occurred.

Finally, the pinkas also presents a number of cases that reveal private
relationships between Jews of the two communities. Ashkenazi maids
served in Sephardi households®” and marriages between Sephardim
and Ashkenazim are also recorded.”

2 See S. Litt “The Earliest Regulations of the Ashkenazi Community of The Hague
from 1723°, Qutot 3 (2003), pp. 160-161.

¥ GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 807, 809, 816, 817.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 38. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 1.

# Tbid., 165.

% TIbid., fols. 184 v, 188.

7 Ibid., fol. 162 v. This is the only case of this kind mentioned, although other
Ashkenazim were surely employed in Sephardi households or businesses.

% Thid., fol. 227.
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All this might easily upset the balance between the communities. It
could also affect the financial interests of the communities, especially
taxes and fees. Since this was one of the main concerns of the gover-
nors, this must be why these records were kept in the pinkas. It might
one day prove necessary to have the facts at hand.

Surprisingly, the manuscript also includes a number of issues that
were clearly the province of the rabbi. The pinkas records four occa-
sions when a widow performed falitzah with her brother-in-law, thus
enabling her to remarry. This would have been supervised by the rabbi.
The records show that the rabbi and beth din oversaw the ceremony,*
except in the first two cases when there was no serving rabbi in The
Hague and the beth din consisted of laymen. Perhaps the absence of an
official rabbi in 1735 led to major halakhic matters being recorded in
the pinkas, after which the custom continued in later years, even when
a rabbi was appointed and presumably kept his own records of falit-
zah ceremonies. Moreover, governors also had a powerful motive for
supervising these ceremonies, since an accurate record would prevent
any future claims as well as gossip.

A sensitive issue arose in 1733, when Rachel, widow of Siisskind,
came with her daughter Serle before the rabbi and governors. She
reported that her daughter had fallen and injured herself in such a way
that she no longer appeared to be a virgin. Two experienced women
were asked to examine the injured girl and they confirmed the mother’s
assumption.” The case was recorded to guarantee Serle’s integrity for
when she would marry.*' It seems that the statement found its way
into the pinkas because of the involvement of the governors. Clearly,
it would have been inappropriate to raise a delicate issue like this in
public, which explains why no other similar records are found in the
main pinkas. Instead they are recorded in a less central document, the
book of copies of takkanot.** The last two pages contain seven similar
cases dating between 1747 and 1799. Most are the same as this earlier
example. A woman or a man appears before the governors or rabbi and
declares together with two witnesses that a daughter (none was older
than nine) had fallen on a bench or a chair, which caused the injury.

% TIbid., fols. 209 v, 239 v.

¥ Ibid., fol. 76.

1 A statement that a girl had suffered an accident by which she appeared not to be
virgin, shetar mukkat ets, literally a declaration of being ‘struck by wood’.

2 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625.
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Some records state that the father of the girl demanded that the case
be written up in the pinkas.”

One story was different. In 1769 a father reported that his daughter
had been abused by a young man, the teacher’s son. The girl, who
was seven, had suffered from pain for weeks, until one day her younger
brother told the father the reason for her pain. He had seen a young
boy force the girl to lie down and rape her. The father of the girl
demanded the expulsion of the boy from the community and a record
in the pinkas to remember his evil deed.*

These records were kept in a confidential source because of their
sensitive content and to preserve the honour of the girls involved,
as well as to ensure that their marriage prospects were not harmed.
Clearly, however, it must have been decided by the governors some time
after 1733 not to record these matters in the official pinkas. No such
decision is mentioned in the manuscript. Obviously, therefore, certain
issues were discussed among the parnassim without being written into
the official records. This again raises the question of the general reli-
ability of pinkassim as sources.”

Another interesting occurrence is reported in a record dating from
1767.% Sere, wife of David bar Nahman, was called before the governors
to read a letter sent to her by her husband from Puerto Rico several
months earlier. David, the husband, wrote to inquire after her health
and that of their children, and to say that after having received a letter
from her he would send her money via the banker Tobias Boas.

Although there is no additional information about the matter, it seems
that this is one of many cases in which families broke up—however
temporarily—when husbands went off to try their luck across the
Atlantic. Many disappeared in the New World and effectively deserted
their family. This was a widespread phenomenon, especially in the eight-
eenth century, described by Yosef Kaplan in relation to the Sephardi
community of Amsterdam*” and by Van Deursen in connection with

A similar phenomenon occurred in Rome in the sixteenth century, see D. Malkiel,
The Woodstruck Deed, published at http://www.earlymodern.org/workshops/2006/
malkiel/index.php?pid=36 (27.3.2007). The Amsterdam pinkassim contain similar
records; Sluys, op. cit., p. 120.

* GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625, fol. 47.

¥ See below, Conclusions. On this subject in general see Michman, op. cit. (1995),
pp. 180-181; Beem, op. cit. (1995), passim.

¥ GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 202. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 9.

¥ Kaplan, op. cit. (2000 [b]), pp. 287-288.
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Dutch Republic’s non-Jewish population in the seventeenth century.*®
The phenomenon mainly involved poor people who were unable to
make a living in the Republic and hoped to find their fortune in the
New World. In most cases the wives and children were left helpless and
without any resources. The dangers of the voyage added to the risk
and sometimes turned abandoned wives into widows. Without reliable
witnesses for the death of a husband, a wife would remain an agunat,
still officially married, unable to remarry and remedy her economic
plight, and ensure the future of her children.

It was apparently rare for a husband to write a letter like the one
written by David bar Nahman, promising money in the near future.
Poor families without a breadwinner were a heavy burden on the
community and its governors. So the letter from Puerto Rico with the
suggestion of a possible release from economic hardship for one family
must have made a positive impression on those involved, not least the
parnassim, who decided to record the letter in the pinkas. Because David
bar Nahman proposed to send money via Tobias Boas, the matter
presumably became a private transaction which may explain why no
further records refer to the issue in the official documents.

In 1747, the turmoil of the Orange Revolution spread throughout
the Dutch Republic, as the French occupied the south of the country.
Amid the general economic malaise and inflation, support for the house
of Orange grew. Many provinces—under popular pressure—demanded
the restoration of the Orange stadholder. Disturbances were accompa-
nied by attacks on Catholics and Protestant sects,” and in Amsterdam
against the Jews.”” The Hague pinkas also mentions disturbances. In
the autumn of 1747, the annual election of governors was postponed
because of the prevailing unrest in the capital. The record mentions
cases of plundering, although it is unclear whether Jews suffered directly,!
as in Amsterdam. Since the unrest was partly directed against crafts-
men who worked outside the traditional guilds, which included Jews,
presumably violent incidents also occurred in The Hague. Either way,

% A. T. van Deursen, Plain Lives in a Golden Age: Popular Culture, Religion and Society in
Seventeenth-Century Holland (Cambridge 1991), p. 89.

¥ See J. A. E de Jongste, “The Restoration of the Orangist Regime in 1747: The
Modernity of a Glorious Revolution’, in: M. C. Jacob and W. W. Mijnhardt (eds), The
Dutch Republic in the Eighteenth Century: Decline, Enlightenment and Revolution, Ithaca 1992,
pp. 32-59.

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 58.

1 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 126 v.
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the parnassim apparently considered the situation too dangerous for
elections to be held and therefore postponed the ballot for a month.
Remarkably, the record contains no other detailed reference to the
events, which the governors must surely have discussed. Clearly they
preferred not to record their views in the pinkas.

A later record reveals that leading Jews in The Hague were quick
to seek direct contact with William IV, sending two representatives to
the new stadholder in 1748. It is hardly surprising to find that one of
the representatives was Tobias Boas. The other was Leib Tieh.”” These
two prominent community figures® went again in 1766 to represent the
community of The Hague, even though they were not parnassim in that
year. In addition, the pinkas mentions the need for the legation, which
included representatives of the two other large Dutch communities of
Amsterdam and Rotterdam. In 1766 William V, stadholder since 1751,
attained the age of majority, providing an opportunity for representa-
tives to renew the good relations between the country’s Jews and the
royal court, as the record notes. The text also states that Tobias Boas
had already managed to make an appointment for some days later
that week. The other two communities involved in delegation had sug-
gested sending parnassim from each community, but in The Hague the
incumbent parnassim gave way to the former governors, Tobias Boas
and Leib Tieh. A sensible move, since Boas had excellent connections
at Court. Of all the Jewish representatives to attend he was no doubt
the most important.”

This record is one of the few to provide information about the duties
of the governors outside the everyday business of community adminis-
tration. It reveals Tobias Boas fulfilling the traditional role of shtadlan,
mediator between the Jews and the non-Jewish world.

Another important event that occurred in 1744 and 1745, is not
mentioned at all in the pinkas, although Tobias Boas, who was then a
parnas, played a key role. In 1744, Maria Theresa, the pious Habsburg
queen of Hungary and Bohemia, decreed that all Jews be expelled from
Bohemia and Moravia, in particular from Prague. This was the subject

%2 Ibid., fol. 195 v. See the record in Appendix 2, no. 8.

% Leib Tieh was a prominent governor of those who were not part of the Boas
clan; see table 1, which shows the years in office of the parnassim.

% That the audience took place, can be seen from a note in the s Gravenhaagse
Woensdagse Courant of 19 March 1766; see Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), p. 31. See also the
chapter by S. Seeligmann in the same volume, ‘Het geestelijk leven in de Hoogduitsche
Joodsche Gemeente te ’s Gravenhage’, pp. 44—45.
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of heated discussion across Europe and the Jews, mainly the leading
court Jews, generated intense diplomatic pressure to cancel the decree,
which would have brought the flourishing Jewish life of the region to
an end. As has already been described elsewhere, Tobias Boas played
a leading role in Dutch Jewish efforts to convince the government to
intervene directly or indirectly in Vienna.” The Dutch Republic’s
intervention was the first of many similar efforts by other European
governments. Which makes it all the more surprising that this matter did
not find its way into the official records of the Hague community.

The Jews of The Hague had already concerned themselves with the
Jews of Prague a year previously, when the Ashkenazi and Sephardi
communities collected 336 guilders for the community. This sum was
also submitted to Tobias Boas, who sent it to Amsterdam, where all
the money collected by other Dutch communities was brought together
and sent to Prague.”® The record does not explain what the Jews of
Prague needed the money for, perhaps it related to the retreat of the
Prussians from the city and the demolition of the old Jewish quarter
in the early 1740s. It may have been part of an attempt to preempt
measures against the Jews, who were suspected of sympathising with
the occupiers and opposing the Habsburgs. It was these suspicions that
motivated the expulsion decree of 1744.

The long list of both regular and unusual items shows that the Hague
pinkas is a far richer source than the other pinkassim investigated here.
This underscores the importance of the Ashkenazi community in The
Hague in relation to the many other communities outside Amsterdam.
Because The Hague was the seat of government, its Jewish commu-
nity was far more than just another provincial medine community. The
Hague community was powerful enough to act and lobby in ways that
smaller communities were not; indeed, many of the items found in the
Hague pinkas are not found at all in the pinkassim of the other Dutch
communities.

A review of its contents shows that only one or two items are not
found in the Hague manuscript. For instance, there is almost no mate-
rial about taxes or contributions by members, which might provide a

» B. Mevorah, ‘Die Interventionsbestrebungen in Europa zur Verhinderung der
Vertreibung der Juden aus Bohmen und Mahren 1744—1745’, Jahrbuch des Instituts fiir
Deutsche Geschichte in Tel Aviv 9 (1980), pp. 15-81; here pp. 36-39.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 118.
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better understanding of the social structure of the community. The
only source for this subject is the listing of synagogue seats, with the
sum paid for each. These lists show who belonged to the wealthiest
families. Yet the price for an average seat rarely varied, so that no
further distinction can be made regarding the spending power of the
various members.

In general, it seems that the principle maintained in the pinkas was
not so much to avoid certain topics, but to avoid recording too many
details. Records about disciplinary measures rarely mention the real
reason for the steps taken against an individual. Matters of diplomatic
importance, like the campaign to prevent the expulsion of the Jews of
Prague, were not recorded in the pinkas, perhaps because they were
of no immediate concern to the community. Yet these issues were
obviously discussed by the parnassim and influential members of the
community. In most cases, the record states the final resolution of the
issue. Only rarely is it possible to trace the development of a discus-
sion about a topic. Several events described in the pinkas reveal that
additional documents were kept containing temporary measures and
matters that were pending. This material was apparently destroyed
whenever the issue was resolved. Thus, by its very nature, the pinkas is
not a comprehensive and detailed source for the items it records, which
is true of all pinkassim.

Almost all of the records in the Hague pinkas were written by
ne’emanim, the annually elected secretaries. They were in charge of keep-
ing the pinkas and wrote up the records as instructed by the parnassim.
As a result the character of the records remains more or less constant
throughout the period. Interestingly there is not a single record written
or signed by a rabbi, who apparently had no direct part in the keep-
ing of the community’s key administrative document. This consistent
omission suggests that (unwritten) conventions must have applied to the
rabbi’s involvement in the community records.

Middelburg

Only three unusual items appear in the Middelburg pinkas. Foremost
among the former are the pletten lists of households required to feed
the poor on a certain number of Shabbatot and festivals. Doubtless
the other communities maintained the same general Ashkenazi custom,
offering a systematic way of providing charity and dealing with the
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problem of the itinerant poor. Unlike Middelburg, none of the other
communities investigated here kept similar lists in their pinkas.”

The Middelburg manuscript records only one instance of the
community taking over a person’s capital in return for an annuity, as
recorded in the Hague pinkas. The record mentions a case in 1773 in
which two members of the community deposited a sum in return for
an annuity for their mother.”® If the pinkas record is the only event of
its kind (which may be assumed, given the copious financial records),
the Middelburg community was not a major supplier of financial
services. The community was not large enough to provide sufficient
wealthy customers, and the general state of the community probably
did not encourage potential clients to deposit their capital. Moreover,
Middelburg’s governors may not even have considered this opportunity
for increasing the community’s financial basis.

A variation on this theme occurred in 1787, when Joseph ben Israel
entrusted the enormous sum of 1,500 guilders with the parnassim. He
deposited this for the five children of his late brother on condition that
an annual interest of four percent be paid, and that each of the children
should receive at least 300 guilders when they married or when they
attained the age of majority.” Obviously it was the unexpected receipt
of such a large amount that prompted the matter to be recorded in
the pinkas, which by then was no more than a cashbook and therefore
dealt mainly with financial items anyway.

These three items are the only three unusual types of record in the
Middelburg pinkas. This brief addition to the basic pinkas contents reveals
again the modest area of activity and the apparent lack of dynamic in
this community in the eighteenth century. The records were written up
almost exclusively by the cantors of the community, who also served
as ne’eman or secretary.

Leeuwarden

The Leeuwarden manuscript is of greater interest in this regard. This
pinkas, which remained in use until the mid-nineteenth century contains
some unusual items which are also found in part in other manuscripts.

" See below, Chapter 6.
% Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg no. 1, p. 118.
» TIbid., p. 126.
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However, it also contains items that are unique to this community.
Remarkably, the Leeuwarden pinkas is the only pinkas in which records
are numbered, thereby turning the pinkas into a systematic administra-
tive tool. Several references in various records show that the numbers
were used to refer to earlier records in the manuscript. The numbering
seems to be unique for pinkassim. So far no comparable system has been
found in any other pinkas of the period.”

Moreover, the Leeuwarden manuscript also contains several relatively
early records in Dutch. The first Dutch record was written in 1758,
about the renegade Tzadok bar Tzvi, who, despite the community’s
prohibition, kept a private ritual bath in his house.”" Since this had
also been reported to the local authority, the notification was copied
into the pinkas in the original Dutch, together with a comment about
the official report.

Whenever non-Jews were involved in a case, the text was apparently
copied in Dutch, often from the original Dutch document. Altogether
fifteen Dutch records are found in the pinkas prior to 1795, all of which
are connected to non-Jews in some way. Normally no Yiddish trans-
lation was added to the Dutch text, which indicates that Dutch was
acknowledged as a semi-official language by the governors, and must
have been generally understood in its written form.

Another group of unusual records involves the annual lists of
contributors to the community fund (Lyste der Quotisatie des Weeks
van de Joodsche Leeden). The Leeuwarden pinkas contains eight lists®
comprising the names of heads of households, for some reason only
starting in 1788. These lists are valuable sources about social aspects
of the community, and are therefore examined further below.*®

Connected to this are the records of loans made to the community by
individuals and institutions, both Jewish and non-Jewish. Leeuwarden’s
sefer zikhronot reports five loans made to the community during the four
decades before 1795.° This item was of course an important matter in
pinkassim, and 1t 1s surprising that only the manuscripts of The Hague
and Leeuwarden contain such financial transactions.

5 Surprisingly, Italian pinkassim were also kept like this in the sixteenth century. See
Boksenboim, op. cit. and Carpi, op. cit.

o1 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 45; see also Chapter 1.

62 Thid., record nos. 276, 284, 289, 295, 299, 307, 316 and 333.

% See below, Chapter 5.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 74, 139, 161, 258

and 326.
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Poor Jews, wandering from one town to another, begging for money;,
were a major problem for every organised Jewish community. This
was no less acute in Leeuwarden, despite being in the far north of the
country. Indeed, Leeuwarden was part of a chain of Jewish communi-
ties across northwest Europe, so that large numbers of Jewish beggars
arrived here. Hamburg, Emden, Delfzijl, Groningen, Leeuwarden and
some of the smaller towns with Jewish communities must have seemed
attractive to poor Jews on the road, and the route was certainly well
known. Every Jewish community was obliged to help poor Jews in
every way possible; however, the burgomasters were concerned about
the Jewish lower class, since they were doubly suspicious: they were
poor and Jewish.

The Friesland assembly enacted decrees against Jewish beggars at
least twice, in 1757 and 1766, forcing the community to adapt its policy
towards poor Jews, who presumably hoped to find a place to settle and
work somewhere along the way. Both decrees and the community’s
decision following the first measure are recorded in the sefer zikhronot.®
The issue arose several times between Friesland’s local authorities and
the Jewish community long before the first record in the pinkas was
written. It was a familiar problem, and continued to concern Jewish
and non-Jewish leaders.”® The decrees were regarded as important legal
documents. Whether the parnassim liked it or not, the texts had to be
considered part of the community’s everyday business and were avail-
able to be presented to anyone who objected to the restriction against
housing poor Jews.

A further similarity between the two pinkassim from Leeuwarden and
The Hague involves records of members who died intestate. Compared
to The Hague, Leeuwarden’s governors faced some unusual cases. The
first case was that of the widow Hanna, whose estate was sold for fifteen
guilders in 1794.%7

A month later, the aged Juda Leib ben Abraham agreed a contract
with the parnassim, to arrange that he would receive one rijksdaalder
a week from the community for the rest of his life, since he was old,

% Tbid., records 39 and 126 b.

5 See Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 10-11, 16, 19-20, where he describes the decrees
by the local authority concerning poor Jews coming to Leeuwarden in the first half
of the eighteenth century.

57 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 312. See Chapter 3.
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weak and could no longer earn a living. In return, after his death his
estate would revert to the community. When the contract was drawn
up his property was listed in the sefer zikhronot. It comprised thirty-four
books of religious content, mostly loshen Ashkenaz (Yiddish) and various
items for everyday use.”® Juda’s comparatively large book collection
shows that he came from a well-educated family; his late father’s name
is preceded by the acronym "3, meaning morenu ha-rav (our teacher
the rabbi).

In the spring of 1796 the governors listed the estate of the late Leib
Polak, one of Leeuwarden’s wealthier Jews. In the 1760s and *70s he
served as parnas, so that it is hardly surprising to find that his estate was
far larger. Here again, books are listed as the principal item, illustrating
the value of books in Jewish society. His library contained 44 books,
mostly on halakhic subjects, like those of Juda Leib ben Abraham. But
Leib Polak’s books also included the regulations of the Ashkenazi com-
munity of Amsterdam, the takkanot of Leeuwarden, the regulations for
the synagogue (of Leeuwarden?), and even secular (and non-Jewish) folk
literature in a Yiddish book about those wise fools, the Schildburgers.®
The various books of regulations indicate that Leib Polak treated his
work as parnas seriously, but the folk stories show that he or someone
in his family also enjoyed secular literature.”

From the growing frequency of estates dealt with by the parnassim
in the mid-1790s the question arises whether the three cases occurred
coincidentally, or whether the relevant rules had changed. Unlike The
Hague, Leeuwarden employed rabbis throughout the period. In many
communities it was the rabbi who handled estates. In 1793, Shabbatai
ben Eliezer Susman Cohen of Sokolov was chosen to serve as the new
rabbi of the community.”' All three cases occurred under his tenure.
In fact, the second case suggests why these were written up in the sefer
zikhronot: Juda Leib had made a contract with the community, so a
record had to be kept in the sefer zikhronot.

% Tbid., record no. 317.

% See M. Gutschow, Inventory of Yiddish Publications from the Netherlands c. 1650~
¢. 1950 (Leiden 2006) for a list of similar Yiddish books.

% On both libraries listed in the pinkas see H. Beem, ‘Welke boeken bezaten Joden
in een Nederlandse provinciestad in de 18e eeuw?’, Studia Rosenthaliana 6 (1972), pp.
71-75, in which he lists the titles of the books and the price they were sold for.

' Tresoar, fewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 309, see also Beem,

op. cit. (1974), p. 51.



KEEPING A PINKAS 111

The last unusual item in the sefer zikhronot involves the community’s
Eretz Israel fund, which again parallels the fund mentioned in the Hague
pinkas. Many records relating to the fund are found in the manuscript.
It seems that the fund was especially prominent during the first three
decades of the pinkas; two emissaries from the Holy Land visited the
community in the period before 1795. They travelled around Europe
in order to collect money for the four communities of Jerusalem,
Hebron, Safed and Tiberias.”” By the 1750s the fund had its own gab-
bai.” Since he was a community official, all matters relating to the fund
were recorded in the sefer zikhronot, especially occasions when the gov-
ernors were forced to borrow sums from the fund to cover community
expenses.”* The prominence of the issue in the pinkas demonstrates the
importance attached to the fund.

Finally, there is the record of a young girl who had injured herself
in 1765 in such a way that she no longer appeared to be a virgin,
similar to the cases described in the Hague pinkas. The record was
written up in the sefer zikhronot, but subsequently covered over with a
sheet of paper and sealed, so that no one would be able read the text
without removing the page.” This intention would have been obvious,
yet eventually someone uncovered the record since the paper is now
folded back. The reason why this record was covered is the same as
in The Hague, where the governors decided to record most of these
cases in a confidential document: the parnassim wished to preserve the
subject’s modesty.

Leeuwarden’s sefer zikhronot is a relatively detailed pinkas, especially
compared to the community’s size. Hardly any subject is ignored in the
manuscript. It seems that the governors wished to keep a meticulous
record of the community’s administration. Yet one item is missing: col-
lections for other communities (apart from the prominent Eretz Israel
fund). Presumably this is not because no such collections were made;
after all, the interest in the Holy Land suggests the opposite. Perhaps
this item was recorded in other community documents which are now
lost, and not in the sefer zikhronot.

2 Tresoar, Jewish wnstitutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 30, 94.

8 H. Beem, ‘Leeuwarden‘s Connections with Erets Israel’ in Michman, J. (ed), Studies
on the History of Dutch Jewry 2 (Jerusalem 1979), p. 159.

™ TIbid., p. 162.

7 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 110.
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Ousterwik

Compared to the ample contents of the pinkassim of The Hague and
Leeuwarden, the three Oisterwijk manuscripts are far less varied. Besides
the basic contents—and even these are not fully represented in the
manuscripts—there is only one unusual item. It concerns the regional
organisation of the Jews in and around Oisterwijk, which is similar to
the organisations of Jews in Germany known as Landesjudenschafien.”
The first pinkas includes both the statutes of the regional organisation
(W12 PRIRIVI D IRTIRD NITN) dated 1764, which opens the first
pinkas,”” and a record of a meeting of representatives of the com-
munities of the regional organisation, dated 1783.”% We do not know
whether this organisation had its own pinkas, or whether Oisterwijk’s
first pinkas was used for recording its decisions. Either way, the gabbaim
of the regional organisation would presumably have copied important
texts into their own pinkas.

The vast majority of the records in the Oisterwijk pinkassim were
written up by the cantor and ne’eman, although the rabbi also served as
a secretary.”’ In fact the rabbi wrote up most of the third pinkas which,
apart from a few records that properly belonged in a regular pinkas, is
more like a memorbukh.™ Most of the texts therefore reflect the intentions
of the governors, who certainly advised the ne’eman how to formulate
the records, and which details to include.

A pinkas kahal bears witness to the many events that occur in the
course of a community’s history, and is full of numerous decisions by
the community’s governors. Yet none of the pinkassim examined here
provides a complete chronicle of all the issues and topics discussed by
a community’s governors. There are clear indications of meetings and
decisions by parnassim that are not mentioned, and of which no record
was kept. So a pinkas represents only part of the history of a commu-
nity’s administration. Subjects such as political involvement, moral and

7 The most comprehensive research on these organisations is that of D. J. Cohen,
‘The Organizations of the “Landjudenschaften” (Jewish Corporations) in Germany
During the XVII and XVIII Centuries’, PhD thesis (Jerusalem 1967).

7 Ros 282 a, pp. 1-8.

8 Ibid., p. 39. Regional organisations are discussed below, Chapter 7.

7 For example he copied the statutes of the regional organisation into the first pinkas,
mentioning that he was asked to do so by the representatives of Oisterwijk, Waalwijk,
Dinther and Eindhoven.

% See Ros 283.
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marital issues and matters involving unpleasant consequences for the
community’s governors were often kept out of the pinkas. Governors
must have been aware that their records might be read by later genera-
tions or even by the non-Jewish authorities. The latter possibility was of
particular concern, since such encounters had rarely ended favourably
for Jews on previous occasions.

Local idiosyncrasies were recorded in the manuscripts due to their
importance in the everyday life of the community, their unusual char-
acter, or because they described some special aspect of the community.
This is why records discuss extraordinary financial matters, which were
invariably the most important issues and which dictated a community’s
fate. Records of young girls who had injured themselves in such a way
that they no longer appeared to be a virgin were crucial, since the
served as a guarantee of their integrity, and ensured their future as
members of the community. Finally, the presence of records relating
to the regional organisation of the Jews in the meieryy of Den Bosch in
the Oisterwijk pinkas illustrates the importance of these organisations
for small communities like that of Brabant.

Unfortunately the material provides insufficient evidence to deter-
mine whether the status of the secretary influenced the content of the
manuscripts. Almost all of the records in the pinkassim were written by
ne’emanim or by other community officials, who did not always sign the
records. As a result, there is no way of telling whether the eloquence of
a pinkas is related to the number and differing status of its secretaries.



CHAPTER THREE

OFFICIALS OF THE JEWISH COMMUNITY

Like almost every Jewish community, the four Dutch communities of
The Hague, Middelburg, Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk employed vari-
ous officials who were in charge of the—mostly religious—activities
and requirements of the community. The number of these officials
differed from place to place, since there was a direct link between the
differentiation of tasks and the community’s size. All the communities
investigated here employed cantors, teachers, slaughterers and beadles.
Sometimes the regulations even obliged communities to employ these
officials." The pinkassim of the four communities refer to all these officials,
providing evidence of their status within the community, their origins,
and their attitudes. Of all the officials attached to a community, the
rabbi was of course the most important.

Rabbis and Poskim

The pinkassim examined here contain considerable information about
rabbis, their status and their relationship to the governors. Sometimes,
information has to be found between the lines. This reflects the findings
of the previous chapters: pinkassim were the administrative instruments
of the parnassim, rabbis rarely had a voice in these documents. Yet the
parnassim would never have criticised the rabbis openly in the official
records. So we have to look for small signs to piece together the histori-
cal reality and to learn more about the status and acknowledgement
of rabbinic authority.

Many rabbis have been researched by scholars because of their
outstanding role within the Jewish community. Yet while Jewish histo-
riography is full of information about the religious leaders of Jewish

' See, e.g., paragraph 20 of the takkanot of Middelburg; Zeeuws Archief, NIG
Middelburg, no. 1, p. 3.
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communities, the older publications in particular present a distorted
view that does not always reflect the real situation.

The Hague

The history of the rabbis of The Hague has always been an impor-
tant topic for scholars interested in this community. In his work on
the Ashkenazi Jews of the Dutch capital, Van Zuiden mentions all the
eighteenth-century rabbis and their successors,” including a separate
chapter on local rabbis by Sigmund Seeligmann.’ A more recent study
on the rabbis of The Hague has appeared by I. B. van Creveld; while
an examination from a religious perspective of the leading rabbi of the
eighteenth century, Saul Halevi, has also appeared.* Yet none of these
have investigated the sources sufficiently, and so their discussions remain
somewhat superficial, particularly with regard to the status of these
rabbis and their relations with the community and its governors.
Salman Loonstein seems to have been the first appointed rabbi of
the Ashkenazi community in The Hague.” In the autumn of 1724, the
governors and seven additional respected members of the community
decided unanimously to appoint Loonstein, who had until then been
living in Nijmegen.® The pinkas offers few details about the appointment.
It merely states that it was not to be a burden for any of the members
of the community. The official contract’ provides more details about
the conditions offered to Loonstein. His appointment was limited to
three years. He was given a weekly salary of six guilders, and a free
apartment close to the synagogue. In addition, he and his wife received
free peat and wood for heating, and also free flour at Pesach. They also
had free seats in the synagogue. Apart from these conditions relating
to the economic aspect of Loonstein’s terms of employment in The
Hague nothing is stated regarding his relationship to the governors,

? Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), pp. 28-30.

% Seeligmann, op. cit., pp. 40-80.

* P A. Meyers, Sefer Binyan Sha’ul (Jerusalem 2004).

> See the regulations of 1723, in which paragraph 25 states: 7"aR 1P 0 35 8
127 18,

® GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 30.

7 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 522. The certificate is, of course, in Hebrew, whereas
the record in the pinkas is in Yiddish. An illustration of the certificate appears with
a translation in Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), p. 40 (a) and in I. B. van Creveld, Haagse
Rabbynen: Drie eeuwven geestelyke leiding (Zutphen 1995), p. 24.
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or his authority in the community. This aspect was apparently settled
informally.

Not much is known about Loonstein and his work during his three
years in The Hague, the last three years of his life. He died in 1728,
and his widow Rekhle, who was more or less obliged by the parnassim to
leave the community,” died in 1733 in Middelburg. It seems that neither
were very young when they came to The Hague. Probably that was one
of the reasons why the governors accepted Loonstein, since he would
be unlikely to play an important role for a long period, yet he would
also have been experienced enough to fulfil his task properly.

The pinkas reveals no tension between the first rabbi and the gover-
nors of the Hague community in their decisions concerning the local
Jewish life. Apart from his appointment and the matter of his widow
three years later, Loonstein is not mentioned in the records at all. This
fact and the strange circumstances of Rekhle’s departure suggest that
Loonstein was not particularly respected in the community.

In the summer of 1728 the parnassim decided to employ a teacher for
the best six pupils at the local Talmud Torah school. His title would be
‘rabbi of the Talmud Torah’. The only candidate was Jacob Shalom,
who apparently came from outside The Hague. The first text to men-
tion his name provides no further details about his origins.” It seems
that besides teaching these six children (and four additional private
pupils), Shalom was also expected to function as a rabbinic authority
on halakhic issues. He was indeed a rabbi and is consistently referred
to in the records as morenu ha-rav. He was paid 4 guilders and 20 stuiv-
ers a week, almost a third less than Loonstein. However, Shalom was
probably still unmarried when he came to The Hague, since there is no
mention of a wife in any of the records.'’ Like his predecessor, Shalom
was also granted free peat, wood, and an apartment.'' His rooms were

8 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 50. The pinkas does not explain why the parnassim
forced her to sell her pension rights and never return to The Hague.

? Ibid.

" He was granted a seat in the synagogue, but there is no corresponding place for
his wife in the lists; see 1bid., fol. 52, where his seat is no. 3. The next page does not
mention the rabbi’s wife on any of the first seats, or elsewhere. In later years, he no
longer had his own place, presumably because as rabbi of the community he had a
special seat in front of the community. That seat was removed from the synagogue
after his contract ended.

' Ibid., fol. 50.
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rented by the community in the house of Feibel Shnuki, where Shalom
had a small bedroom and a classroom.'

Some weeks later Jacob Shalom was appointed rabbi of the com-
munity."® The record states that the decision to appoint him av beth din
(head of the rabbinical court) in addition to his task as more tzedek was
made unanimously. The records in the pinkas do not explain this appar-
ently sudden move. Presumably the governors came to the conclusion
that the community’s standing would be enhanced by the appointment
of an official rabbi. It is also possible that Shalom may have tried to
improve his position himself, thereby raising his status, if not his salary.
Eventually, Shalom served both as rabbi and teacher of the Talmud
Torah on a six-year contract.'

Like Loonstein, Shalom is not recorded as having been actively
involved in any of the issues dealt with by the governors. Besides the
records dealing with his appointment, he is rarely mentioned in the
pinkas during his six years at The Hague. Even the revised takkanot con-
cerning honours in synagogue, enacted in the autumn of 1729, were
only signed by the parnassim,"” with no mention of the rabbi although
he could hardly have been left out of the decision-making process.

In the spring of 1731, the governors of the community signed a
contract with David Bomsler, also an ordained rabbi. He was to be
the new rabbi of the Talmud Torah school, where he would teach six
boys, for an initial period of six months.'® This would seem to have
encroached on Shalom’s duties, who was still ostensibly responsible
for teaching the Talmud Torah pupils. Since he presumably continued
to teach, there must have been a need for additional teachers in the
growing community. A pinkas record reveals that Shalom enjoyed a
reputation as a teacher. The governors stated that both Shalom and
Bomsler should inform the parnassim before accepting new pupils to
prevent parents trying obtain the community rabbi for their child rather
than the junior Talmud Torah rabbi."

12 Ibid., fol. 51.

1% Ibid., fol. 55 v. Neither Seeligmann, op. cit., nor Van Zuiden, op. cit. (1913), knew
about this. They do not seem to have studied the pinkas carefully in their research.
Likewise I. B. van Creveld.

"* There are two records about the decision to accept Jacob Shalom as rabbi, but
only the second mentions the duration of the contract; ibid., fol. 56 v.

1 TIbid., fol. 60 v—61.

16 Tbid., fol. 70 v.

17 Ibid.
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The pinkas mentions Shalom as an active participant only towards
the end of his contract in 1734. The disastrous financial circumstances
of the community forced the governors to decline to renew the rabbi’s
contract, and to resolve not to employ another rabbi for a further ten
years.'® The financial situation of the Ashkenazim in The Hague had
probably never been healthy, but the decision demonstrates that the
parnassim were convinced that the community did not need to employ
an official rabbi. It is impossible to judge from the few relevant records
in the pinkas whether any other aspect of Shalom’s role in the com-
munity may have influenced the parnassim to decide against extending
his tenure. There is only one cryptic passage which states that besides
the financial reasons there was also something else, which remained
hidden: MIRI7 10 RW 1IQY ©'OIND7 (TP A9TIR DIR 'NR [L. ]
[...] ™an 5y mopnb.e

Meanwhile, some of the community objected to the decision to leave
the position of rabbi unfilled for such a long period. They were led
by Itzik Leecuwarden. The opponents appealed to the burgomasters to
quash the decision of the parnassim. Shalom seems to have played an
active part in this campaign and agreed to lay the case before the local
authority. Yet the burgomasters rejected the arguments of the opposition
and confirmed the ruling of the governors, which they declared to be
the only valid decision-making body. This simultaneously strengthened
the position of the leadership, and confirmed the internal autonomy
of the Jews in religious affairs.

Shalom then appeared before the parnassim and declared that all he
wanted was for his contract to be extended, that he had been misled into
following Leeuwarden and supporting the court case. The case being
lost, he asked the governors to provide him with a means of support.
They responded by asking why he had not come to them earlier, and
that they were willing to reconsider his case.”

All this shows that Shalom was well regarded by a section of the
community, who were loath to lose him as their rabbi. So while the
governors upheld their decision, they permitted the rabbi to remain
with the community. Moreover, the parnassim allowed him to stay for

'8 Tbid., fol. 81. This decision was taken together with some other measures to
raise revenue.

19 Thid.

2 Ibid., fol. 82; see also Van Creveld, op. cit. (1995), p. 25. See the record in
Appendix 2, no. 3.
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another six months in his former apartment, offered him 20 stuivers
a week for the next two years and a seat (no. 4) in the synagogue.
Abiding by Shalom’s own request, his former seat of honour in the
synagogue was removed.?' Two years later he asked for a continuation
of his weekly stipend, but the governors refused, and offered him only
free peat in winter.”? He lived in The Hague for another 35 years, and
died in 1769.%

The record stating the decision to leave the position of rabbi vacant
for ten years does not explain how the governors proposed to deal with
halakhic questions in this period. It seems that the respected Aberle
Levi, a rabbi and a member of the community, served in an unofficial
capacity in this period. Later he took part in the betfi din in his role as
rabbi;** a record dating from 1738 specifically mentions his participation
as rabbi.” Interestingly he was one of the two parnassim in 1734, when
the governors decided to leave the post of rabbi vacant, after which he
immediately started to handle halakhic questions. Levi was doubtless
one of the more powerful individuals in the community. Perhaps those
who opposed the decision to leave the post of rabbi vacant feared the
concentration of power in the hands of one person, but the sources
naturally provide no indication for that assumption.

In 1738, a change in the community’s modus operandi occurred when
Matatyahu ben Yona of Meseritz was appointed Talmud Torah rabbi,
with responsibility for deciding on halakhic questions whenever Levi
was absent. Matatyahu was also an ordained rabbi, as his title 9"371
shows.” The governors apparently tried to combine different religious
functions in one person, making Matatyahu also responsible for the
bedika of ritually slaughtered animals. Matatyahu’s contract was for six
months, but it soon became clear that he felt unable to fulfill all his
tasks, so that within weeks he was asking for his appointment to be

2l GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 82-82 v.

2 Tbid., fol. 92 v.

# See Seeligmann, op. cit., p. 41, who quotes the inscription on Jacob Shalom’s
tombstone.

# See the halilzah ceremonies in the spring of 1735, when Aberle Levi was head of
the beth din, GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 84.

» Ibid., fol. 96 v. The record states that the new Talmud Torah rabbi, Matatyahu
ben Yona had to decide on halakhic questions instead of Aberle Levi, whenever he was
absent. He only stayed in The Hague for three months, and his successor, Yehoshua,
was employed on the same terms; ibid., fol. 98.

% Tbid., fol. 96 v.
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limited to that of Talmud Torah teacher and posek (making halakhic
rulings).”’

Even during Matatyahu’s tenure the governors were looking for a new
teacher who would fulfill the various additional tasks. A new candidate
emerged in the shape of Shmuel Ofen, also an ordained rabbi who
was apparently unable to find an appropriate position, a situation that
led him to accept the more modest position of beadle, Talmud Torah
rabbi, and posek in The Hague. The governors offered him a contract
for two years,” which was eventually extended for a further two years
in 1740. Interestingly the first contract states that each halakhic deci-
sion Ofen made had to be approved by Aberle Levi, the community’s
respected elder. This condition shows that Levi was still concerned
about his status in the community, and that he was probably regarded
as the leading authority on Aalakhah. Ofen is not mentioned again in
the pinkas in connection with the several tasks he fulfilled between 1738
and 1742. Neither is there any decision that bears his stamp as ba’al
posek, since no records of such matters were kept in the pinkas unless
they concerned community issues. In 1764, the parnassim declared their
intention to appoint a Talmud Torah rabbi instead of distributing the
children among different teachers.”” This implies that there was no
Talmud Torah rabbi at the time, or in other words, that by 1764 Ofen
no longer fulfilled this role. Yet in 1783 and 1785 Ofen was still in
The Hague, and was a respected member of the community, serving
as gabbai of the community.*

Until the mid-eighteenth century the religious leadership of the
Ashkenazi community in The Hague was weak and lacked a clear and
independent authority, recognised beyond the confines of the city. This
changed in 1748, when Saul Halevi of Emden, a son-in-law of the
famous Rabbi Arye Leib Loewenstamm of Amsterdam, was appointed
rabbi in The Hague. Halevi was not only respected as a Talmud scholar,!
he also seems to have enjoyed a personal reputation in the community
itself, and crucially, among the elite in The Hague. This enabled him to

77 Ibid., fol. 97. The short span of Matatyahu’s stay as a community official is the
apparent reason for the lack of information about him in the literature about the
Ashkenazi Jews in The Hague; no scholar has ever mentioned him before.

% TIbid., fol. 97 v. and 98.

% Thid., fol. 193 w.

% Ibid., fol. 254.

81 Seeligmann, op. cit., pp. 48-49.
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remain in office for a remarkable 37 years. Evidence for this is found in
the many records in the pinkas that refer to him, his authority and his
decisions concerning ritual and religious matters. Yet it remains unclear
why this change occurred. The records provide no explanation for the
desire of the governors to employ a prestigious rabbi.

From the first records mentioning the new rabbi it is clear that Halevi,
who was born in Galicia between 1712 and 1714% and served as a
community rabbi in Emden from 1742 to 1748, did not regard him-
self as just another unemployed Jewish scholar looking for an income.
He had been a community rabbi, and was related to one of the most
esteemed rabbinic authorities in Western Europe of the day: Arye
Leib Loewenstamm of Amsterdam. Indeed, Loewenstamm’s relatives
included other scholars and rabbis. This impressive background enabled
Halevi to negotiate the terms of his contract without pressure.

When he was unanimously approved by the parnassim and seven addi-
tional respected community members (among them Aberle Levi, who
had filled the post of posek for several years previously) in 3 Adar Sheni
5508 (3 March 1748), he was offered a weekly salary of eleven guilders.
Five guilders of this to be paid by Tobias Boas.* This offer, however,
was rejected by Halevi, and the community had to raise the amount
by almost half to sixteen guilders. Twelve additional men contributed
with smaller annual donations to the rabbi’s salary. This indicates that
the community’s elite were clearly interested in appointing a prestigious
rabbi for their community. While the pinkas makes no direct mention
of negotiations between the candidate and the governors, the records
reveal that the parnassim had to improve their offer to Halevi, who also
received free housing, wood and candles.

Presumably Halevi was assisted in these negotiations by his expe-
rienced father-in-law, since the records refer several times to Halevi
staying in Amsterdam in the spring of 1748. The final draft of the kelav
rabbanut, the official appointment for a period of six years accepted by
Halevi, dates from 14 Iyar 5508 (12 May 1748). About six weeks later

2 Meyers, op. cil., p. 48.

% Ibid., p. 82. Meyers, whose work is not an academic attempt to investigate the
life and work of the rabbi but a traditional Jewish compilation, mentions conflicts
between Emden’s parnassim and Saul Halevi, which eventually brought him to The
Hague; ibid., p. 85.

* GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 129.

# Thid., fol. 130.
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the pinkas shows him in office for the first time as The Hague’s rabbi,
with the title av beth din.*®

Throughout the following four decades Halevi appears in many of
the pinkas records. The texts show that the rabbi was not longer the
object of dispute among the community and its governors, but took
an active part in the affairs of the Ashkenazi Jews of The Hague. The
parnassim apparently welcomed his active participation, opening the
pinkas to his rulings, although not to his pen—his handwriting never
appears anywhere in the manuscript. From the beginning of Halevi’s
tenure he tried to reshape the local minkagim according to those in
Amsterdam,?” which reflects his close ties to his father-in-law, and to
his own interpretations of kalakhah. Under his guidance the beth din also
became far more active, as numerous falitzah ceremonies and other
decisions concerning members of the local community demonstrate.
Halevi was even involved in disciplinary measures by the governors
against members of the community, wherever a halakhic question was
involved. One example is the affair concerning Michel ben Benjamin
Haas, who had been seen several times at the Bosch on Shabbat, watch-
ing the troops parading.” His authority was even recognised outside
The Hague, when he was consulted by the governors of Leeuwarden
community concerning the reputation of Katriel ben Yehuda Leib, a
candidate for the position of rabbi there in 1769. Halevi responded in
favour of Katriel, and the text of his letter is found in Leeuwarden’s
sefer zikhronot.”

After the first six years, Halevi asked the community’s governors to
extend his contract for an additional six years in 1754, but now for a
weekly salary of eighteen guilders. After Tobias Boas had assured a fur-
ther contribution towards the rabbi’s income, Halevi was appointed for
a second term and a new ketav rabbanut was drawn up.* This document
was written in Hebrew, as was usual for this kind of contract.*! That

% Tbid., fol. 131 w.

7 Ihid., fol. 132.

% See above, Chapter 1; and ibid., fol. 219 v; the record appears in Appendix 2,
nos 10-11.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 144; the record appears
in Appendix 2, no. 26.

" GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 150. The phraseology of the document was
copied into the pinkas, as had been done in 1748.

"' The earliest surviving example of a ketav rabbanut, issued for Man Todros by the
governors of Friedberg community (Hesse) in 1575, was also written in Hebrew; see

Litt, op. cit. (2003 [a]), fol. 60 b.
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led to a dispute among the members of the community, and particu-
larly among those who contributed to the rabbi’s salary. Some were
astonished that the contract had been extended for a further six years
and claimed that some had been unable to understand the wording
because it was in Hebrew, and considered it impossible to continue to
contribute.” From the record it is difficult to discern the real background
of their sudden opposition. But perhaps the text provides the true facts.
The dissatisfied governors demanded a resolution ending the private
contributions to the rabbi’s salary. They wanted this was to be issued
by a beth din or by two lawyers, indeed the protesters decided to ask two
non-Jewish lawyers to draw up a declaration to this effect. In the end,
the remaining contributors agreed to support the rabbi’s salary for the
next six years.” This dispute is the only conflict relating to Halevi in
person in the entire manuscript.

When the second contract ended in 1760, Halevi asked for a renewal
of his appointment, which was made without any further dispute or
negotiation.** The record in the pinkas says explicitly that the contract
was again for a six-year term. Finally, the governors and Halevi agreed
in 1766 or before to enable him to remain in office without any further
limit, since no other mention of his contract is made.

In the spring of 1780, Halevi asked the parnassim to enact a takkanah
that his successors should not be allowed to charge fees for halakhic
rulings, divorces, halitzah, smikhah and hatarot shehitah. He pointed out
that he had never taken any payment for these services, and that he
expected his successors to behave in a similar fashion. The governors
replied positively and enacted the takkanah.® It reveals a remarkable
understanding of the duties of a rabbi, and shows that even then it
was not regarded as a matter of course that such services should be
provided free of charge.

Halevi died on 25 Iyar 5545 (5 May 1785) and was buried in the com-
munity cemetery,” where his grave can still be seen today. The vacant

2 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 155; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 5.

# Tbid., fol. 155 .

# Ibid., fol. 171 v.

® TIbid., fols. 247-247 v.

16 Ibid., fol. 263. The record was written in Hebrew, since it related to a religious sub-
ject. Similarly, the documents of his appointment were also formulated in Hebrew.
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post of rabbi soon became a matter of dispute among the governors.
Halevi’s death cannot have been unexpected, and discussions about
a possible successor may have preceded his passing. Under Halevi’s
tenure the governors had changed their views about the need for an
official rabbi. This is indicated by the decision, immediately following
the record of the former rabbi’s death, to employ Abraham Yehuda
Leib Meseritz as the new ba’al posek, which was a lesser rank than head
of the rabbinical court.”” Meseritz came from The Hague. He was the
son of Matatyahu of Meseritz, who had served briefly as Talmud Torah
rabbi and ba’al posek in 1738. Abraham Meseritz had been ordained
by Saul Halevi, so that the governors certainly did not anticipate any
change in religious direction.

The record stating the offer of the post to Meseritz, with its reduced
powers, was followed by the terms of his contract.” Some conditions
appear surprisingly modern: the contract was not limited to a number
of years, but each side had the right to cancel it subject to three months
notice. The document, which is more like a contract of employment
than a traditional ketav rabbanut, consists of 21 paragraphs detailing the
duties of a ba’al posek. Besides writing certificates of marriage, halitzah
and divorce, Meseritz was also in charge of kashrut, including the supervi-
sion of butchers, bakers, cheese-makers (most of whom were not Jewish),
as well as wine and milk. Interestingly, he was also placed in charge of
supervising chastity and purity in the community. For all these duties
he was paid six guilders a week, in addition to a one-off payment of
300 guilders and the usual free fuel and accommodation.

The final pages of the pinkas provide no further information about
Meseritz, but we know that he remained in office for more than 20
years,* and presumably over the years the terms of his employment
and his status gradually improved.

Surveying the religious leaders of the Hague community, there was
clearly a gradual change in the course of the eighteenth century. The

# The governors granted Halevi’s widow, Dina, the right to stay in the rabbi’s house
as long no new head of the rabbinical court was appointed; ibid., fol. 264. This proves
that Abraham Meseritz had not been employed as a full rabbinical authority in 1785.
The title ba’al posek was quite unusual in other communities. My thanks to Edward
Fram of Beer Sheva for pointing this out.

* Ibid., fols. 263263 v.

¥ Seeligmann, op. cit., p. 69. Whether conditions improved later, can only be answered
by analysing the second large pinkas of The Hague, covering the French period between
1795 and 1806, which is kept at Gemeentearchief Den Haag.
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pinkas records show that in the 1720s and *30s the parnassim and probably
many in the community had a limited understanding of the role of a
rabbi, an av beth din or a ba’al posek. This came to a head in the 1730s
and 40s, when the community dispensed entirely with official rabbis.
The long tenure of Saul Halevi changed this situation fundamentally.
He created a powerful foundation for his office in the community.
After his death in 1785, the position appears to have remained well
respected in the community. Halevi therefore played an important
role in fostering community awareness among the Ashkenazim in The
Hague by building up the explicitly acknowledged institution of the
rabbinate. His authority and his excellent connections with the rabbis of
Amsterdam certainly assisted him in this work, as well as the consistent
willingness of the community’s governors to support him. The desire
of the parnassim to find a successor after Halevi’s death and the choice
of his former student testifies to their profound wish to maintain the
institution and its local traditions.

Maddelburg

Little information about the rabbis of Middelburg is found in the com-
munity’s pinkas. Few facts are available about the period before 1725,
the year in which the central record book was started. During the first
decades of the eighteenth century Isaac ben Moses appears to have
taken care of the community’s ritual matters as rabbi and cantor.”

The first reference to the rabbi’s role in the community is in the
regulations of 1725, in which paragraph 18 states that the rabbi may
not provide direct services to any member, woman or young man
without the knowledge of the parnassim.” This defines the rabbi as a
subordinate of the community’s governors, and the few records refer-
ring to Middelburg’s rabbis confirm this impression.

The pinkas refers only once to a community rabbi, when the governors
decided to employ a rabbi as av beth din for one year in 1730. A certain
Meir Peretz was appointed with an annual salary of 40 rijksdaalders:*
This sum was considerably lower than the salary of the rabbis of The
Hague. The reason may be the small size of the community, which

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 478.
' Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 3.
2 Ibid., p. 29; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 17.

o)
b
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lacked a wealthy patron like Tobias Boas, whose financial support was
crucial for The Hague. Due to the lack of information in the pinkas
about the community’s history, no further data exists about Peretz or
his work in the community. Nothing else is known about him, his ori-
gin, and his role in the community, and nothing about his subsequent
fate. Apparently, the community survived without a rabbi or halakhic
authority for many years in the eighteenth century, since no sugges-
tion of a rabbi is found. In fact other sources reveal that this was not
the case: the community did have a rabbi for many years, one Joshua
Aharon Lipshitz who the parnassim tried to dismiss in 1772.>* A serious
measure such as this must have had a background, although there is no
sign of the official records of the pinkas. It seems that the administra-
tive awareness of the parnassim was so poor they failed even to mention
the appointment of a rabbi, who served from 1750 to 1790. Lipshitz
appears only once in the entire manuscript, in 1783, when he signed a
financial record in the pinkas, but without mentioning his formal posi-
tion.”* The lack of involvement of a halakhic authority in community
matters was presumably another reason for the modest performance of
the Ashkenazi community in Middelburg, compared to The Hague.

Leeuwarden

The situation in Leeuwarden contrasts starkly with that in Middelburg.
Relations between secular leaders and rabbis in Leeuwarden were
apparently close. However, the early years were not without difficulties.
Leeuwarden’s first rabbi took office in 1720, but because it had no pinkas
as yet, no administrative information about the appointment exists.
Between 1720 and 1735 Jacob Emmerich served as community rabbi
in Leeuwarden. Despite his surname he originated from Amsterdam,
and being the rabbi of Leeuwarden, Emmerich corresponded frequently
with the famous scholar Jacob Emden about halakhic questions con-
cerning Friesland’s Jewish community.”

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 478.

" Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 118.

% 8. Dasberg, ‘De eerste rabbijn en de oudste synagoge te Leuwarden’, De Viydagavond
7/1 (1930), pp. 9-10.
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He was followed by Hertz Levi, who converted in 1741 to Christianity.”®
This was fiercely debated among the Jews of Leeuwarden, and it is a
pity that there are no detailed internal records about the issue. It would
be fascinating to discover how the community handled this extraor-
dinary situation. Apparently no rabbi was appointed in Leeuwarden
between 1741 and 1747,”” when Nahman ben Jacob Levy of Emden
was chosen to fill the post. However, there was considerable opposition
in the community to his appointment. This focused on the new rabbi’s
ordination in Emden, rather than Amsterdam. The alternative candi-
date, Levy Isaacs, the son of a wealthy and influential local merchant
had received smikhah in Amsterdam. Indeed, it seems that the conflict
was more about the family’s power than about Nahman’s qualifica-
tions. Nevertheless, importance was clearly attached to the origin of
the smikhah, and the matter was used by his opponents. Although we do
not know when Nahman received smikhah and who the rabbis were in
Emden and Amsterdam at the time, it seems unlikely that the reputation
of Amsterdam’s rabbis clearly would have been superior to those of
Emden. The conflict dragged on until 1754 and only came to an end
after the local authority intervened in favour of the chosen rabbi.’®

Rabbi Nahman remained in Leeuwarden for the rest of his life,
although he is hardly mentioned in the pinkas. While his name is not
explicitly included in any record, he is occasionally referred to indirectly
as av beth din.>® Unlike the early rabbis at The Hague, Nahman played
an active role in Leeuwarden’s community administration. When the
election procedure was reorganised in 1763, he was the first to sign
the regulation.” Apparently the governors recognised his position and
respected his office. He died in 1769.

Nahman’s successor established a far more powerful position in the
community. In fact he was one of the few rabbis to have had consistent
access to the pinkas and its contents. Rabbi Katriel ben Yehuda Leib was
chosen during Sukkoth 1769. The record of the procedure also states
the terms of employment for the new rabbi. In fact, these conditions

56

Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 5-9. Hertz Levi later adopted the name Werner Neumann,
and moved to Utrecht, where he became a lecturer in oriental languages.

7 TIbid., p. 50.

% TIbid., pp. 27-29. One result of the conflict was the decision to keep a pinkas,
which actually starts in 1754, see above, Chapter 2.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 28, 44 and 84.

5 Thid., record no. 106; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 24.
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were recorded before the actual election record,’” so they must have
been known to all the electors, and presumably also to the candidates.
This procedure reduced the possibility of subsequent renegotiation to
a minimum. The tenure was for three years, and the weekly salary
was a mere six guilders, including free peat and housing. The terms
also included a weekly pension of two guilders for Nahman’s widow.
Interestingly, the governors insisted that the future rabbi should be
acknowledged by the Amsterdam halakhic authorities, which reflects
the turmoil associated with Nahman’s smikhah from Emden:*

TUAR DAY TN NAI NP WP WT 0INAOMYT OrR 0 [ ]
D130 PIRAAA PARA 700 PR ROVVIDAR DN TP KD OR N npa
[..]R" ORTIVOAR P'PT T"AR DONANA

Of the three candidates who stood for the post, Katriel received four-
teen votes, a clear mandate. The others were Shmuel Speyer and Seelig
Metz, of whom the latter received the remained three votes.

Immediately after Katriel’s appointment doubts were raised about his
past and about his abilities as a religious leader. Leeuwarden’s parnassim
took this seriously and searched for witnesses to substantiate or crush
these rumours, none of which are stated explicitly in the records.”® They
asked Rabbi Saul Halevi of The Hague, who apparently knew Katriel,
for his opinion of the candidate’s personality. Halevi responded in a
short letter written in Hebrew, explaining that he had not wished to be
the sole witness, so he had asked someone else, a certain Beer, about
Katriel. Halevi could find nothing incriminating in Beer’s testimony, and
wrote as much in his letter.®* In the end Halevi’s exoneration convinced
Leeuwarden’s governors to accept Katriel as their rabbi.%

The parnassim soon developed a good relationship with Katriel. As
rabbi, he presumably played an active role in the community’s life
(although little of this is reflected in the records of the sefer zikhronot),
in addition to which he was also consulted in matters not necessarily
belonged to the competence of a rabbi. He often took part in the annual
elections and was the first to sign the records, obviously as a form of

o' Ibid., record no. 142.

62 Ihid.
Ibid., record no. 144; the full record appears in Appendix 2, no. 26.
The letter was copied by the parnassim into the sefer zikhronot to ensure that writ-
ten proof would be available if further questions arose in future. The text is part of
record no. 144.

% On this issue see also Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 50-51.
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confirmation; it is a right that rabbis were rarely granted in other large
Jewish communities.”® The limited tenure of his appointment was never
mentioned again in the records of the pinkas, which suggests that the
community was happy with Katriel.

From 1780, Katriel signed his name as honeh, [i.c., verbatim, ‘resi-
dent’, but means ‘rabbi’] of the holy community of Leeuwarden and
the medine.” This means that either his authority extended to other
communities in the vicinity, or that a regional organisation had been
established around 1780. The sefer zikhronot, however, mentions neither a
change in the rabbi’s authority nor the founding of such an organisation.
Katriel seems to have been in charge of the community of Harlingen,
but probably also of all the other I'risian communities in the latter part
of the eighteenth century.

Remarkably, despite the harmony between the secular and religious
branch, the pinkas does not mention the rabbi’s death. Katriel signed
the electoral record of 1792, but we only learn of his passing with the
selection of a new av beth din in the summer of 1793, when Katriel’s
widow 1s also mentioned. Since the death of two rabbis was omitted
in the sefer zikhronot, presumably this was not regarded as essential in
Leeuwarden. Actually, Leeuwarden’s pinkas seems to paint a rather
unusual picture of Katriel. The manuscript reveals the remarkably
close cooperation between the parnassim and the rabbi in administration
of the community, yet surprisingly little about Katriel’s activities in 23
years as the community’s religious leader.

As in 1770, there were three candidates for rabbi in 1793. Eliya,
son of the late Rabbi Katriel, who lived in Amsterdam, Shabbatai
ben Sussman Cohen (Katz), apparently the rabbi of Sokolov, but
living in Hamburg, and Moshe, rabbi of an otherwise unknown com-
munity named Delmot. The terms of employment were again listed
in advance and describe the anticipated duties in detail. The weekly
salary was fixed at five guilders, which would rise to six after the death
of Katriel’s widow.

Strikingly, the governors no longer insisted on an approbation from
Amsterdam. Instead the terms state that the candidate should present
a hatarah from a famous rabbi. According to another condition the new

% See, e.g., record nos. 147, 151, 192, 234 and 238 in the sefer zikhronot.
57 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 228.
% Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 51. See also Chapter 7.
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rabbi would have to bring his family to Leeuwarden within six months,
presumably to prevent a situation developing in which the rabbi stayed
away from the community for extended periods. The decision was
conclusive: 22 votes for Shabtai Katz, and five for Eliya ben Katriel,
with Moshe receiving none.” The choice of Katz, who had been a
rabbi in the Polish town of Sokolov shows that the former reservations
regarding foreign ordinations no longer applied in 1793.

Katz rarely appears in the records of the sefer zikhronot. In 1794
a decision by the parnassim emphasised that only the hekhsher of the
community’s own rabbi should be valid for cheese and wine. In the
end it seems that Katz was probably not the right person for the job
in Leeuwarden, since he decided to leave for Hamburg in 1799.7 An
indication of the lack of respect in which he was held is the absence
of his signature in the election records; a significant change of a
long-standing custom. Yet this can also be explained in two ways; the
governors may not have wanted him to interfere in their business, or
Katz may have preferred to keep his distance from the community’s
administration.

A gradual development can be seen in the religious leadership of
Leeuwarden’s Jewish community (as reflected in the sefer zikhronot), which
is similar in a way to that of The Hague. Several brief appointments
preceded a long, fruitful tenure characterised by mutual cooperation and
respect between the secular and religious leadership of the community:.
Presumably these periods were successful years for both communities. In
addition, though the observation is almost trivial, the personal relation-
ships of the participants also dictated the quality of the administration
of the communities.

Oisterwyk

The three Oisterwijk manuscripts provide data about the community’s
rabbis for the second half of the eighteenth century. These rabbis also
served on a regional basis for Jews living elsewhere in the meieryj of Den
Bosch. The manuscripts start relatively late, covering a brief span of
forty years (up to 1795). As a village, Oisterwijk’s Jewish community
always remained small. Which makes it all the more remarkable that

89 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 309.
0 Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 100.
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the community had a rabbi of its own. He was clearly one of the
dominant personalities in the community and played a prominent role
in maintaining its administration.

Oisterwijk, in the mainly Catholic Generality territory of Brabant,
was a young Jewish community when Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe
arrived. Until then, Jewish life had been fostered by Hevrat Se’adat
Lekekinim, the so-called Reis hevra. This organisation was based in
Amsterdam and operated two travelling synagogues for the Jews who
came to the fairs in Brabant. Yekutiel may in fact have been sent by the
organisation to Oisterwijk to establish the permanent community.”!

Rabbi Yekutiel described the early years in the memorbukh,” which
is written mainly in his hand. He portrays the meagre state of the
community in 1757, a loose group of Jews with no synagogue and no
mikveh. Yekutiel, who came from Poland before settling in Oisterwijk,”
travelled to Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague to collect money
from the large communities for a synagogue and mikveh soon after his
appointment. He managed to collect enough and states: N2 *N°313
1822 Hpn 185 NoIaN. Some lines further he continues: NRT *NAN2
[...] Mxna PR3 Sann 5o nrn aRw pang TH (802 o
Yekutiel was obviously proud of the achievement, and presumably he
earned the respect of the community. As a result of his central role
in establishing the community, he remained immersed in its affairs, as
several records in the pinkassim show.

As rabbi of Oisterwijk and the surrounding region Yekutiel was
deeply involved in the formation of the local structures and therefore
the natural person to record the first regulations of the regional organi-
sation of the meieryy of Den Bosch in 1764:7

5P TPa2 AN TTIRD (2w VPR 1T 09YAT AR KT NP T 5
KT VIRTX IRD PR OO VIR WNITA MR 10 HAPA 92 N8 unHw
[...] 7IRN 778 1 12N "33 53 w1 nupn

Yekutiel also signed the takkanot, apparently in confirmation. The
extent of his involvement in formulating the regulations is unclear.
However, since six of the fourteen paragraphs deal with the rabbi’s

' Bader, op. cit., p. 3. Unfortunately he does not mention his source for this detailed
information.

2 Ros. 283, fol. 1 .
The memorbukh includes a record for his father, mentioning that he lived in Pinczow;
Ros. 283, fol. 46. See also Bader, op. cit., pp. 3-5.

" Ros. 283, fol. 1 .

” Ros 282a, p. 8.
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salary and his tasks, it seems probable that he was at least consulted
and that he approved the result. Otherwise he could have refused to
write the regulations into the pinkas. According to the regional takkanot
the rabbi held a powerful position with authority to penalise individual
members. Collecting revenue for the rabbi’s salary is a major concern
of the takkanot and was presumably also reflected in the regulations of
the regional organisation. It would be fascinating to compare this with
Yekutiel’s position in the local community’s fakkanot of the same year,
but unfortunately these have not survived.

Occasionally Yekutiel also approved the community’s annual ac-
counts,’® the only rabbi in the four communities examined here to do
so. In addition, he was involved in disciplinary measures against mem-
bers of the community, as in 1770, when Benjamin Wolf bar David
was expelled,”” although Yekutiel was neither the secretary of the
record nor the signatory.

The additional regulations of 1772 were enacted by the governors
and the rabbi,” revealing that his influence in the community continued
in the decades after its formation. None of the other pinkassim exam-
ined here mention the active participation of the rabbi in enacting the
statutes or amendments. The apparent division between secular and
religious leadership was not as clear and strict in Oisterwijk as in Jewish
communities of the time. Yekutiel is last mentioned in the pinkassim in
1777, when he signed a record noting the gift of a Torah scroll to the
synagogue by a member.”

In later years Yekutiel may have moved to Den Bosch,®” which might
explain the absence of any further references to him, although there
is no direct information to substantiate this. The absence of his name
under Oisterwijk’s new community regulations of 1782 is surprising,
especially since his son Itzik is one of the signatories.” Either way, he
apparently died around 1782 or 1783,% the exact date has not been
established.

76

For example: ibid., p. 14.
7 8. Ros. 283, fol. 55 v; see above, Chapter 1.
Ros. 282 a, p. 26.
Ros. 282 b, p. 24.

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 496. The short article on Oisterwijk does
not mention the source of his assumption.

8 He gives his father’s name without adding 5, indicating that the rabbi was still
living. See Ros. 282 b, p. 1. Itzik was the secretary and ne’eman.

8 Bader, op. cit., p. 7 claims that he died in 1780 in Oisterwijk, but again Bader
does not provide a source for the assumption.

< o~
© o <
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In 1783 representatives of the regional organisation chose a new
rabbi, Eliya bar Nathan. He signed a decision by Oisterwijk community’s
governors using the title av beth din of the community.*® He served as
both regional and local rabbi, like his predecessor.

We know little about his relationship with the gabbaim of Oisterwijk,
since he is rarely mentioned in the manuscripts. Some additional tak-
kanot, enacted by the governors in 1786,% refer mainly to his tasks and
authority, but the text is unsigned, so that we have no idea whether
Eliya took part in formulating these regulations. He is last mentioned
in the manuscripts in 1789, when the retiring gabbaim submitted their
annual financial report at the home of the av beth din. Eliya did not sign
this report, which suggests that while he was presumably well respected
by the governors, the division of authority was probably more clearly
defined in his case. He seems to have moved to Den Bosch in around
1790.%°

Eliya appears to have taken his duties as regional rabbi seriously,
working to foster a sense of community and plans to build a synagogue
in Den Bosch, which eventually failed following protests by the local
non-Jewish population.?* Eliya may have been trying to emulate his
predecessor in laying the groundwork for a genuine Jewish community.
The sources do not indicate when or where Eliya died.

In conclusion, there may have been a link between the small size
of Oisterwijk’s community and the prominent role of its rabbis, who
seem to have enjoyed more status in their community than many rabbis
elsewhere. Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe’s prominent position clearly emerges
from his active role in establishing the basic institutions of the Jewish
community of Oisterwijk. On the other hand, rabbis who functioned
in both a local and regional capacity may have enjoyed more status
than those responsible for only one community,” although the two
cases of Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk do not provide enough data to
verify this assumption.

% Ros. 282 b, p. 21.

# TIbid., p. 27.

% Bader, op. cit., p. 10.

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 426.
The regional organisation of AshPaH (acronym of the community names),
comprising the communities of Ottensoos, Schnaittach, Forth and Huettenbach in
Franconia is similar. Its rabbis were highly esteemed and kept the pinkas of Schnaittach
for many years, or more precisely, wrote numerous records in it; see Hildesheimer,
op. cit., especially the edition of the original text.
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Cantors, Rutual Slaughterers, “leachers, and Beadles

It is clear from the evidence that communities were not always able
and did not always feel the need to employ a rabbi, although most
communities did in fact do so. Unlike the rabbi, who enhanced the
community’s reputation, the positions a cantor and ritual slaughterer
were relatively essential. Most communities tried at least to employ
a hazzan or cantor who was familiar with the complexities of Jewish
liturgy. The circumstances of appointments and contracts between
communities and cantors differed from place to place. In smaller com-
munities unable to pay more than a few salaries, the post of cantor
might be combined with that of teacher, and sometimes also slaughterer.
These posts are mentioned frequently in the pinkassim, whereas the less
prominent shamashim or beadles appear only rarely.

The Hague

A cantor had been employed at The Hague since the community’s
earliest years. The regulations of 1723 list him as a community official
without special mention, which shows the natural position he occupied
in the community. In 1717, the governors appointed Menahem ben
Peretz as cantor, a position he fulfilled for a further 47 years.*?® Because
of the early date, the pinkas contains no details about him or the terms
of his appointment.

It seems that the community’s cantors served exclusively in The
Hague. They had only one additional (voluntary) duty: the cantor and
his wife ran the ritual bath, or mikveh.* The revenue from this key facil-
ity gave the cantor and his family an additional income, since everyone
who used the bath paid a small fee to its attendants. This must have
made a welcome addition, given the cantor’s modest salary.”” Menahem
seems to have been assisted by his sons, since the names Jacob bar
Menahem, Gershom ben Menahem and Benjamin ben Menahem are
often mentioned as cantors in several records.”’ In 1764, when his father

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 187 v. In 1764 Menahem asked the parnassim to
be able retire, on that occasion he stated that he had filled the position for 47 years.

8 See, for example, ibid., fols. 92 v, 239.

% Menahem’s successor, Matatyahu, received 30 stuivers a week in the first years
of his employment; GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 525; in later years his salary rose to
thirteen guilders a week.

91 Thid., fol. 165 v.
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retired, Benjamin was appointed ba’al kore (Torah reader in synagogue)
and later also cantor in 1784, when Menahem died.” In the intervening
years Matatyahu of Mosbach, formerly a cantor in Bayreuth, served
as the main cantor in The Hague.”

Matatyahu and Benjamin did not hold totally separate positions, as
the instructions of the governors in 1767 show.”* This record lists the
different services that each led during the week. Both therefore served
as cantor, although Matatyahu took the lion’s share of the work. When
Benjamin was appointed assistant cantor in 1785, their respective
duties were redefined.” They led services on alternative Shabbatot.
Matatyahu and Benjamin also shared another interest. In 1779, they
were both warned by the parnassim not to visit the theatre or the opera
on pain of temporary suspension, and if they persisted, permanent
dismissal.” The secular entertainment of the Rococo era seems to have
posed quite a problem in urban Jewish communities.”” In fact there
was even a Jewish theatre and opera company which put on operas
in Yiddish. However, they performed primarily in Amsterdam,” so we
cannot assume that Matatyahu and Benjamin were visiting exclusively
Jewish performances. In addition to Matatyahu and Benjamin, the
pinkas also records meshorerim, singers who accompanied the cantor in
the synagogue services.

Besides cantors, the pinkas also refers to shohtim or slaughterers, who
worked closely with the slaughterers of the Sephardi community. It
seems that the Ashkenazim always employed more than one slaugh-
terer, one being the senior, who rented the market where kosher meat
was sold.” In 1739 Meir bar Benjamin became the community’s main

92 TIhid., fol. 258 v. Menahem apparently insisted on keeping the title for life. After
retiring he lived for almost 20 years without serving as cantor, yet his son was only
officially appointed after Menaham’s death.

% See his appointment in 1764, ibid., fols. 187 v, 188. His shtar hazzanut, a beauti-
ful certificate of appointment, is preserved in the Gemeentearchief; GA Den Haag,
NIG, no. 525.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 199 v.

% Thid., fol. 263.

% Ibid., fol. 244; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 13. On this issue see also
Litt, ‘Haag Jewish Community Minute Book (1723-1798), Gemeentearchief Den Haag,
NIG Den Haag, no. 1’, accessed on 29 January 2006: http://www.earlymodern.org/
workshops/summer2005/presenters/litt/01/intro.php.

9 See Shochat, op. cit., pp. 68-79.

% Fuks-Mansfeld, op. cit., pp. 188-189.

9 This was the case in 1730; ibid., fol. 62; and in 1749; ibid., fol. 133 v.
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slaughterer,' a position he retained for at least 36 years. He was
followed by his two sons Yidle and Hirtz, who served as community
slaughterers from 1774 on, although their father continued to receive the
salary and was regarded as the official slaughterer until his death.'"!

This is a similar arrangement to the appointment of Hazzan Mena-
hem and his son Benjamin. These two examples show how this custom
was used in The Hague to ensure the respect and income of elderly
community officials who were no longer able to continue their profession
due to their age. It demonstrates a certain sense of social responsibility
of the governors for the community’s employees.

Parents were apparently responsible for finding their own teachers
for their sons in the Ashkenazi community. There is little informa-
tion in the manuscript about teachers, most of whom were poor and
looked for work from one community to the next. For example, the
teachers in The Hague included a certain David Bomsler in 1731;'"
seven years later he was appointed ne’eman and cantor in Middelburg
in 1738,! and doubtless also looked for work in other communities
too. In 1724 the governors warned heads of families not to withhold
teachers’ salaries for longer than 30 days.'” This public admonition
suggests that families were not always punctual in paying teachers,
whether through negligence or inability, further proof of the hard life
that Jewish teachers often led.

In 1726 the parnassim decided to fund the studies of ten boys whose
parents were unable to pay for their education. They distributed the
boys among three teachers and outlined a syllabus, consisting mainly
of Chumash and Mishnah. Moshe Cohen, who taught seven of the
children, was promised a salary of two guilders a week; the other two,
who taught two boys, received six stuivers a week.'” In addition, in
1728 a Talmud Torah rabbi was engaged, responsible for advanced
studies in Talmud. The first rabbi of the school was Jacob Shalom,
who was also employed to decide halakhic questions.'”™ The Talmud
Torah rarely appears in the pinkas. Either its affairs were recorded in a
different manuscript, or they may have been discussed without decisions

1% Tbid., fol. 100 v. In that year he married and therefore asked for a raise.

o1 Thid., fol. 229.

2 Ihid.. fol. 70.

105 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 46.
1" GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 22.

105 Thid., fol. 38.

106 See above, chapter 3, section: Rabbis and poskim.
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being recorded at all. From the few records mentioning teachers and
the Talmud Torah school it seems that this issue was not of central
concern for the governors. Typically, this changed with the advent of
emancipation and the new importance attached to education.

In addition to these positions, the community also had a beadle,
who is mentioned in some of the pinkas records. However, the issues
involved are insignificant and hardly worth discussing,

In general, the continuity of the community’s affairs in The Hague is
reflected in the stability of its officials, some of whom were employed for
several decades. Rabbi Saul Halevi, cantors Menahem and Matatyahu,
and the slaughterer Meir ben Benjamin remained in The Hague almost
all their lives. As permanent fixtures, they contributed significantly to
the stability of this Ashkenazi community.

Middelburg

The situation was rather different in Middelburg. Firstly, there was no
separation of functions: the cantor served as ne’eman (secretary and
notary), as well as more tzedek (teacher) of sons of needy families, at
least until the mid-eighteenth century.'”” Secondly, unlike The Hague,
a contract for a cantor lasted only six months, until annual contracts
were introduced in 1763. Yet for the following decades there is almost
no information about cantors or their appointment, since the manuscript
does not contain these records for this period.

Subsequent records of appointments of cantors fill much of the pinkas,
since these were written up every six months in the first decades of the
manuscript. Almost all were recorded by the cantors themselves since,
as ne’eman, they also kept the pinkas. While the issue of cantors therefore
seems to have been central in Middelburg, on closer inspection this
impression is simply due to the numerous appointments and renewals
of contracts. Another consequence of these brief contracts was a sense
of unrest in the community, since every six months or year the syna-
gogue might have a new cantor. This would hardly have helped main-
tain a sense of community, although some cantors remained without

07 This was not always the meaning of the title more izedek. In the eighteenth century

in Schnaittach, a large community in Franconia, the more tzedek was a deputy of the
regional rabbi; see Hildesheimer, op. cit., p. 41. Since two of the individuals appointed
as more tzedek were also rabbis, they may also have served as substitute rabbis. As we
have seen, there is little information about rabbis in Middelburg.
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interruption for several years, regularly updating their contracts. In the
end, the custom of short-term contracts may be seen as an additional
factor in the apparent demise of the Middelburg community in the
course of the eighteenth century.

The 1725 takkanot obliged the community to employ certain offi-
cials. Paragraph 20 states that besides a rabbi, the community should
employ a cantor, a slaughterer and a beadle. Clearly the compilers of
these regulations felt the need to emphasise this, while in The Hague
it was a matter of course and is not discussed in the takkanot or its
amendments.

Altogether, the pinkas mentions eleven cantors (AKX P"W), and
two additional teachers. Both teachers stayed in Middelburg for a
short period in the mid-eighteenth century.'” Presumably this was
either because the cantor was a poor teacher, or because the parnassim
wished to change the community’s custom. The cantors tended to serve
between two to five years, with their contracts being regularly renewed.
The records offer no clues why the different cantors decided to leave:
whether they moved to a new community,'” or whether there was an
unwritten law in Middelburg that no cantor would serve for more than
a few years. There probably is no clear answer.

Only in one instance is it possible that the community may have
demanded a new cantor. Mordekhai ben Israel of Glogau had been
cantor, teacher and secretary for four years, one of the longest ten-
ures in Middelburg, when he was replaced by Tzvi Hirsch from the
Corvey region in Germany in 1755. It seems that Mordekhai neither
expected this nor did he wish to leave Middelburg, so he complained
about his successor to the parnassim. He apparently claimed that Hirsch
was not qualified to serve as a cantor. The governors responded by
asking for witnesses regarding Hirsch’s past and certificates of his
qualifications, which were supplied by Rabbi Jonathan Eybeschuetz
of Altona, Hamburg and Wandsbek, and Rabbi Isaac Ashkenazi of
Hanau. Besides these famous scholars, Rabbi Abraham ben Yehuda
Lipschuetz of Rotterdam affirmed the candidate’s professional qualities

108 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, pp. 57, 59-62, 105. Both Itzik Gershom
of Leszno (Lissa) and Avigdor ben Shlomo of Wodzislaw (?) came from Poland, and
both are addressed as 7", i.c., they were rabbis.

19 F.g., David Bomsler, who spent a year in Middelburg, after The Hague, where
he taught at the local Talmud Torah; ibid., pp. 46, 48. See above chapter 3, section:
Cantors, Ritual Slaughterers, Teachers, and Beadles.
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and the authenticity of his certificates. These rabbis were influential
figures and Hirsch certainly knew them personally. Isaak Ashkenazi
even affirmed that Hirsch had qualified as a ritual slaughterer under
his tutelage. Mordekhai’s attempt to slander Hirsch failed, and he was
condemned as a liar."'’ The case illustrates the potential conflicts among
the numerous competing cantors who were constantly looking for new
contracts, however short-term.

It is noticeable that almost all of the cantors included their native
town as part of their signature. Most, it appears, came from Poland.
Communities are mentioned such as Krotoszyn,'"" Wisnicza,''? Tykocin'"®
and Glogowa (Glogau),'"* while only one cantor came from Germany,
from Corvey.'" This is indicative of the general situation of Dutch

Jewry.!16

Leeuwarden

The customs that pertained in Leeuwarden are a mixture of those of
The Hague and Middelburg. As in The Hague, different officials were
employed for different tasks. In practice, however, the divisions were less
clear. We know about the cantors prior to 1754, when the first records
were inscribed in the sefer zikhronot, from Beem’s research into the com-
munity. Salomon Cohen was the cantor of the community in 1715; he
is recorded in later sources as Tzadok Katz.'"” Apparently, he continued
to serve as cantor in Leeuwarden for many years. He is mentioned in
pinkas records between 1759'* and 1766.""" He probably died shortly
before 1771 when the ba’al kore, Yuspa Yehiel, was appointed cantor.'*’
In other words, Tzadok Katz seems to have spent almost fifty uninter-
rupted years in Leeuwarden as the community’s cantor.

10 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, pp. 81-82; the record appears in
Appendix 2, no. 18.

1 bid,, p. 23.

12 Ibid., p. 37.

% Ibid., p. 53.

" Ibid., p. 67.

5 Ibid., p. 77.

16 See further below in this chapter.

"7 Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 53.

18 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 54.

19 Tbhid., record no. 120.

120 Tbid., record no. 158.
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Yehiel, who was the ba’al kore and sofer (scribe) of the community start-
ing no later than 1755,"" had to be content with short-term contracts
in his first years at Leeuwarden. This is reminiscent of the situation in
Middelburg, although in Leeuwarden Yehiel had a realistic opportu-
nity of a modest career. Being the sofér, he was apparently the person
responsible for keeping the sefer zikhronot, although few of the records
bear his signature. If he was not authorised to sign the records this may
reflect his different title: being a sofer, rather than a ne’eman, he did not
have the authority of a notary. A sofer is a writer of religious texts.

From 1771 on, Yehiel was responsible for the synagogue services,
although he was still employed on a temporary basis.'” While the
record of his appointment states that he had to give up the office and
income of cantor if the governors employed a new specialised cantor,
he was apparently never replaced. In 1780, he was still serving as can-
tor when Feis, the beadle, was appointed deputy cantor.'” Three years
earlier a major crisis had occurred in Yehiel’s relations with the parnas-
sim, which eventually led to a case before the burgomasters, were the
parties reached an agreement on the terms of Yehiel’s employment.'**
He apparently died in the early 1790s. In 1794, Abraham ben Jacob
was appointed cantor, the first in Leeuwarden to combine this office
with that of ritual slaughterer. His appointment for a mere half year
also recalls the practice in Middelburg.'®

Until then, unlike Middelburg, the two positions had been separate
appointments. This suggests that, like The Hague, the community in
Leeuwarden was large enough to employ different individuals for these
positions. In 1757, Jacob ben Joel Levi served as the community’s
slaughterer;'*® by 1774 three slaughterers were providing the Jews of
Leeuwarden with kosher meat.'”’

Besides the beadle,'”® another official is mentioned in Leeuwarden’s
sefer zikhronot, that of gravedigger and synagogue childminder, whose

12l Tbid., record no. 20. He was paid in 1761, for serving as cantor; ibid., record
no. 78.

122 Thid., record no. 158.

123 Tbid., record no. 229.

124 Tbid., record no. 204; see also Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 54.

1% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 318. See also Beem,
op. cit. (1974), p. 55.

126 Thid., record no. 35.

127 Tbid., record no. 180.

128 See records 34, 40, 48, 49, 93, 184, 290.
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tasks were presumably performed by other officials in other communities.
This post is mentioned comparatively late in the manuscript. Hirsch
ben Joseph was appointed childminder and gravedigger in 1778, and
his contract was renewed ten years later.'”

A record of a decision by the governors in 1760 concerning the
wages of the community’s officials reveals a remarkable gradation,
which did not necessarily correspond to the position’s status. The text
lists the annual income for the Jewish year of 5521, in which the cantor
was paid 30 guilders, the beadle 50 guilders, the ba’al kore (and sofer) 80
guilders and the slaughterer 65 guilders.””” The salary probably reflects
the intensity of the work rather than its religious importance.

In summary, the governors of Leeuwarden’s community clearly
attempted to maintain a sense of continuity in the various community
positions. However, some records suggest that they remained cautious in
appointing new officials. The only way to obtain an open-ended contract
seems to have been to start by accepting short-term contracts. In the
end, this practice enhanced the stability of Leeuwarden’s community.

Oisterwyk

The only community official in Oisterwijk about whom any informa-
tion exists (apart from the rabbi) is the cantor, who also served as
melamed (teacher) and ne’eman. His appointment is rarely an issue in the
pinkas records. All three manuscripts mention a total of four cantors in
Oisterwijk in the second half of the eighteenth century. Of these only
Sussman ben Shmuel Abraham served for any length of time. Due to
the lack of information about the appointment, the signatures of the
ne’emanim provide the only evidence of the cantor’s tenure. Sussmann’s
signature first appears in 1779,"”! and continues until 1802."** In this
period, only one record was ever signed by a different individual with
the title of a cantor and ne’eman: Gabriel ben Meir in 1786." The
only record of Sussmann’s appointment does not actually refer to
his position as cantor, but to his continuation as a teacher of the

1% Ibid., record no. 215 and 274. The second record mentions Gottlieb ben Joseph,
which may have been another name for the same person. Yet it is also possible that
Gottlieb was not Hirsch.

130 Thid., record no. 59.

! Ros 282 a, p. 50.

152 Tbid., p. 60.

1% Ros. 282 b, p. 24.
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community’s children for another year."* It is therefore impossible to
discover the terms of his appointment, in contrast to the cantors of the
other three communities. Yet Sussman’s long tenure shows that there
must have been a similar desire to instil a sense of continuity in the
office in Oisterwijk.

The pinkassim reveal numerous details about the appointment and
employment of community officials. While each community employed
various officials, the definition of their tasks differed considerably.
Similarly, the number of officials in each community also varied, depend-
ing on its size. Large communities like The Hague and Leeuwarden
employed more officials than small communities like Oisterwijk, where
only the combined office of cantor and ne’eman appears in the official
records. Middelburg’s community was probably large enough to employ
several officials, but due to the unique development of this community
there were rarely—according to the pinkas—more than two officials at
any one time.

The pinkassim examined here reveal other patterns too. Most com-
munities tended to employ officials for longer periods. Officials with
temporary contracts at the start of their career could expect to renew
their agreement. In The Hague and Leeuwarden some officials stayed
in office for life. In several cases the governors even appointed sons to
succeed their fathers maybe for providing a deeper sense of continuity.
This is particularly true of the position of cantor and slaughterer in
The Hague. Whether this continuity made a community more success-
ful is impossible to tell here, since the statistical basis is too small. It is
striking, however, that the two established communities in The Hague
and Leeuwarden tended to employ officials on a more permanent basis.
This may indicate a direct link and should be kept in mind in future
investigations into community administration.'*

Another interesting fact is the concern for the probity of community
officials. The smallest doubt concerning the morals of a candidate or
an official, past or present, was enough for the governors to start an
investigation. An accurate record of the investigation (although not

% Ibid., pp. 20-21.

1% See L. Fuks, ‘East European Jews in the Netherlands’ in R. G. Fuks-Mansfeld
(ed.), Aspects of Jewrish Life in the Netherlands: A Selection from the Writings of Leo Fuks (Assen
1995), p. 196, in which he mentions a similar case regarding Amsterdam and the
Ashkenazi rabbi Saul Loewenstamm.
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the accusations) was crucial for the governors. In the case of Hazzan
Tzvi Hirsch at Middelburg and Rabbi Katriel in Leeuwarden, fasci-
nating documents reveal the governors’ efforts to obtain dependable
information about their past, and professional and religious reliability.
This reflects the importance of employing officials who would meet
the ethical and religious standards set by the governors enshrined in
the community statutes.

The pinkassim also reveal that many officials originated from Eastern
Europe. Their superior scholarship was widely acknowledged, a phe-
nomenon that appears in other regions and communities too, described,
for example, by Leo Fuks with regard to Amsterdam.'*

13 Thid., pp. 196-197.



CHAPTER FOUR

MEMBERS, ORIGINS, AND PATTERNS OF MIGRATION

Not every adult Jewish man living in a city or village was automatically
a member of the local Jewish community. Jews generally had to fulfil
a number of conditions in order to become a full member holding
hazakah, membership, giving the right to vote in elections, to be elected
as a parnas or gabbai, and the obligation to contribute taxes based on
income. This system resembles the organisation of burghers in early
modern towns,' suggesting that both systems have common origins.
An interesting aspect of the role of membership within the concept of
community is the position of women members. A few records in the
manuscripts indicate that women were able to become independent
members, not just as wives of ba’alei battim.> Applicants for membership
from outside the community present another intriguing group: where
did they come from, what general patterns of migration do the sources
indicate? These questions are of importance for the history of Dutch
Jewry in the context of the wider European Jewish world.

Naturally membership is important enough to be defined in the com-
munity regulations. As a rule, a Jew who wished to join a community
had to pay a one-oft sum, generally known as hakdamah. The amount
differed from one community to the next, from five guilders in The
Hague,” seven and a half guilders in Oisterwijk,* to three rijksdaalders
in Middelburg’ In Oisterwijk, however, theory and practice differed.
Most records of admissions of new members mention sums of five
guilders and less. Some also paid more than the regular seven and a half
guilders. In The Hague, bridegrooms from outside the community had

" R. van Dulmen, Rultur und Alltag in der Friihen Neuzeit, vol. 2: Dorf und Stadt, 16.—18.
Jahrhundert (Munich 1999), pp. 81-82.

2 The Hebrew term for a full member of a community: a householder or head of
a family.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 2. The later takkanot mention ten guilders; GA Den
Haag, NIG, no. 625, fol. 43, paragraph 14; ibid., no. 1, regulations paragraph 44.

* Ros 282b, p. 11, paragraph 21.

> Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, fol. 1, paragraph 1.
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to pay an additional quarter percent of their dowry.® These sums were
payable by Jews who were not children of existing members. For sons
of members who were about to marry and start their own household,
the fhakdamah was usually lower, varying from one guilder in Oisterwijk
to five guilders in The Hague, according to the regulations of 1716
and 1723. This was the same amount paid by a Jew from outside the
community who married into a member’s family.

Since no takkanot survive from Leeuwarden, we have to rely on the
few records in the sefer zikhronot relating to membership. It seems there
was no fixed sum payable by new members. The amounts paid vary
from three’ to 26 guilders.® This range suggests that the size of the
family may have been a factor: single individuals paid less than large
families. And there was also the question of a person’s financial position.
In 1785, a man named Abraham ben Mordekhai of Sneek (Friesland)
paid two ducats to join,” which was high for a single man. Presumably,
therefore, he was wealthy.

Imposing different sums on locals and Jews from outside the com-
munity was common and occurred in many Ashkenazi communities,
although the actual amounts varied. While no regulation ever mentions
a minimum capital requirement for an applicant from outside the com-
munity, clearly in practice it was necessary to have a certain amount of
capital. On the other hand, possessing capital was no guarantee that
a person would be accepted (had this been the case there would have
been no reason for some Jews not to have been full members): there
was clearly an unspoken rule that only those who had enough capital
to qualify to pay taxes and to contribute to the community would
be eligible. At the same time, the governors often miscalculated the
wealth of a potential member, or were intentionally misled.'” All the
manuscripts contain threats and punishments against individuals who
failed to pay their taxes regularly. In 1753, the governors in The Hague
decided to raise the fee for new members to 100 guilders, because, as
the record states, too many outsiders had come to the city, imposing

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 3.

7 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 111.

8 Ibid., record no. 235.

¥ Ibid., record no. 247.

10 This problem occurred in many communities. One way of avoiding this difficulty
was to administer oaths in which people testified regarding their true wealth. The texts
of these oaths can be found in German pinkassim, e.g., in that of Friedberg, see Litt,

op. cit. (2003 [a]), p. 197. The Friedberg oath dates from 1664.
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a financial burden on the members. This demonstrates the attraction
of The Hague’s community at the time, and as well the desire of the
parnassim to limit the influx of needy Jews who were a drain on the
community’s resources.

Besides having sufficient income, new members were also required
to acknowledge the community’s regulations. This is the reason for the
lists of signatures of new members in the pinkassim of The Hague and
Middelburg."" By signing, new members declared that they knew and
would adhere to the community’s takkanot.

There was also a time limit for signing the takannot as a new member
in The Hague and Middelburg. In The Hague this had to be done
within thirty days of becoming a member, otherwise the hakdamah was
increased.' In Middelburg, severe penalties could be imposed after three
months:" exclusion from community services, including the purchase
of kosher meat. Moreover, new members were not eligible for election
until after three years of membership.

All these rules were enacted to maintain control over the commu-
nity’s size, enabling the governors to manage its revenue from taxes
and contributions. It was also important to keep a clear separation
between members and non-members when negotiating with local
authorities who were constantly concerned about the rising number
of poor Jews. The pinkassim show this to have been the main objection
of the burgomasters, although in most towns there was no reluctance
in principle to admit Jews."*

Standard membership was only available to Jewish men, who could
join as a married couple, or, as in Leeuwarden, as a single person. The
situation was more complicated for women. In early modern times, it
was commonly accepted that women followed their menfolk, from whom
they took their civil status, or their membership of a Jewish community.
In the non-Jewish world women could become citizens independently,?

' See above, chapter 1, section: The Authority of the Leadership and its Acknowledgement.

'2.GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625, fol. 43, paragraphs 13 and 14.

13 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 2.

* Beem discusses the attempts of Leeuwarden’s burgomasters to limit the number
of Jews; Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 21-22. However, he does not explain their motives.
The most famous exception is probably the city of Utrecht, where no Jews were
admitted after a decision of the provincial assembly in 1712, see Michman e.a. (eds),
op. cit. (1999), p. 563.

5 M. E. Wiesner, ‘Gender and the Worlds of Work’, in: B. Scribner (ed.), Germany:
A New Social and Economic History, vol. 1: 1450-1630 (London 1996), p. 216.
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but women only became independent members of a Jewish community
when they were widowed.

The pinkassim examined here reveal various cases of widows joining
a community. In 1739, Beile, daughter of Abraham Katz of Prague,
called ‘di mome’, became a member of the Hague community, paying
ten guilders.' In Oisterwijk, another widow, Serkhe and her son were
admitted to the community. Serkhe paid two rijksdaalders.'” A widow’s
status was therefore almost comparable to an adult Jewish man, although
without the right to vote or be elected. A widow’s household had the
official administrative status of a regular community household. This
appears from the pletten lists in Middelburg, which after 1749 often
included households of widows who were members.'

A girl born into a member’s family automatically became a member
of the community. If she married a man from outside the community
he would have to acquire membership. It was also possible for young
women to lose their membership. For example, in 1773, two unmarried
sisters, Sara and Haye Goch were expelled from the community due
to their promiscuous behaviour.' It is clear from this case that both
were members and belonged to an established family. The pletten lists in
the Middelburg pinkas also mention the household of a woman named
Hanna bat Menahem, who was not a widow but was nevertheless
included,” although she is never mentioned in any other pinkas records.
She may have remained unmarried for many years, but since she was
obliged to host needy Jews on Shabbat at her home, she apparently
had the administrative status of member.

Membership was not only about the procedure of joining a commu-
nity. When individuals or families moved away or left the community
without moving to another town, they had to settle their affairs with
the community. Governors were always concerned about their com-
munity’s financial situation. In The Hague, a ba’al bait had to pay off
all past and present fees and taxes before moving. This was enshrined
in earliest regulations of 1701,%" and none of the community’s later

' GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 100w.

' Ros 282a, p. 56.

18 Tor example: Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg no. 1, pp. 65, 67, 69, 71, 73,
75, 77.

' GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 223v. See also Chapter 1; the record appears in
Appendix 2, no. 12.

2 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg no. 1, pp. 65, 67, 69, 71, 73, 75, 77.

2l GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 3, paragraph 13.
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lakkanot mention the issue. In Middelburg, like most other Ashkenazi
communities, those who wished to leave the community had to pay a
lump sum, or continue to contribute as before:*

MR LR 5Ap PR WT w on e " e hapn i Sya s oxa
IR 210 MR ,NDRA D WD T IR DR P Hipa jw phyn v v3Ipn
TOR PR Y 10,50 IR 0" 7" OHRE IR DRI VOMIPI TIR VI T

"wrnnpT 2"1 A0TIR R T03 P ODWA KW PORT

This is not only about a ba’al bait moving away.”> Members might forfeit
their status yet continue to live in the same town. This does not neces-
sarily reflect a process of secularisation, which would hardly have been
accepted in this way in the regulations. It seems to refer to those whose
income fell and were unable to contribute taxes, forcing them to give up
the status of full member. No statutes ever refer to the possibility, but
cases certainly occurred. Another Middelburg regulation hints at this,
stating that a person would lose their membership if they failed to pay
their contribution for three years.?* The Oisterwijk and Leeuwarden
manuscripts remain silent on this issue; they contain no ordinances or
records of members who voluntarily left the community.

Jews who were not members of a community were known as toshavim
(residents). In most cases they were presumably poor individuals and
families, who made use of the community’s facilities. They participated
in the services in synagogue and bought kosher food, and some drew
support from the community’s poor fund. None of the pinkassim pro-
vide any lists of the names of toshavim or their number. Yet here and
there references to the group occur, revealing the constant concern of
the governors for these Jews, who were precisely the people the local
authorities tolerated least. [In addition there may have been individuals
who preferred not to pay as much as their income might warrant and
forfeited their status.] The moral duty to support the poor forced gov-
ernors to deal with this issue on a daily basis. Some of the foshavim were
better off than others: in The Hague those who could were required to
contribute a minimum sum to the poor fund. The regulations of 1717

2 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 5, paragraph 33.

# Similar cases occurred in Germany. Heads of families sometimes kept up their
membership of their previous community in an apparent attempt to ensure a safe
haven in case they failed to settle successfully in their new home; see Graupe, op. cit.
(vol. 1), p. 137.

2 Ibid., p. 4, paragraph 30.
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set the contribution at one stuiver a week. Each contributor was entitled
to participate in the mitzvot in synagogue, except on High Holidays and
for Torah readings, which were reserved for regular members.” The
later regulations of 1723 merely mention the restrictions of the mitzvot.*
The sources show that in Amsterdam foshavim usually contributed to
the poor fund, but did not pay a membership fee, and so were lower
in rank to full members.”’

Middelburg also had its toshavim of relatively better economic stand-
ing. In 1752, 1774 and 1778 some were included in the pletten lists,
obliging them to host poor families for Shabbat. According to the list,
some of the toshavim actually hosted more guests than regular mem-
bers.?® In 1752 the distribution was almost even: the list included 17
members and 12 foshavim. Presumably the toshavim who were included
had sufficient income to host Shabbat guests. In fact, there may have
been more foshavim in the community than full members.

Leeuwarden’s sefer zikhronot provides annual lists of people who
received flour for Pesach and peat in winter. However, the lists never
state whether these are members of the community or foshavim. Not
enough information is offered in the pinkassim to be able to examine
the issue properly. Indeed, in general the poor left little evidence of
their existence in the sources. Oisterwijk’s takkanot also mention fosha-
vim. Paragraph 23 of the regulations states the fees for the use of the
ritual bath, listing three categories: women members, women married
to toshavim, and guests.” Toshavim play no further role in any of the
records of the three manuscripts, suggesting that their number was
small in Oisterwijk. Yet the toshavim may have included relatively well-
off families who preferred not to be members. In the late eighteenth
century especially there must have been cases of individuals who left
the community voluntarily due to basic differences with the leadership.”
It is doubtful whether they would then have been able to benefit from
the services provided by the community.

By signing their name in the pinkas, new members of The Hague and
Middelburg declared that they knew and would adhere to the regulations.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 625, fol. 42v.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 39.

7 Belinfante, op. cit., pp. 214-215.

% 7ZA, NIG Midelburg, no. 1, pp. 71, 116.

? Ros 282b, p. 14.

% For examples see Chapter 1 section: The Authority of the Leadership.
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The Hague pinkas contains 20 pages filled with 570 signatures of heads
of families between the years 1723 and 1798.%! The Middelburg pinkas
has only five pages with a total of 88 signatures covering the years
1724 to 1797.% Despite this difference in the number of new members,
the identical nature of the sources, covering a similar period, enables
the statistical information they conceal to be distilled in a comparison
of the number of new members joining each year and the estimated
size of the two communities. In addition, some new members from
outside or already settled in The Hague or Middelburg also mention
their place of origin. This provides new insights into the migration of
Ashkenazi Jews in the eighteenth century, both into and within the
Dutch Republic.™

Occasionally the lists also contain remarks alongside the signature,
apparently by the ne’eman. These generally concern how the new mem-
ber is related to an established family. In most cases the new member
is a son or son-in-law of an existing member.

A comparison of the annual lists of signatures in the course of 75
years is provided in the first graph (fig. 1). Jewish years are used here
since these are the dates found in the pinkassim.** The graph shows how
different in size the two communities were. There were almost always
more new members per year in The Hague than in Middelburg, with
the exception of 5489 (1728/29) and 5543 (1782/83). In some years
no new families joined the Middelburg community at all. This never
happened in The Hague, which reflects the community’s prestige, its
internal dynamic, and the attraction of the town. The statistical basis
for Middelburg is too small to supply reliable data for further consider-
ation. It is striking that for two-thirds of the period there were hardly
any significant changes or developments in the pattern of new mem-
bers. This ended in 5539 (1778/79), when a new period started that

* GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fols. 16, 16v.,, 17v.—18v,, 19v,, 24v., 25v,, 26v., 27v,,
28v,, 29v., 30v,, 31w, 32v., 33w, 34v., 35v. 36v,, 37v. The regular distribution of the lists
in the first part of the pinkas suggests that the ne’emanim had left spaces in advance.

2 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, pp. 9-12, 14.

% Little research has been done into Jewish migration to the Dutch Republic. On
Amsterdam see Y. Kaplan, Amsterdam and Ashkenazi Migration in the Seventeenth
Century’, in: idem, An Alternative Path to Modernity: The Sephardi Diaspora in Western Europe
(Leiden 2000), passim.

% The Jewish year is luni-solar. The new year can fall in either September or
October. The year 5000 corresponds with the Christian year 1239/40. A simple way
to calculate the Christian year from the Jewish year is therefore to subtract 5000 and

add 1239/40.
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Fig. 1: New members of the communities in The Hague and Muiddelburg 5484-5558
(1723-1798)

continued for some two decades. It should be borne in mind that the
population of The Hague remained relatively stable in the eighteenth
century while Middelburg experienced a severe decline.* This may
have affected Jewish population patterns.

A similar trend is shown in the last period in The Hague, although
the numbers are considerably higher. By contrast, in the first 20 years,
the number of new members remained relatively low; immigration
does not seem to have played a major role in The Hague at that time.
In the first few years it is unclear whether the signatures are by new
members or by people who had already been members for some time
and had delayed affirming the regulations. The first mention of a per-
son specifically from outside The Hague dates from 5493 (1732/33),

% See the population statistics and development described in the Introduction, sec-
tion: Historical Background of the Netherlands.
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when a man from Amsterdam signed the pinkas.”® A few years later,

7 after

two people joined the community from Hamburg and Prague,’
which rarely a year passed without new members arriving in The
Hague. Throughout the period, 69 signatures occur of persons who
apparently migrated to The Hague.

Naturally there are several methodological problems with this kind of
material. There is no indication whether migrants came directly from
the places they mention, or whether they spent time in other commu-
nities, or even in The Hague without being a member. Indeed, some
new members may not have felt a need to mention their origins at all.
The graph therefore only includes signatures stating a place of origin,
i.e., geographical names with the Hebrew prefix mz. In other cases geo-
graphical names may simply be surnames, such as Witzenhausen, which
appears several times without a prefix. This name is found elsewhere
in the pinkas in other records, indicating that it was a surname.

Of the group of individuals who apparently migrated to The
Hague, around 30 percent, i.c., 21 individuals, came from inside the
Dutch Republic, six from Amsterdam, and three each from Leiden
and Delfgauw, a small village near The Hague. As the second graph
shows, Jews came to The Hague from nine different places. Apart from
those from Nijmegen and Eindhoven, all were from the province of
Holland. Most of the towns are known to have had Jewish communi-
ties. Only the small villages around The Hague may not have had a
separate community, since some are mentioned in pinkas records and
were apparently connected to the central community, as often happened
in the early modern Ashkenazi world.”

The number of German Jews arriving in The Hague is even more
significant than the advent of Dutch Jews. An analysis of the 23 sig-
natures of individuals from Germany reveals a wide distribution of 15
places of origin. Four Jews from Furth comprise the largest sub-group,
with two each from Hamburg, Worms, Mannheim and Dresden. The
remaining eleven places are mentioned only once (fig. 3). These were
the major urban communities in eighteenth-century Germany, with the
exception of Barby, Usingen, Kirburg, Nordstetten and Geldern. Most

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 16v.

37 Ibid.

% These would have formed a medina. However, this term never appears in the con-
text of The Hague and its surrounding Jewish settlements. See Chapter 7, on regional
organisations. On similar structures in Poland, see Rosman, op. cit., p. 138.
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Fig. 2: Dutch Jewish migrants to The Hague 1723—1789

German Jews who arrived in The Hague came from western Germany,
only those from Berlin, Strelitz, Barby, Dresden and Breslau came from
central or eastern Germany.

Four other countries are mentioned: Poland, Bohemia and Moravia,
France and the Holy Land. Six Jews came to The Hague from Poland
and Ukraine: two from Poznan, two from Hruzka, one from Leszno
(Lissa) and one from Cieszyn (Teschen).” Three came from from Prague
and another two from Lipnik nad Bec¢vou, referred to in the pinkas as
Leipnik. All the Czech Jews came after 1744, the year of the expulsion
of the Jews from Bohemia, so that we may assume that a connection
existed between their presence and the expulsion. Two other signatures
are by Jews from Tirkheim in Alsace, while one signatory added sk
Yerushalaim.* Eleven other places remain unidentified due either to the
illegible handwriting or the obscurity of the geographical name.

Despite the considerably smaller number of signatures in the
Middelburg pinkas, the geographical names mentioned here also deserve
inclusion. Seven places are listed, each mentioned once. One of these
remains unidentified, so that only six places can be positively located:
Dessau, Workum, Hamburg, Leeuwarden, Prague and Breslau. Once

% In contrast to Shulvas’s comment that a new wave of immigrants from Eastern
Europe arrived in the major Dutch communities in the second half of the eighteenth
century, including The Hague, the numbers remain surprisingly small; M. A. Shulvas,
From East to West: The Westward Migration of Jews from Eastern Europe During the Seventeenth
and Eighteenth Centuries (Detroit 1971), p. 91.

" GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 18.
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Fig. 3: German Jewish migrants to The Hague 1723—1789

again the places from Germany form the largest group with three places,
followed by two from the Low Countries and the one from Bohemia.

In general, the statistics confirm the accepted theories about the
regions and countries of origin of the growing Ashkenazi population
of the Dutch Republic in the seventeenth and eighteenth century:
Germany, Bohemia and Poland.*' Even more striking, however, is the
major role of internal migration in the eighteenth century.

An analysis of the statistical data in these lists relies heavily on the
information provided by The Hague, since the quantity is far larger.
Examining the data to identify periods in the eighteenth century that
may have been of greater importance with regard to migration, a
comparison of the total number of new community members and the
number of immigrants shows that during the early years almost no new
members arrived at The Hague. Jews began coming to The Hague in
considerable numbers in 5498 (1737/38). There is also no clear con-
nection between peaks in total numbers, and peaks in migration. Once

I Compare Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 49.
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Fig. 4: Jewish migrants to The Hague from inside the Dutch Republic and abroad
5493-5558 (1732-1798)

it began, migration to The Hague remained at a low average without
significant change throughout the period.

However, a comparison of migration from abroad and from inside the
Dutch Republic reveals a remarkable development that surely deserves
a more detailed investigation (fig. 4).

There 1s clear evidence that migration from abroad played a sig-
nificant role in the mid-eighteenth century, while migration within
the Dutch Republic was less important then. During the last quarter
of the eighteenth century, the situation reversed: internal migration
became more important for The Hague. Of course, it is not possible to
conclude from this that patterns of Jewish migration within the Dutch
Republic changed radically during the eighteenth century, but it may
be anticipated that further research into the subject will confirm the
trend shown by The Hague. The Dutch Ashkenazi population had
apparently become large enough to develop its own internal migra-
tion dynamic. Thus the Dutch Republic was still an attractive place to
live, compared to other European countries in the second half of the
eighteenth century.

Perhaps the improvement in circumstances of Jews in Central and
Eastern Europe reduced the number of those arriving in the Dutch
Republic in the late eighteenth century. The issue deserves to be
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examined in a far wider perspective. Moreover, pinkassim are apparently
not the best source for this: the pinkassim of The Hague and Middelburg,
with their lists of names, are clearly not representative in this regard.

Considerably less information is available in the Leeuwarden and
Oisterwijk records regarding migration and related trends. A single
mention of a family joining the Leeuwarden community suggests that
this record must have been an exception in the sefer zikhronot. A com-
munity of this size would surely have had many more new members.
This kind of record was probably kept elsewhere, not in the pinkas. Yet
the information that in the summer of 1766 Yehiel Michel ben Leib
Amelander and his wife, originally from Groningen, joined the com-
munity is interesting.* Clearly new members in Leeuwarden must have
come from a variety of places. Unfortunately, our sources provide no
insight into the situation here.

Oisterwijk’s governors began recording new members in 1780,
according to a decision of the previous year.** A number of records in
the three manuscripts therefore provide some information about the
trends in Oisterwijk. Six of the seventeen records state the origins of
the new member. All were from within the Dutch Republic. The earliest
record mentions a village situated in States Brabant: ’s Gravenmoer.
Other towns mentioned are: Den Bosch,* Oirschot® (both in Brabant),
Blokzijl,* Hasselt*” (both in Overijssel) and Rotterdam.* Placenames
outside the Republic only begin to appear in records after 1795 (Poznan
in Poland appears twice). These few records tend to support the find-
ings from The Hague and Middelburg: in the late eighteenth century
migration to Jewish communities in the Dutch Republic was mainly
internal.

Other manuscripts from elsewhere outside the Dutch Republic may
provide similar information. Clearly, significant insights may be gained
from an examination of these pinkassim to provide a better understanding
of Ashkenazi migration patterns in the early modern period.

Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 123.
¥ Ros 282a, p. 50.

* Ibid., p. 51.

# Ibid., p. 53.

% Thid., p. 51.

7 Ibid., p. 53.

* Ros 283, fol. 55v.
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REVENUE AND FINANCE

Taxation and finance were vital issues for Jewish communities every-
where, since independent economic subsistence was generally a pre-
condition for the establishment of a community. The basic sources of
revenue comprised the contributions of the ba’ale battim, the sale of
kosher meat,' fees for seats in synagogue and fines imposed as penal-
ties.? Due to their importance, financial affairs might be expected to
appear prominently in the community records. This is true to some
extent, but there were differences between the various communities.
By examining the sources of income in the records—taxes, fees, loans
and other transactions—an insight may be gained into the way the
governors tried to maintain the level of revenue, and to improve their
financial situation.

All the takkanot examined here contain references to revenue. However,
surprisingly there seems to have been no common custom for levying a
basic tax on all members. Most of the regulations mention no such tax,
referring instead to various other financial obligations for ba’ale battim.
Only the Middelburg statutes mention a monthly contribution to be paid
by each member to the izedakah fund.” The other communities remain
silent on the subject. Of course a basic contribution like this may have
been taken for granted so that communities felt no need mention it.
Beem refers to a regular weekly tax for each member but fails to provide
a source for this custom in Leeuwarden before the 1780s.*

The term tzedakah suggests a charity fund, but many communities
do not seem to have separated the different funds in the community’s
finances, so that the general use of the term refers to the community’s
fund as a whole. The office of treasurer was often called gabbai tzedakah.
In Amsterdam, only heads of households who paid a weekly share to

' See Belinfante, op. cit., p. 220.

? Fuks-Mansfeld, op. cit., p. 177.

% Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 5, paragraph 34.

* Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 41. There is evidence of a regular basic tax paid by mem-
bers of Amsterdam’s Ashkenazi community in the seventeenth century.
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the poor fund were regarded as full members of the community,” which
seems to have been the practice in other communities too. Contributing
to the community’s finances therefore implied contributing to the poor
fund, a synonym for the general community fund.

The pinkassim of The Hague, Middelburg and Oisterwijk include the
reports of the annual accounts. These were almost always called feshbon
tzedek (from the root tzadak: tzedakah—gabbai tzedakah—heshbon tzedek).
The records of these annual accounts differ considerably in detail.
The Hague pinkas offers regular sober reports of the community’s total
fund, and a calculation for the revenues from kosher meat, one of the
main sources of income for the community. This revenue was repeat-
edly used to pay off loans.” No mention is made of poll tax revenue,
which would have represented a major proportion of the community’s
income. Clearly the detailed accounts were not kept in The Hague’s
pinkas: it only lists the main items in the /eshbon tzedek, and even these
are incomplete. For example no income is mentioned from synagogue
seating (which was recorded for some years in separate tables), or from
the ritual bath (which is occasionally mentioned with regard to its lease
by the cantor’s family). The gabbai tzedakah held separate records for the
details of everyday financial matters, which are regularly mentioned
in records concerning the feshbon tzedek. To understand the intricacies
of these financial affairs the bills and receipts must be examined, and
indeed these records of the eighteenth-century community in The
Hague are still available.’

Records of annual accounts in Middelburg are considerably less
detailed. This is surprising, especially for the second half of the eight-
eenth century when the manuscript turned into a cashbook, and would
be expected to focus on such details. Most of these records merely
state the total revenue and expenses, without explaining sources or
purposes.?

Oisterwijk’s heshbonot tzedek are similar. Unlike the other pinkassim, in
the early years the relevant records in the manuscripts include lists of

> Belinfante, op. cit., p. 214.

% See, for example, the calculation for 1784; GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 260-260v.
The manuscript contains lists for revenue from the sale of kosher meat each year.

7 GA Den Haag, NIG, nos. 649, 650. These documents have not been explored
here.

8 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, pp. 22 (from 1727), 115 (from 1769).
The latter account is less detailed than the first, which also records revenue from the
hire of seats in synagogue.
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tax payers in arrears.” During the 1790s the pinkassim state only revenue
and expenses, leaving out the long lists of defaulters. Perhaps the elec-
tion of an official to ensure the equal distribution of contributions to
the rabbi’s salary and pletten in 1793 improved matters.'

Leeuwarden’s sefer zikhronot is completely different. No annual accounts
are found anywhere in the manuscript. Presumably, therefore, general
and detailed financial matters were recorded elsewhere.!" Weekly taxes
of the members were limited to contributions to the poor fund and fees
for seats in synagogue.'” Not all the members were equally diligent in
paying their contributions to the poor fund (apparently the bulk of the
community’s revenue). The situation became so acute that the parnas-
sim eventually asked the burgomasters to force defaulters to pay their
debts.” The governors could count on the burgomasters’ cooperation
since the latter were always concerned that the community should look
after its own indigent and itinerant Jews. As a result, from 1786 the sefer
zikhronot includes annual lists of weekly contributions of each head of
a household." Remarkably, they are recorded in Dutch, not Yiddish.
This shows that the governors needed these lists for future dealings
with the burgomasters.

The various manuscripts reveal that the practice in these four Dutch
communities was quite different from the traditional way of defining
individual contributions known as ereks found in similar records of
German communities. The reason lies in the different circumstances of
the Jewish communities in the Dutch Republic, which may have been
less autonomous but flourished under more liberal conditions. Thus
the Dutch communities were not required to pay arbitrary lump sums
like those demanded by local or regional rulers elsewhere, which had

? See, for example, the accounts from 1767 and 1768, Ros 282a, pp. 14-15.

10 Ros 282b, p. 44.

"' Perhaps, even after the upheavals in the community around 1754, there were still
some accounting irregularities. However, they apparently used cashbooks; see Beem,
op. cit. (1974), p. 41.

12 Ibid., The sefer zikhronot refers occasionally to an erekh ma’ot tax; Tresoar, Jewish
wnstitutions and commumnities, no. 1, record 106. The name implies that it was levied on a
family’s personal wealth. This may have been the contribution to the poor fund; the
record appears in Appendix 2, no. 24.

5 Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 43.

" Undl 1795, there are nine lists; Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1,
record nos. 254, 272, 276, 284, 289, 295, 299, 307, 333. The growing frequency of the
lists among the other records shows that other matters were relatively less important.
See also Chapter 6.
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to be divided among the members. Jews paid a property tax accord-
ing to their houses and wealth, as the records of The Hague show."
Without the integration forced by a shared collective tax, Dutch com-
munities seem to have developed a different structure and character,
reflected not least in the power and character of the community’s elite.
The long discussions about how to the lump sum payments should be
shared were certainly a factor in integrating communities elsewhere in
Ashkenaz. It seems that religion was the main tie and the focus that
united Jewish families and individuals. This may indeed have been one
of the reasons for the sustained success of observant Jewish tradition
in Dutch Ashkenazi communities in nineteenth century.

Modest financial resources often forced Ashkenazi communities to
look for alternative ways of raising income to ensure the community’s
survival. A common method was credit. Since loans were raised by the
community as an institution, each transaction was naturally recorded in
the pinkas. Surprisingly only the Hague and Leeuwarden manuscripts
mention loans raised by these communities. This does not necessarily
mean that the communities in Middelburg and Oisterwijk did not bor-
row money. Their loans were presumably recorded elsewhere.

The Hague pinkas records around thirteen loans raised between 1723
and 1784. These varied between 600 guilders and 11,000 guilders.
This large sum was raised only once in 1751, when a property on
Waagenstraat was bought with three loans totalling 18,800 guilders.'
A new synagogue was erected here in the nineteenth century. The total
sum borrowed over 61 years was 34,500 guilders. Besides demonstrating
the enormous financial needs of the Ashkenazi community, this shows
its dynamic, its ability to handle financial transactions, and its perceived
credit-worthiness over a long period. Almost all the loans were acquired
from non-Jews; only once did the governors borrow from the Jewish
orphans fund.'” Yet all the records were still recorded in Yiddish. They
were not copies of the bonds, but reminders of the basic details for
administrative use. Most of the records contain the name of the lender,
the sum, the interest rate, as well the purpose of the loan. The obvious
question, however, is why no loans are recorded from the community’s
natural bank: the Boas family bank. There seems to be no explanation

1 Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), pp. 42-45.
' GA The Hague, NIG, no. 1, fol. 142.
17 Tbid., fol. 31.
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for this surprising phenomenon. So we can only speculate that there
was some form of agreement between the bank and the community
not to create such close ties between them. Although the Boas bank
evidently assisted the community in managing its affairs.

The distribution of loans over the period is the key to identify-
ing periods of higher economic activity in The Hague. In the early
years two loans of 3,000 and 1,000 guilders were raised in 1723 and
1725."® Between 1736 and 1738 three loans totalling 7,000 guilders
were acquired,'? in part to pay off previous loans. Thirteen years later,
the property purchase on Waagenstraat was financed with the largest
loans recorded in the pinkas. Another ten years passed before the next
loan in 1761. Presumably the purchase of the Waagenstraat plot had
been planned for some time, perhaps explaining the period of financial
caution before 1751. Three loans were recorded in the 1760s* and
one in 1784.”

It seems that the community always managed to pay off its debts,
although this may occasionally have required considerable effort. Annual
interest rates varied between three and four percent, which was moder-
ate, and apparently normal for the period.

Compared to the large loans raised in The Hague, the four sums
mentioned in Leeuwarden’s sefer zikhronot seem modest. All the informa-
tion suggests that the dimensions of this community’s activities were
much smaller. The amounts varied between 200 and 500 guilders; the
total sum being a mere 1,500 guilders. This was raised between 1772
and 1792; two loans in the early 1770s, and the other two in 1786 and
1792.% As in The Hague, the lenders were non-Jews,” and, as the case
of a loan of 300 guilders in 1786, the orphan fund. Unlike in The
Hague, most of these records in the sefer zikhronot are in Dutch. They
appear to be copies of the bonds. This shows again the willingness of
Leeuwarden’s governors to accept Dutch as a common language in

' Ibid., fols. 17, 31.

19 Tbid., fols. 92-92v, 96v, 100v.

2 Thid., fols. 173v, 184, 209.

2t Ibid., fol. 259.

2 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 161, 187, 258, 301.
This may reflect the halakhah that a Jew is prohibited by Torah law from charging
interest on a loan to another Jew (see Lev. 25:37 and Deut. 23:20), and that a Jew who
borrows at interest from another Jew is also culpable. The /eter iska had already been
developed by this time, effectively enabling Jews to borrow and lend from other Jews;
see Encyclopaedia Judaica, op. cit., vol. 12, p. 252, and vol. 16, pp. 31-32.
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the official records. As we have seen, no loans are mentioned in the
Middelburg and Oisterwijk pinkassim.

In The Hague, the governors in charge of financial matters used
another method to improve the community’s financial situation. Starting
in 1751, several records mention financial services provided for private
persons by the Ashkenazi community. The community accepted con-
siderable sums from private persons in return for which the depositor
received a life annuity. These investments varied between 600 and
5,000 guilders, and the annuities were paid either weekly (around three
guilders) or twice a year (around 160 guilders). At first only Jews took
advantage of the service, but after 1756 the majority were non-Jews,
beginning with a person called Du Val.** Many of these investments
were used to buy bonds, which gave the community an additional
income from the interest.

Two examples reveal the considerations of the governors in this mat-
ter; as well as the exemplary way in which they did business. In the spring
of 1768, Martin Jacob Diodati, a non-Jew from The Hague, deposited
5,000 guilders with the parnassim of the Ashkenazi community, who in
return promised to pay him and his mother Gertrude Slott, a life annuity
of 350 guilders at seven percent interest.”> With Diaodati’s capital the
community purchased a large share of a private bond (5,000 guilders
of a total 6,000), which was due ten months later at an annual interest
of four percent, a total of 400 guilders.”® In other words, after fulfilling
their duties to Diodati a small profit of 50 guilders could already be
expected in the first year. Similar transactions seem to have been made
in subsequent years too. It is unlikely that this kind of business would
have been carried out without professional assistance. So the mention
of Abraham and Shimon Boas, Tobias’s sons, as keepers of the 6,000
guilder bond is not surprising, and presumably the brothers helped the
governors in this matter, and similar transactions. The bank seems to
have served the community only in transactions that were free of risk,
such as deposits. As long as the business involved holding bonds and
shares of the community, the Boas bank was willing to assist.

In 1780, Abraham and Shimon Boas reported on their investments
involving several private bonds held by the community, among them

# GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 159.
» TIbid., fol. 204.
% Tbid.
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two issued by the Duke of Brunswick. They had deposited the total
sum of over 8,000 guilders with the Jewish bank of Aaron and Solomon
Norden in London, who guaranteed the bonds at a value of 1,200
pounds Sterling;”’ a considerable amount. It seems unlikely that the
parnassim in The Hague would have undertaken such sizeable inter-
national transactions without the reassurance of the Boas bank. None
of the other manuscripts examined here mention financial activities of
such proportions: they could not rely on the (possibly free) services of an
experienced and successful bank. The Hague community was, therefore,
in a much better situation than many other communities elsewhere in
the country, as long as the Boas bank remained successful.

The parnassim of The Hague made another interesting attempt
at managing financial problems and the related issue of community
charity in 1784. A factory had opened in The Hague, supported by
public funds. The Ashkenazi community was able to acquire jobs in
that factory (what it produced is not mentioned in the pinkas) for two
young men and four young women, all unmarried, who were thereby
able to earn a living from their own labour: the first indication of the
integration of Jewish workers in early capitalist enterprise in The Hague.
In 1784 the factory tried to improve its financial base by issuing shares
at a total value of 10,000 guilders. Until the community decided to
purchase three shares at a total value of 600 guilders, the factory had
only managed to sell 2,000 guilders worth of shares, so that the com-
munity’s investment was certainly welcome. However, the governors
were unable to finance the purchase from its regular fund. Therefore,
they had to raise a new loan to pay for the shares. The pinkas record
emphasises that the factory employed workers regardless of religion, so
that poor Jews could also find work there.?® Unfortunately the records
do not state how the investment fared, nor the number of Jews who
worked there. In addition, a record dated 1803 mentions that the
community started paying off the loan to the creditor’s brother. This
interesting matter deserves closer investigation in the light of other
sources beside the pinkas.

Clearly the pinkassim of the communities discussed here were not the
main registers for financial matters. In general it seems that the detail

27 Thid., fol. 245.
2 Thid., fols. 251v-252.
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with which finances were recorded declined in the course of the
eighteenth century, especially the annual cash reports. This does not
mean that these important matters were neglected. It may indicate
that administrative customs changed, with separate financial records
being recorded in cashbooks. Nevertheless, some basic trends can still
be discerned in the financial activities of all four communities. In The
Hague and Leeuwarden a more dynamic situation prevailed, while
Middelburg and Oisterwijk appear to have been less active. However,
other material and sources must be examined before a more detailed
conclusion can be reached regarding the economic and financial per-
formance of these communities.



CHAPTER SIX

HEVRAS AND CHARITIES

Providing for the sick and needy was a central concern of every Jewish
community in the early modern period. The supply of food and
accommodation for the poor by Jewish communities and charities was
particularly important from a religious perspective too, since it ensured
that the food provided was kosher. Moreover, charity is a mitzvah, a
religious duty and cornerstone of Jewish life. It is a crucial aspect of
the development of a community and played a key role in the growth
and integration of new Dutch Jewish communities. At the same time,
providing for the many itinerant Jews who travelled in search of work,
food or charity, was a problem for the parnassim.! Governors often found
themselves in difficulty, since the poor fund was rarely sufficient.

Charities begin to appear in Jewish community records in the early
modern period. The first extant mention of a hevra kadisha dates from
1564 in Prague. Records of similar bodies appear in subsequent years
in other Ashkenazi communities in Europe; by the end of the eight-
eenth century there was scarcely any community that did not have a
hevra. Membership of a fhevra, whether a hevra kadisha dekavranim (burial
society) or a hevra kadisha bikkur holim (society for the sick), lent prestige
and respect, and many members were drawn from the elite of their
community. Hevras operated with relative independence within the
community; yet they remained subordinate to the parnassim. Hevras of
Jewish women appear only rarely in the records. Those that are known
seem to have been subordinate to the general /evra, and were set up as
a separate women’s section.”

' See Belinfante’s description, op. cit., p. 217, referring to Amsterdam, where the
governors faced a problem of completely different dimensions. For a discussion of the
Sephardi approach to the problem see T. Levie-Bernfeld, “The Chosen Poor: Charity
and Welfare among the Portuguese Jews of Seventeenth-Century Amsterdam’, PhD
thesis ( Jerusalem 2005).

* See G. Zurn, Die Altonaer jiidische Gemeinde (1611-1873): Rituale und soziale Institutionen
des Todes im Wandel (Hamburg 2001) pp. 93-97, for a concise introduction to the issue
of hevras, describing the situation in Hamburg in detail.
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The pinkassim examined here contain various records relating to both
types of organised charity, providing information from the perspective
of the governors and the fevras themselves. However, since poor relief
was often a community’s heaviest burden and a central item in its
financial structure, the voluminous details were generally recorded in
separate books, not in the pinkas.

The Hague

Charity and poor relief are rarely mentioned in the Hague pinkas.
Interestingly, two of the four records dealing explicitly with the subject
are about limiting the number of itinerant Jews in The Hague. The first
is the text of a public announcement read in synagogue in the spring of
1724 prohibiting the accommodation of money changers, who were a
hillul hashem (profanation) for the community. Other orfim (‘guests’ being
a euphemism for needy itinerant Jews) could receive accommodation
for two nights only, and their presence had to be reported to the gov-
ernors.” Moreover, it was also forbidden to lodge an itinerant Jew with
a non-Jew. It seems that the community was overwhelmed by guests
at the time, including various dubious individuals, who made their liv-
ing by changing money. The accusations that often surrounded these
individuals and quickly attached themselves to the Jews in general, led
the governors to try to prevent them from moving into the area.
Forty-six years later, in 1770, a similar announcement was read in
synagogue. This time, however, it was the local authority that took the
Initiative, since the text mentions a decree against Jewish beggars and
paupers. Jews from outside The Hague were forbidden to remain in
the city for more than eight days if they did not join the community.
Beggars were barred from the city entirely.* Apart from this ban, it is
remarkable that Jews were allowed by the local authority to join the
community, provided they were able to pay the usual taxes and contri-
butions to the community and city.” In most German towns Jews were
required to undergo complicated and humiliating procedures imposed
by the Christian authorities before joining a Jewish community, which

* GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 23.

* Ibid., fol. 210 v; see also Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), p. 63.

> Wherever Jews were permitted to live in Dutch cities there were usually no limits to
their number, provided they were able to care for their own poor. See Fuks-Mansfeld,

op. cit. (2002), p. 177.
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was usually restricted to a maximum size.® The situation in The Hague
(and other Dutch towns) was truly liberal.

Clearly the community was involved in caring for the needy on a
daily basis. However, the pinkas does not discuss the distribution of
money to the poor, and nothing is revealed of the local pletten system,
the obligation of established families to host poor Jews on Shabbat. All
this presumably existed in The Hague (as in almost every Jewish com-
munity), but it was apparently recorded elsewhere. To have included
these details in the pinkas would soon have filled the volume, rendering
it unusable: the Ashkenazi community of The Hague was too large
and complex, and required more than one register.

Yet the pinkas does provide some clues about further measures that
were taken by the governors to support the poor of the community.
Tor example, the parnassim employed a teacher to give lessons to poor
but talented boys in a Talmud Torah school.” The teacher was paid
from the community fund. His appointment shows that the governors
were conscious of the mitzvah of helping the poor to receive a religious
education.

This is similar to the condition attached to the hire of the building
housing the ritual bath in 1734, namely that free access should be
guaranteed to 25 needy Jewish women, who otherwise would have
been unable to use a mikveh.®

The hevra kadisha bikkur holim in The Hague, which organised vis-
its and care of the sick, also employed doctors for the poor.” They
treated the community’s poor free of charge and, although not stated
explicitly, any other sick and indigent Jews in the town. In 1768, Leib
Rofe, a doctor, stated that his annual income of 50 guilders from the
hevra, did not cover his expenses and asked the governors to increase
his salary. The parnassim agreed and granted an additional 25 guilders
a year by reducing the cost of his seat in synagogue.'” This shared
reimbursement illustrates the close cooperation between the governors
and the fevra, which depended significantly on the community and its
financial support.

% See M. Breuer, ‘Frithe Neuzeit und Beginn der Moderne’, in: M. A. Meyer (ed.),
Deutsch-Fiidische Geschichte in der Neuzeit, vol. 1: 1600—1780 (Munich 1997), pp. 85-247,
esp. 133—134 on the Jews of Prussia in the eighteenth century.

7 See Chapter 3 section: Rabbis and Poskim, for a discussion of the Talmud Torah
rabbis.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 65 v.

¥ Similar /evras in other communities did so too; see Zurn, op. cit., p. 94.

10" GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 165 v.
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The hevra kadisha bikkur holim of The Hague was apparently founded
around 1720, since the first references in the pinkas date from 1724,
when it was still called the new /hevra. The few references in the pinkas
do not indicate whether another fevra existed before, or whether it was
an entirely new institution. No such /evra is mentioned in any of the
lakkanot of The Hague, which suggests that it did not exist or had not
developed until 1723, the year of the last regulations. Obviously, a new
hevra founded within a community framework would not have been able
to act independently from its inception. Thus major issues continued
to be handled by the parnassim. In 1724, the hevra presented its annual
accounts and submitted its cash to the gabbai tzedakah."! A new gabbai
was immediately appointed for the fevra, again by the governors.'? This
shows how closely the Aevra was tied to the community, reflecting its
relative short history until then.

The hevra remained active throughout the eighteenth century. After
Leib Rofe, mentioned in 1768, the /evra appointed his son to succeed
him as physician in 1784: Itzik ben Leib Rofe.” No further details about
the hevra kadisha bikkur holim in 'The Hague appear in the pinkas. In gen-
eral little trace of its existence remains; no other documents are found
in the main registers. Yet this institution pursued an endless variety of
activities, since the problem of poverty and guests continued unabated
in the eighteenth century. The fevra ran the local hekdesh, a kind of free
small hospital for poor Jews."* Unfortunately, the lack of sources makes
it impossible to explore the activities of this fevra in further detail.

It is possible that this kevra may be identified with the hevra kadisha shel
gemilut hassadim, which is also mentioned in the pinkas, although they seem
not to have been identical. The pinkas offers no clue to the relationship
between the two fhevras. We have far more information regarding the
gemilut hassadim, which was actually a burial society. The first reference
to this hevra occurs in 1729, when the gabbaim of the hevra reported to
the governors that it was no longer solvent.” In response, the parnassim
raised the fee for a gravestone to three guilders. The next and final

' Ibid., fol. 23.

2 Ibid.

1% Ibid., fol. 261.

'* See Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 374.

» GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 57 v. Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), pp. 220-221,
identifies the first reference to the hevra as the tombstone of Moshe ben Jacob Shohet
dated 1753, which mentions his membership of the fevra. Van Creveld seems not to
have used the pinkas in his research.
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record relating to this Aevra dates from 1783, when the parnassim fixed
the fee for the burial of a child. Since no further reference to the hevra
occurs, it had presumably developed such a degree of autonomy within
the community that the parnassim no longer intervened in its business.
The oldest (extant) pinkas of the hevra kadisha shel gemilut hassadim opens
in 1770." Whether an earlier pinkas existed is unclear. Its statutes date
from this same period, and were printed in 1771."7

A third hevra, the hevrat gemilut hassadim u-takhrikhum, was the women’s
counterpart of the burial society.'® Unlike in other communities, in
The Hague this was not just a section of the general burial society;' it
seems, at least for a while, to have led an independent existence. In the
summer of 1749, the women of the hevra gathered to elect two gabbaites,
which according to the pinkas was new. In fact this may have been the
founding meeting of that Aevra.® It is remarkable that the women of
the hevra could elect their governors independently, indeed that they
could elect women to function as governors. As far as is known this
was quite unusual in the Ashkenazi world, so that the Hague com-
munity seems to have been one of the first in this regard, at least in
the Dutch Republic.

The record of the election recalls that 25 votes went to Hanna, widow
of Menahem ben Jacob, and 15 to Fegele, widow of Yitzhak Jacob bar
Menahem. That both were widows may have been a coincidence, since
we do not know the what the statutes stipulated. It is clearly possible
however, that widows may have been considered more suitable for the
position of gabbait. Fach elector had two votes, so that the result shows
that the hevra had at least 20 members. Each gabbait was in charge for
half a year, Hanna first. The record also mentions the statutes of the
hevra, which were kept by the governors, with a copy included in the
pinkas of the hevra which is however no longer extant.

One year later a second record in the community pinkas mentions
the takhrikhim hevra, as it is sometimes called. In the winter of 1750, the
gabbait reported on the finances of the fevra to the governors, without
mentioning the sources of revenue.”’ From the name of the women’s

' GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 990.

17 Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), p. 221.

'8 Ibid., pp. 223-224 also mentions the hevra, but only in a nineteenth-century
context.

19 Zurn, op. cit., pp. 95-96.

% GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 135.

21 Ihid., fol. 139.
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hevra it appears that it was probably not only concerned with burials,
but also with the production of takhrikhim or shrouds.”” No further
mention of the women’s fevra occurs in the pinkas, although it was
still active in the nineteenth century.”® Presumably the records and
accounts of the hevrat gemilut hassadim u-takhrikhum were recorded in the
hevra’s own pinkas.

Care for the needy in The Hague was highly specialised. As the
pinkas shows, the governors were directly and indirectly involved, as
well as three /evras. This unprecedented situation includes an unusual
phenomenon in the Ashkenazi world, an autonomous women’s hevra
with its own governors, elected in independent elections.

Two other fhevras existed in The Hague in the eighteenth century,
which are not mentioned in the pinkas: the hakhnassat kallah, founded in
1726, a charity to provide poor women with a dowry; and the meshivat
nefesh mish’enet zekenim, a charity for poor and aged Jews.?* These raise
the total number of /evras in the period to five, a remarkable reflection
of the activity of the Jews in The Hague.

Muddelburg

The Middelburg pinkas offers scant information about community life
and administration, not least in relation to charity. One exception in
the manuscript, which makes it unique among those examined here, is
the annual pletten lists. Thirty-five lists occur in the pinkas, illustrating the
eflorts by the community to host poor itinerant Jews and providing the
only source of socioeconomic data about the Middelburg community.
The annual number of pletten in Middelburg grew from 179 in 1726,
to 258 in 1778,% the year of the last surviving list. This increase was
due not just to growing number of paupers arriving in Middelburg,
but probably also to the improved ability to host them.

Surprisingly the pinkas contains no reference to any hevra in Mid-
delburg. The existence of a cemetery suggests there must have been a
burial society. However, no record survives, and no previous research

2 The term takhrikhim mainly occurs in Eastern-Yiddish; the Western-Yiddish syn-
onym 1s sargenes. This suggests that the initiators were influenced by the East-European
Jewish vernacular. My thanks to Marion Aptroot for pointing this out.

% Van Creveld, op. cit. (1997 [b]), pp. 223-224.

# Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 374.

» Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 21.

% Tbid., p. 117.
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into the community mentions such a body. Even the detailed record of
the cemetery, dating from 1743, fails to mention a burial society, which
would have been intimately involved in this compilation.” Given the
generally ineffective performance of the community, it is possible that
only a rudimentary form of /evra existed in Middelburg.

Leeuwarden

The Leeuwarden pinkas offers far more detail. It contains various records
relating to charity, as well the activities of one particular hevra. One
of the first records in the sefer zikhronot mentions the appointment of
a person in charge of seating in synagogue and funds for the poor.®
This appointment dating from 1754 reveals that the community’s
main income presumably came from the sale of seats in synagogue,
the proceeds of which went towards charity. This is the only recorded
appointment; this was organised differently in later years.

Care of the sick, bikkur holim, was not organised by a separate hevra
in Leeuwarden, but by the community itself. In 1758 a special gabba:
to supervise the fund was appointed.”” Nine years later the arrange-
ment was changed. In a record, dating from 1767, the three manhigim
divided responsibility for community finance: one was responsible for
the tzedakah ma’ot (poor fund), another for ma’ot be’arakhah (community
taxes), and a third for bikkur holim.*® This was an unusually rigid division
of tasks by the governors.

A decade earlier the manfigim of Leeuwarden’s community had been
reminded of their duty towards Jewish paupers in a decree by the pro-
vincial assembly of Friesland of 1757 in which the various communities
were required to look after their poor.*! Nine years later, the provincial
assembly enacted a similar decree: apparently the problem still existed,
and had probably become even more severe.

As in The Hague, the Leeuwarden community also employed a doc-
tor. However, unlike the Hague community, he was employed exclusively
by the governors of the community. Aharon ben Hayyim, was appointed

27 Ibid., p. 53.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 6.

% Tbid., record no. 46.

%0 TIbid., no. 127; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 25. See also Beem, op. cit.
(1974), p. 31.

1 See the Yiddish transcript in the sefer zikhronot: Tresoar, Jewish institutions and com-
mumnities, no. 1, record no. 39. See also Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 46.
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doctor and made member of the community in 1760.** His annual
salary of 35 guilders was recorded twice, in 1760 and 1763.” In the
following decades he became a respected member of the community,
frequently standing as a candidate for parnas, eventually being elected
in 1782.%

In 1772, Leeuwarden’s parnassim changed the regulations for the
mikveh. 'This happened after Rivka, a widow who ran the ritual bath,
complained that she was unable to earn sufficient income from the fees.
Presumably the governors were motivated by similar considerations as
their counterparts in The Hague: they reduced Rivka’s annual rent
buy ten guilders, and allowed poor women to use the facility without
charge.

The poor, not least the Jewish poor, were a constant concern for the
burgomasters, as their regulations show. The manhigim could therefore
count on the sympathy of the local authority in their efforts to solve
the problem. Mounting arrears in contributions to the poor fund forced
the governors to call on the local authorities for support in 1786. They
levied a regular weekly contribution on community members for the
fund. The involvement of the burgomasters explains why the annual
tax lists were in Dutch.”® These recorded the names of the members
and their weekly contribution according to their means. The sefer
zikhronot 1s the only manuscript examined here that contains this kind
of information about heads of families. In the period covered here,
the number of contributors remained stable at around 70, with some
minor fluctuations.

A substantial portion of the support for the poor came in the form of
matzo flour for Pesach and peat for heating in winter. Characteristically,
the sefer zikhronot contains annual distribution lists for the whole period.
Over forty years, both lists reveal a not unexpected increase in the total
number of recipients. Given the relatively constant number of contribut-
ing heads of households, the community faced a difficult task in finding
ways of financing the charity. In 1755, matzo flour was distributed to
fourteen recipients and their families,”” whereas for 1795 27 individuals

2 8. Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 58.

% Ibid., record nos. 60, 89.

% See table 3 above in chapter 1, section: Families and Individuals in Community
Leadership.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 90.

% The first list ibid., record no. 254.

%7 Ibid., record no. 16.
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are listed.”® From 1763, the lists included a subsidiary list of those
involved in producing flour for matzot. This enabled some of the poor
(usually around twelve or fourteen) to be employed in supervising the
production at the non-Jewish bakeries where the flour was made.*

A similar increase is found in the number of recipients of peat,
although on a different scale. The first record dating from 1755 lists
eleven recipients,* which rose by the end of the period to eighteen.*!
The disparity in number shows that the criteria for evaluating need
differed. Many more were eligible to receive flour at Pesach than peat in
winter. The threshold for receiving flour was lower than for the supply
of peat, which was more expensive.*

Surprisingly, Leeuwarden had few /Aevras in the eighteenth century.
The oldest seems to have been hevrat Talmud Torah which was found in
1759, and was dedicated to promoting Jewish studies for children and
adult men.” In 1784 members of the community combined to form the
hevra kadisha meshivat nefesh. 'This hevra supported the poor and the study
of religious texts.** Poor Jews received a stuiver a week from this /evra.
There was clearly a need for this kind of support, which supplemented
the community’s own welfare system.

Most strikingly, however, no mention occurs anywhere in the sefer
ztkhronot of a burial society. Neither is there any reference to a burial
society in the literature about the Jews of Leeuwarden in the eighteenth
century.” The pinkas does not explain how burials were conducted,
although several records demonstrate that the governors regularly
discussed detailed questions regarding the cemetery,* which might be
expected to have been dealt with by the burial society. This suggests that
there was no burial society at all. Which would be rather surprising in
such a well-organised community as Leeuwarden. Indeed it remains a
mystery who carried out the burials in the community. Apparently, in

% TIbid., record no. 332.

% Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 48.

* Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 16.

# Ibid., record no. 331.

# See also Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 48.

¥ Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 50. See also Beem,
op. cit. (1974), pp. 42, 60-61.

# Ibid., record no. 185, a copy of the statutes of the hevra.

® Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 451 points out that the burial society was
found in 1829.

% Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record nos. 249, 300, 308.
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Leeuwarden charity was concentrated in the hands of the governors,
unlike in other Dutch Jewish communities.

Ousterwyk

Because of its modest size, far less information is available about
charity in the Oisterwijk community. No measures are fixed in the
takkanot, and only a few records mention the subject. It seems that the
governors only began to focus on the issue in 1789, when the gabbaim
appointed Gabriel ben Meir to gather contributions for the itinerant
poor, the orum.*” His appointment reveals that the problem had begun
to manifest itself in the rural community too. In that same year, a list
of 64 pletten was recorded in the second pinkas,” referring to the same
problem. This list, however, is the only one in all the community’s
surviving manuscripts. Presumably therefore, earlier or later lists, which
doubtless existed, were recorded elsewhere. The minhagim in the third
manuscript define the criteria for hosting poor itinerant Jews.*

The pinkassim records show that there was apparently no regular
distribution of matzo flour or peat. Only one record in the first pinkas
mentions the cost borne by the gabbaim for matzo flour for a woman
in 1772.°°

All these activities were the responsibility of the governors; no fevra
seems to have existed to distribute charity. However, there is evidence
that a burial society existed in Oisterwijk, called hevra kadisha degemilut
hassadim. The pinkassim reveal nothing about the date it was founded. The
first mention in 1790 refers to a sum of money that was transferred to
the gabbai of the community.”' This characterises the relations between
the hevra and the governors which is reflected in other relevant texts
of the 1790s and the first decade of the nineteenth century. Almost
all of these refer to financial questions, from which it appears that the
community treasurers looked after the finances of the burial society.
A community like Oisterwijk certainly only had a small Aevra, so that
this arrangement provided a practical solution. None of the references®

7 Ros 282 b, p. 34.
% Ibid., p. 33.

* Ros. 283, fol. 19.
% Ros 282 a, p. 28.
' Ros 282 b, p. 39.
52 Ibid., pp. 41-64.
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state what the /evra did, or how busy it was. Due to the lack of other
sources on the Jews of eighteenth-century Oisterwijk, historians have
been unable to establish more substantial information.

In summary, the pinkassim reveal something of the workings of commu-
nity charity, although they provide few comprehensive facts or details.
Since care for needy Jews was a central concern for Jewish communities
in the period, this pervasive and urgent subject could not be recorded in
the central registers of the communities. The details were recorded
in separate records or in the pinkassim of the hevras, many of which are
no longer extant. Yet pinkassim may serve as useful auxiliary sources,
providing information about activities in the field of charity and about
the existence and purpose of hevras.

Pinkassim rarely supply information about another aspect of poverty
and charity: the fate of individual Jewish paupers, whether local or
itinerant. Jewish paupers were important enough to feature prominently
in community policy, but little significance was attached to individuals
at the lower end of the social ladder, who scarcely left a trace of their
existence in the official records of the community. Scholars such as
F. Egmont, in her studies on Jewish paupers and criminals, have there-
fore had to resort to other, mostly non-Jewish sources.”

» See esp. F. Egmont, ‘Contours of Identity: Poor Ashkenazim in the Dutch
Republic’, in J. Michman (ed.), Dutch Jewish History, vol. 3 (Proceedings of the Fifih Symposium
on the History of the Jews in the Netherlands) ( Jerusalem 1993), passim. In her article, she
raises questions relating to identity and appearance, and finds answers to most of these
in the official sources.



CHAPTER SEVEN

INTERCOMMUNAL FRAMEWORKS

The pinkassim examined here reveal something of the position their
four communities occupied within the Ashkenazi world of eighteenth-
century Europe. Little direct evidence is found since pinkassim do not
contain records of correspondence with other Jewish communities.
Clues can be found in records that mention other communities in the
context of official contacts involving both secular and religious leaders.
The issue of migration also sheds light on this subject since migrants
naturally settled in communities they knew by reputation. This reflects
unofficial ties between individuals in different communities. Another
aspect of this subject is the varying importance of official bnei mediene
(regional organisations) for the four communities discussed here. This
phenomenon, which was widespread in Germany and Poland, was rare
in the Dutch Republic.

Contacts between Communities

Occasionally, especially in the Dutch Republic, Ashkenazi and Sephardi
communities existed side by side and naturally maintained close contacts.
Of the four communities discussed here, it was only in The Hague
that an Ashkenazi community existed alongside a Sephardi community
during this period.! The Sephardim were a major influence on the
nascent Ashkenazi community in 1701. Later, the communities shared
an abattoir for shefuta, Ashkenazim attended the Sephardi synagogue and
Sephardi women used the Ashkenazi mikveh,> while Ashkenazi women
worked as maids in Sephardi homes.” Relations were not always cor-
dial; yet in general ties between Ashkenazim and Sephardim seem to
have been close, both officially and unofhicially. After an initial period

! See Chapter 2.

2 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 165; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 7.

¥ See e.g, the case of Gitle bat Hirtz, who worked at the home of David Delsato;
fol. 162v; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 6.
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of inequality—the Sephardim were well established and considerably
wealthier than the Ashkenazi newcomers—the growing Ashkenazi
community achieved a certain parity which is reflected in the records
of the Ashkenazi pinkas relating to the Sephardim.

When the Ashkenazi community was founded in Middelburg, a
Sephardi community had already existed there since the seventeenth
century. Because the demise of the Sephardi community in 1725 coin-
cides with the start of the Ashkenazi community, no records exist about
relations between individuals of the two communities. Yet since some
of the remaining Sephardim in Middelburg joined the new Ashkenazi
community* there must have been some previous contact, at least
between those Sephardim and the Ashkenazi governors.

Each community maintained contacts with other Jewish communi-
ties outside their town. Most of the pinkassim examined here provide
records of these contacts, albeit sporadic. The paucity of evidence of
direct contact between communities is because a pinkas was mainly an
administrative tool for internal matters, not an archive for correspon-
dence. Evidence of contact is only found where this involved internal
community business.

The records in the Hague pinkas recall one case involving direct
contact with another community: the Jewish community of Venice. In
the autumn of 1775, the governors of The Hague’s Ashkenazi com-
munity discussed the case of Jacob Morisco, whose origins, Ashkenazi
or Sephardi, were unclear. He claimed to be from Venice, so the par-
nassim wrote a letter to the Venetian community asking for clarification
regarding Morisco’s origins. The letter—in Hebrew—was copied into
the pinkas,” although no reply is recorded. Nevertheless, some ten months
later a record states that Morisco was fined six guilders for attending the
Sephardi synagogue.® Presumably, for some reason while he claimed to
be an Ashkenazi, he preferred to pray at the Sephardi synagogue.

A number of letters to other European communities on other matters
were copied into a book of announcements made by the governors.
Most date from the 1780s, yet there are indications that this was not
the only correspondence of this period. The items include letters to
Gelnhausen in Germany, to Lvov in Galicia, to Pressburg (Bratislava)

* Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 477.
> GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 232 v.
6 Ihid., fol. 235 w.
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in Slovakia and to Nijmegen in the Dutch Republic.” Clearly a more
copious correspondence must have existed than these few items,
but this was not recorded neither in the pinkas nor in the book of
announcements.®

No letters are included at all in the Middelburg pinkas. Yet the doubts
surrounding the credentials of the new cantor, teacher and scribe Tzvi
Hirsch in 1755 show that the parnassim exchanged letters with other
communities, in this case with the governors in Altona, Hanau and
Rotterdam.’” While the letters themselves are not recorded, we know
that they were written.

The Leecuwarden and Oisterwijk manuscripts also contain little direct
evidence of contact with other communities. When the Leeuwarden
community employed Rabbi Katriel ben Yehuda Leib, they tried to find
out more about his qualifications. They contacted Rabbi Saul Halevi
in The Hague, who reassured them in a letter of Katriel’s qualities.'
Oisterwijk’s memorbukh mentions the efforts of Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind
Rofe in raising funds in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague."" He
apparently travelled to these towns to collect the money. Since he had
originally been sent out by Amsterdam it is not surprising that he was
able to find patrons there and in the other towns.

Beside these direct contacts, some indirect connections are also
suggested. These resulted from requests for financial aid from other
Jewish communities. Naturally, communities that needed help con-
tacted as many Jewish communities as they could throughout Europe.
This reflects a collective consciousness among Jews rather than any
genuine bilateral contact between communities. The Hague pinkas lists
several collections for Jewish communities such as Prague (twice: 1743
and 1772)," Groningen (1756)," Leszno (1768)'* and Brod (1771)."

7 See in GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 790.

8 No further correspondence is found in the community archive.

9 Zeeuws Archief, NIG Middelburg, no. 1, p. 81. See Chapter 3 section: Cantors,
Rutual Slaughterers, Teachers, and Beadles. Few items of correspondence remain in the Zeeuws
Archief in Middelburg; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 18.

10 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 144; the record appears
in Appendix 2, no. 26.

" Ros. 283, fol. 1 v.

12.GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fols. 118, 219.

1% Ihid., fol. 160.

* Ibid., fol. 203 v.
> Ibid., fol. 214.
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Collections were presumably also held in Middelburg, Leeuwarden and
Oisterwijk, although their pinkassim do not record this.

The Hague and Leeuwarden manuscripts also refer to a wide-
spread phenomenon in the Jewish world: the religious duty of raising
funds for the Jewish communities in Eretz Yisrael. Both pinkassim refer
frequently to local funds and emissaries from the Holy Land who
came to collect money from European communities. Interestingly,
the Hague fund not only supported the four traditional communi-
ties there, but also the community in Belgrade (even though this was
not in the Holy Land)." Like other occasional collections, donations
to the communities of the Holy Land do not indicate close ties
with these communities. The emissaries knew which communities
to visit to collect sufficient sums of money, and it is unlikely that
they only received donations from communities with strong ties to
the Jews of the Holy Land. This may be why no mention is found in
the Middelburg and Oisterwijk records: they were too poor to attract the
emissaries.

Amsterdam, the large and dynamic centre of Dutch Ashkenazi Jewry,
was a model for the smaller provincial communities when these began
to emerge in the eighteenth century. The pinkassim examined here
include records referring to Amsterdam in various contexts. The first
specific mention of Amsterdam in the Hague pinkas is in 1748, with
the arrival of Rabbi Saul Halevi, a scion of the famous Loewenstamm
rabbinic family of Amsterdam. The new rabbi tried to adopt various
Amsterdam customs, encouraged by his father-in-law, Rabbi Arye Leib
Loewenstamm. One related to specific honours for bridegrooms in the
synagogue service,'” another concerned the proportion of the wedding
fee payable to the rabbi.'® In both cases the record mentions Amsterdam
as the source for these customs.

16 Tbid., fol. 140. Another list is on fol. 215, mentioning emissaries and travellers to
the Holy Land, aided by funds in The Hague. These include a certain R. Eliyahu from
Vilna in 1778. Arie Morgenstern states that this was the famous Gaon of Vilna, then
on his way to the Holy Land. However, it is unlikely that a visit from such a prominent
figure would not have been mentioned more widely. Ties between Eastern European
Jews and Dutch Ashkenazim were strong. He would certainly have been known in the
Dutch Republic. Since the record mentions no titles he was probably another Jew from
Vilna of the same name. See Morgenstern’s article ‘R. Elijah’, identifying R. Eliyahu
as the famous scholar.

7 GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1, fol. 132.

18 Ibid., fol. 137 v.
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Amsterdam seems to have served as the centre for collections for
needy communities and for the forwarding of the sums collected. In The
Hague, the collections for Leszno and Brod were channelled through
Amsterdam, as the records state. Other communities probably did the
same, reflecting Amsterdam’s central role in Dutch Jewry, even in the
relatively poorly documented eighteenth century.

The paramount authority of Amsterdam’s rabbis in Leeuwarden is
clear from the governors’ decision regarding the selection of candidates
for the post of rabbi in 1769." This question had been raised in 1747,
when Rabbi Nahman ben Jacob Levy’s ordination in Emden was chal-
lenged by his opponents in Leeuwarden.*” These members wanted a
rabbi trained in the Dutch tradition; ordination by another Ashkenazi
authority was clearly not good enough. This may mark the start of an
independent Dutch Ashkenazi tradition in the mid-eighteenth century.?!
Although to date no information has surfaced regarding similar incidents
in other Dutch communities of the time; Rabbi Saul Halevi of The
Hague, for example, was not ordained in Amsterdam, and no such
requirement was made when he was appointed. Even Amsterdam’s
Rabbi Arye Leib Loewenstamm and his son Rabbi Saul Loewenstamm
were more Polish than Dutch, both with a foreign smikhah. In fact a
Polish ordination would probably have carried more weight in the Dutch
Republic than a smikhah from Germany. Polish Jewish scholars were
highly esteemed in Central Europe in the early modern period.

Amsterdam played an active role in encouraging Jewish life in
Brabant. The Amsterdam based hevrat se’adat zekeinim or Reis hevra sent
Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe to Oisterwijk to lead the new Jewish com-
munity there.”? His mention later of donations by Jews in Amsterdam
toward the new synagogue in Oisterwijk affirms this special connection,
as does the misheberakh (blessing) for Aryeh Leib Loewenstamm and the
Amsterdam community in the Oisterwijk memorbukh.”

These examples illustrate the importance of Amsterdam’s Ashkenazi
community to the smaller provincial communities. Amsterdam pinkas-
stm and community documents doubtless contain more about these

19 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 142.

% Beem, op. cit. (1974), pp. 27-29. See above, Chapter 3.

2 A thorough study of this tradition and its various idiosyncrasies has yet to be
made.

2 Idem.

2 Ros 283, fols. 1 v, 2 v.
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contacts and relations, and Amsterdam’s role in the Jewish world of
the Dutch Republic.

Unofficial and personal contacts are reflected in records relating to the
migration of Jews from one community to another. In many instances
migrants were well informed about their destination. This implies a
certain direct or indirect contact between members or inhabitants of
these communities. Indeed, a wide Ashkenazi network existed that
extended well beyond the Dutch Republic.”* While Amsterdam occupied
a central position in European Jewry, Jews also came to The Hague
from other towns in the Dutch Republic, such as Rotterdam, Leiden,
Haarlem, Nijmegen and Eindhoven. Migrants from Germany came
mainly from Furth, Hamburg, Worms, Dresden, Mannheim, Berlin,
Bonn, Breslau and Offenbach. Others came from Prague, Poznan,
Turkheim and elsewhere.

Migrants to Middelburg came from Dessau, Workum, Hamburg,
Leeuwarden, Prague and Breslau, while most Jews who settled in
Oisterwijk came from Dutch towns and villages, such as Den Bosch,
Rotterdam and Oirschot.

No such information survives regarding Leeuwarden. However the
community’s marriage registers of 1772 to 1810, analysed by H. Beem,”
show that many of the brides and grooms originated from outside
Leeuwarden including Amsterdam, Frisian and other Dutch commu-
nities such as Harlingen and Groningen, as well as outside the Dutch
Republic, such as Arle in East Friesland and Friedrichstadt.

This data illustrates the wide range of private contact between
Jews from different communities and countries. There were plenty of
opportunities for contact: fairs, commercial travel and religious study,
business contacts and family ties. These also reflect the irrelevance of
political borders in the Ashkenazi world. It was only later in the eight-
eenth century that Dutch Jews tended to develop closer ties among
themselves.?

2 See above, Chapter 4.
» Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 86.
% See above, Chapter 4.
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Regional Organisations

Jewish regional organisations are characteristic of the early modern
period. They emerged mainly in Central and Eastern Europe between
the fifteenth and eighteenth century.”’” Wherever Jews were dispersed in a
country, province or region, they tried to create organisational structures.
Where there were too few Jews in a town or village to set up a local
community they often created regional organisations, with the same
officials and institutions as a local community, while local communi-
ties might also exist within this wider framework. Most members of a
regional organisation referred to the body by the Hebrew term medine:
land. These organisations were run by parnassim, employed a regional
rabbi, and sometimes maintained one or more synagogues, usually in
the towns or villages with the largest Jewish populations.

Another reason for establishing a regional organisation was to find
a way of sharing the financial burden that Jews had to bear in most
parts of the Holy Roman Empire. Local rulers forced Jews to pay an
annual collective tax, which obliged them to develop ways of dividing
the amount between families and individuals based on their ability to
pay. This was always a central concern at the annual meetings of com-
munity representatives in a region, called yom ha-va’ad.

Besides dealing with common religious and economic issues, regional
organisations enabled Jews to combine and thus improve their position
in discussions with the local ruler.

This was a characteristic structure among Jews living in the Holy
Roman Empire. In the Dutch Republic, however, different realities
applied. There were no regional rulers who admitted Jews arbitrarily and
demanded a collective tax. Jews in the outlying regions and provinces
therefore organised their affairs in a less rigid manner. Previous research
into Dutch Jewry has consistently failed to investigate this phenomenon
in the Dutch Republic, although it certainly existed, as the pinkassim
examined here reveal: there are clear indications of the existence of
regional organisations. Ashkenazi Jews arriving from Germany and

7 See the important research on this topic by D. J. Cohen, esp. his PhD thesis on the
regional organisations in Germany (op. cit. [1967]), and his recent three-volume edition
of selected sources on the history of these organisations: Landjudenschafien in Deutschland
als Organe jiidischer Selbstverwaltung von der friihen Neuzeit bis ins neunzehnte Jahrhundert, 3 vols.

(Jerusalem 1996, 1997, 2001).
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Poland apparently imported the concept and adapted it to the liberal
circumstances in their new country.

Of all the communities examined here, Oisterwijk clearly formed
part of a regional organisation. Records in the oldest pinkas reveal the
existence of an organisation of Jewish communities and settlements
in the meiery of Den Bosch. In 1764 it included Oisterwijk, Waalwijk,
Schijndel, Dinther, Veghel and Eindhoven,” whose representatives
confirmed the organisation’s statutes. This record in the Oisterwijk
pinkas 1s not only evidence for the existence of the organisation, it is
apparently the only proof of Jewish life in Dinther, and the earliest
mention of the Jews of Waalwijk* and Schijndel.*

The first paragraph of these regional takkanot mentions Jews in and
near these towns and villages who attended synagogue elsewhere, since
there were no synagogues where they lived.”" Thus in the meiery Jewish
families and individuals lived in the same scattered pattern that required
the formation of regional organisations elsewhere in Europe. Article
three of the fakkanot obliged representatives of the various groups to
meet every three years for a yom ha-va’ad, which the regional rabbi would
also attend. Apparently the main point debated at these meetings was
invariably how to pay the rabbi’s salary.*

Also included in the takkanot is the question of shehitah, the admission
of new members (parallelling the admission of new members to local
communities) and weddings. All these points indicate that the partici-
pants saw themselves as a regional community with a similar structure
to the regional organisations of Central Europe.

The Oisterwijk manuscripts do not reveal whether assemblies were
held regularly, as the takkanot required. Most regional organisations in
Central Europe kept a separate pinkas for decisions by the regional gov-
ernors, which may also have been true in the mezeryj. A second record in
the Oisterwijk pinkas refers to a meeting of the organisation in 1783 to
choose a new rabbi: Eliya ben Nathan. This yom ha-va’ad record men-

tions other towns and villages than those recorded twenty years earlier:
Eindhoven, Helmond, Bakel, Veghel, Oirschot and Oisterwijk.” No

% Ros. 282 a, p. 8.

# Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 584.

% TIbid., pp. 537-538. The article on Schijndel starts in the mid-nineteenth century.
! Ros. 282 a, p. 1.

2 Ibid., p. 2.

% Ibid., p. 39; the record appears in Appendix 2, no. 27.
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hint is given of what happened to the other communities; and other
sources for these villages are scant. This record is the earliest evidence
of Jews living in Bakel and Helmond.** Interestingly, towns such as Den
Bosch and Tilburg are never mentioned in connection with the regional
organisation, although both lie within the territory of the meery, and
both had Jewish communities in the late eighteenth century.®

Another major factor influencing the foundation of regional organi-
sations was the need to join forces and speak with one voice to the
local authorities. In most Dutch regions with a large Jewish popula-
tion the rulers were the provincial assembly or the city councils. In
the meiery the situation was more complicated. The meiery was part of
States Brabant, which was governed by the States General. None of
the Oisterwijk manuscripts mention the local authority in relation to
the community itself’ or the regional organisation. Clearly there must
have been contact, but the pinkassim remain silent and only non-Jewish
sources can be relied on here.

Rabbi Yekutiel Siisskind Rofe presumably also functioned as the
regional rabbi, as his signature sometimes suggests: ORI TOPN
n3 M 530 p"p A5 NN RAM TIH0M.% The additional ve-ha-medine
indicates that his authority was not confined to Oisterwijk, but encom-
passed the other Jewish concentrations in the region too.

This addition to the rabbi’s title is also found in records signed by
Rabbi Katriel of Leeuwarden. In 1780 he regularly signed his name
as rabbi of Leeuwarden and the medine.”” Presumably, therefore, either
his mandate had been extended, or a regional organisation had been
established around 1780. The sefer zikhronot does not mention either
an extension of the rabbi’s authority or the founding of a regional
organisation. Rabbi Katriel may have been responsible for all the
Jews of ITriesland in the final decades of the eighteenth century. Jews
lived in Bolsward,” Franeker,™ Gorredijk,* Harlingen," Heerenveen,*

% Neither place is mentioned in Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999).

% On Den Bosch see C. Rijnders, ‘Joden en Overheid in ’s-Hertogenbosch van de
18de tot de 20ste eeuw’, Varia Historica Brabantica V (1976), passim.

% Ros 283, fol. 1 v.

87 Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 228.

% Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 236.

% Ibid., p. 351.

0 Thid., pp. 357-358.

* Ibid., p. 414 and Beem, op. cit. (1974), p. 51.

2 Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 420.
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Hindeloopen,* Noordwolde,* Sneek® and Stavoren.* These towns and
villages had Jewish inhabitants from the second half of the eighteenth
century on, but too few to employ a rabbi of their own. Rabbi Katriel
apparently served as a provincial rabbi, and as his signature indicates,
Iriesland was in effect a medine. Yet there is no suggestion of a regional
organisation in the sefer zikhronot, so the administrative structure of this
regional association remains elusive.

Although there was no community in Workum, the cemetery there
apparently played a central role for the Jews of the region. The Jews
of Hindeloopen certainly used this burial ground. A record in the sefer
zikhronot lists revenues from Amsterdam, The Hague and Leeuwarden.*’
Thus even Leeuwarden’s community was involved in the cemetery,
although it had a cemetery of its own.*

No information is available regarding organisational ties between
the community in The Hague and smaller concentrations of Jews in
the vicinity. Since The Hague was a major community with a large
Jewish population, there was presumably no need to combine forces
with small neighbouring communities. None of the records in the pinkas
use the term ha-medine in the rabbinic title. If there was no regional
organisation in the area surrounding The Hague, this reinforces the
theory that regional organisations were generally only established in
rural areas where small, dispersed Jewish settlements existed. Similarly,
since Middelburg was the only Jewish community in Zeeland at this
time, no regional organisation was required here either.

The pinkassim reveal that the familiar pattern of regional organisations
in Central and Eastern Europe also existed in the Dutch Republic.
They may have been established under different circumstances, but
the religious needs of dispersed pockets of Jews were the same. Other
similar organisations may have existed elsewhere in the Dutch Republic.
Clearly, however, pinkassim, the focus of the present study, are not the
only source for this kind of structure. Official non-Jewish sources, on
which research has concentrated to date, may shed more light on the

# TIbid., p. 436.

* TIbid., p. 486.

® Ibid., p. 545.

% Ihid., p. 546.
Tresoar, Jewish institutions and communities, no. 1, record no. 251.
¥ Michman e.a. (eds), op. cit. (1999), p. 449.
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phenomenon, as with countless regional organisations in Germany and
Poland, whose existence in some cases has only been revealed through

non-Jewish sources.*

" See Cohen op. cit. (1996, 1997, 2001), who for some regional organisations found
no surviving Jewish records.



CHAPTER EIGHT

CONCLUSIONS

What is the advantage of examining the history of the communities
of The Hague, Middelburg, Leeuwarden and Oisterwijk by refer-
ring only to their pinkassim, and what can be learned from the rather
distorted picture of reality that these eighteenth-century manuscripts
present? Naturally, the pinkassim are the key source for questions relat-
ing to administrative matters. Electoral procedures and attempts by
governors to manage community affairs are all dealt with in the pinkas
records. In addition, the pinkassim provide insights into the position of
community officials such as cantors, teachers and slaughterers. Rabbis
receive neither concentrated nor equal mention in these manuscripts.
The occasional fragmentary references to rabbis viewed from the per-
spective of the parnassim doubtless reflect the occasionally ambivalent
relationship between parnassim and rabbis in some communities. Yet
scholars examining the power, influence and community involvement
of rabbis should not overlook these manuscripts, even though they
were written by the parnassim and so are not exactly objective. Pinkassim
clearly provide a useful and indispensable resource for the administra-
tive history of Jewish communities.

Revenue and finance are mentioned only occasionally in the manu-
scripts examined here, since gabbaim usually kept their own detailed
records of income and expenses. The information in these pinkassim is
therefore superficial. Detailed lists of economic status of families in the
community were rarely found, so that data for socioeconomic research
is neither comprehensive nor consistent.

As with finance, matters relating to charity and hevras were recorded
sporadically, since this was not the concern of the governors as a body
but rather of single officials. These officials probably kept separate
records of their accounts. As a result pinkassim contain only general
information about charity. Lists of pletten in Middelburg, and data relat-
ing to flour distribution at Pesach and peat in winter in Leeuwarden
provide some insight, but these items are not found in most pinkassim.
Moreover, pinkassim provide scant information about /evras. As the Hague
and Leeuwarden manuscripts show, considerable data may appear in
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the formative period of a fhevra, when it still relies on the community
for support. However, once a hevra operated independently, it apparently
kept its own records and only appeared in the pinkas on rare occasions,
mainly when a financial or other crisis occurred.

Evidence also exists in the pinkassim examined here of contacts with
other communities in the Dutch Republic and abroad, although in most
cases these are mentioned en passant. Since the primary source for these
contacts is letters, only a few of which were copied into the pinkassim,
this area of research focuses on minor references to other communi-
ties and rabbis. It is often the mention of rabbis of other communi-
ties that reveals that these contacts existed. However, the scarcity of
records relating to contacts between communities shows that pimkassim
are a secondary source for this subject. Close contacts in The Hague
with the neighbouring Sephardi community feature more regularly; as
with communities in neighbouring towns or villages in other pinkassim.
Interestingly, the existence of a regional organisation in the meiery of
Den Bosch is revealed in the records of the earliest Oisterwijk pinkas.
The inclusion of these records in the pinkas is hardly surprising, since
this was an important administrative matter.

The value of a pinkas as a historical source depends on its specific
character. There is clearly a connection between the thoroughness of
a community’s administrative apparatus and the information contained
in its pinkas. Since the communities examined here found themselves at
different stages of development, without a common standard for keeping
administrative records, the historical value of their documents varies
considerably. Yet there are some elements that emerge as essential to
a pinkas." The present study reveals the full range of information that
pinkassim can provide. While these have often been neglected in favour
of non-Jewish material, it is clear that in order to gain a comprehensive
historical picture, internal Jewish sources must be examined in combina-
tion with documents of the local authorities. Just as focusing exclusively
on internal sources produces a distorted picture, the same applies the
other way round, as many recent studies show. An integrated approach
is essential in the study of Jewish history, whether local or regional.

To date no comprehensive analysis of a pinkas of any Dutch com-
munity has appeared in print. In addition to editions and studies
on German, Polish and Italian manuscripts from the early modern

! See e.g., Introduction, section: What is a Pinkas?, and chapter 2.
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period, the findings of this study will hopefully help provide a better
understanding of the genre as a European phenomenon. Naturally the
pinkassim of Amsterdam are a key source for Dutch Jewish history. An
analysis of Amsterdam’s administrative records and its repercussions
as a role model for other Dutch Ashkenazi communities will provide
a fascinating study.’

Despite the limitations of the pinkassim as comprehensive histori-
cal sources, they have been shown to reveal a number of previously
unknown aspects of the Jewish communities examined here, not least
the surprisingly different levels of community administration. For
example, the Hague pinkas reveals how the Boas family dominated their
community. The Middelburg pinkas shows the serious administrative
problems, which were well documented, from a previously unknown
internal perspective. Other significant new information includes the
regional organisations in the mewery of Den Bosch and possibly also in
Friesland, while the pinkassim of The Hague and Leeuwarden show
how community ties weakened in the second half of the eighteenth
century. This phenomenon has been described in relation to German
communities;® the examples revealed in the pinkassim examined here
show that it was far from being a purely German-Jewish problem. In
addition to improving knowledge and insight into various aspects of
Dutch Jewish life outside Amsterdam, it is hoped that this study will also
help to improve our understanding of the late pan-Ashkenazi Jewish
world of early modern Europe in general.

2 See the informative study by Sluys, op. cit., passim.
% See Shochat, op. cit., passim.
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Middelburg—3
Name 525 | 526 | 527 | 528 | 529 | 530 | 531 | 532 | 533 | 536
Nathan Cohen II P P P
Tuvia bar Moshe P P P P
Arie Leib bar Yishai G G
cem | cem
Yehuda bar Gershon P

Jakob Alexander Suess(kind) P p P p P p P P P
ben Israel

Aharon Hayyim ben Gad P P P P p P
Leiser Schlieser bar Jacob P P P P P

Segal

Naftali Hirsch ben Gad G G G G G P

cem | cem | cem | cem | cem

Moshe ben Meir P
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Leeuwarden—2

Name

550

551%

551*

552

553°

553!

554

555

Juspa b. Heshel Levi

C

Aharon b. Hayyim Rofe

C

Elhanan Levi

CP

a-Rle!

CP

Eisik b. Jacob Minden

i
e

CP

Salman Drogist

Hirtz Katz

[@Nia-]

Nathan b. Shmuel

CP

Meir b. Pinhas

Gabriel b. Anschel Levi

Rafael b. Benjamin Segal

CP

Beer b. Jacob

Meir b. Nathan

David b. Nathan

3 First election.
* Second election.
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APPENDIX TWO

SELECTED RECORDS FROM THE PINRKASSIM

The following extracts from the pinkassim discussed in this study deal
with the incidents and situations referred to the first part of this volume
and reveal something of the style and language of the documents.

The Hague Pinkas, GA Den Haag, NIG, no. 1

1

Waorshippers at the Ashkenazi synagogue involved in conflicts with the Sephardi com-
munity may not be called up to the Torah or be given other synagogue honours.

8 August 1726

Fol. 38, record 2

1"5“ :N N"’ |‘—l 117

WAPA AT PR PR WK ORI HNp KM JTIRWG OV PR
ARSI DYAN T WT VI DUTI80 HAp VA TIDIAD R WT AR
PEI IR MR R UK P IR IR AOYT DYT BYN 7T ORT PIp
MY D0IND NPT Ha Pan 1R TIAVA PP IR

A5PN AP TTAY WA 12 RN "IN

2

Announcement in the synagogue: it is strictly forbidden to fight on Shabbat or holidays
in public, since this is a severe desecration of the Holy Name.

20 February 1730

Fol. 61v., record 3

1133 o IR PIRD M 5Ap vRA Y ¥R DIW TR '3 A A
DRI A 1T PV 9T DWW OPT DY N2 DMWY ORA 1A 1T INKRA
TTIR PUAPA VI RVWDI V™ NAWA ORI RYT PR PARD RMIANA PP
R IR U™ Naw SHan MR rR own 9 D whabyn parbw
M INHART PATIN PAHR T AMY T A IR IRT VI 075 AN
YW R Y ARSI DYAN 1T AR AR ORI T o oy
R™T MR PORA RAIIA NI 17AR PAROY TITIR [0IPD VYN KT WN
N8 ART APTT PPN R UNSART "IN "aHR MR U™ Nawa O)
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MO N P 733 PIRD V21 VMY A3AOPT RIT IRD VIPN RIT LD
IR T O™ DA 55mn KT 0mp w vrh YT KM 10 IR Pwra
oYn 531 PHEYT IR ORA T TR TRI IRD PARD DwWA 99N D

m9nPN AR DT DRO (AN A3 PHR IR PR

3

Former Rabbi Jacob Shalom appears before the parnassim following the decision
of the municipal court confirming hus dismissal, and asks for an extension of his
contract

5 December 1734

Fol. 82, record 2

,DOW MR 37 TN WT YT IR D Aven vHo Y 'R 0P orn
1277 VIRP IR T LI0IMYH PRIR M OWRI2 Nponn Hya ararR vn
YN VWYT MR 81 72 DWIR T OY 1" HAp 0 e R ppp
IR OMPW 57 IR 0IRDPI AT TI0WITATAIA YN R 0wn HeR
RIDWI MR 7" 77w 1 1502 1A prwy TOVIY IR (a0 1Y
TP MR PR Wettig 127 DPEOM 1M Hp WRN POR W PR 13
DR DI HMIN 37 MY YT PR KR VM0 1N R Hnp DR
A" 77w ORR TR SMIT 0INTA nwOR Ata R R vy 5ap
nEp PR 0AYa R 5ap S¥R TR 01 R 210 1IARY 18 vawn
V1 WIS 9 opY AN L0IRIEE TR MR HAp IR TR b w o
w5 R O"1 M VY82 PR NAR WY WT W DK IRD RN
DM R T ORD DR JINWG VT 95 PR W P ,OKRA JOARTI IR
VAN MR 5P 120 IR RT ORI VKA 72 PP WT AP 1R
1AP3 1R AAWN DR IR P MY R [PITE AR NN TY DI

15PN AR I "A

4

Brothers Sussman and Yehuda ben Shalom Nerden struck Merle bat Vitzhak Yacob
in the synagogue courtyard and are required to answer the charge before the parnas-
sim and to apologise; they refuse to do so.

24 October 1736

Fol. 92, record 1

902 MIRY LA apy 12 aht M AT L OTR 90 'R Snp 1an orn
TARI VI YA "I AT IR IR PR A" apyY 008 1TAY wn
an NRY OTIP APA '3 0P KRN WHWI DR ANIANA PN L 0Onpn
A9YN AWK A HREM R PR HApn arna ,a»ann nywal noaon
DR, DHW A XTI PARY 7T OHW A2 0T PAY,apy’ prxe na
AWRA D MY Hoa1 Pamp L aYnpn (AR ARTR RAN N"an 1M
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2R MR Y 5P AN P N At Ta A5 pw 2R et Hhan
™1 932732 ORI PP RYT DY PDIND DWIR '3 PATIA R7A RT 095
TPT) 2P HRIWT AA PRR MR AT MR MH a57aR rInn ata
HUIn AWRA RIT,AA IR ADAPN AR DIPATY (ORA VITPORY T
IR 53 3 o ARy HMan pon M7 L npyi nhap e Hap ah
5P T8 NR AR MO Mo PAROWI PaRa THYWwnorn R
DMV OPT T9 1736 TIOPIR 2" RIT AIIRHP T8 RTINS IR R
DR 1" Hp N NR PR UTORD DTV AT IR TIRDA OITINDD
11D PHRT R 1T OPWA AN DAYA AWHW KT PRI DN jpon M
R™T ORI KT DM 082 ;0 W MHRINA AR DIR Y 5AR 9D
PR VTORD S1T3 OR TIR TN VPN DIRVWS VN VW A
PART PIND an naOpT RYT IR A0TI OPA PIDWS YA INWKR IR 1T
R 1A M0 1R WP ONa Hya RUT XY IR 1Y Oap Her N1 1T
R RTIT PARY DI R0 M OpT 0 17 e Hap SR 120533 PR
110 12 MHRINA AR 7RI KT 1A 103 9 Hmw ROT PORT Pwa
SR MY KT YN VAWVIZ N2HYN PaAYs PRPRDORD Y HAR IR DR
1MAVIY PIRD P20 DIINR MY RT MR IRT W IRD ORI IR 1R
IR W OO KT ORI MR Hnp SRR 120933 PR DNT D3 0B PR WY
JM0 MO0 KT PR PORT TR 2N KT A 1T 1P 1"aa IRT
IRA PP A8 prab ten pwn v™ T ova aw

AOnPN AR DIPRA YUY TTAY pRRY A"a 5

5

Some members of the community who had contributed to the salary of Rabbi Saul
Halevi are unable to continue therr payments. The parnassim ask them to present
an official declaration that they are unable to continue their contributions; presenta-
tion of the declaration.

17 November 1754

Fol. 155

A" AR DYDY 12T 0w DNN DAINNAN DWIR TR INRA
5P HER D TR TR N 0TI WO™IA T IAvT R 130 97 5V na
JID7R AR NA P IR PARDWOIR DIM D MR 127 DTOPIIR IR
wasr MR IARLA HMIA A2T 90wh Onn Y AThn TR ORT RN
DY AWW 8 NRT W AUTA R WT ,00pyoyan 1] AN
oUW AWW HY 1 IR L3713 DEa0 T 1M TUAR PR 1 vaaa

ANRN T30 IR

! Error, should be: 7T3IR.
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RT Y 5D WT VAR MR PN AR KT 5P 130 oyo imiRa
JIRIPONP W I 11 05nx KT WT A2TTRY vt TARHW0IR 07
IR PR 3T 3T R 1 DR Amn ubw TUar nRan b K’
R"W 1MW AT 52 W THYRIYE NaTI VWA TIN TN HRRYaw
"0 290 whes

JOARDD T8 HRM 130 AY1Awa HMn ominnnn ArImR Orn CIRTY
a5 ARIR WT IR DU WY 5P PR PIVNG NI AUD PR W
01 IRI PR AW WP PIWh PR RIT 3T 90w KR 1a0 0nROp
IR A0 @ DT OY D0AwN FIvp IR Y HAp 130 KT 70w
ARIYR WO WT DIITONR RNAT IR 7T R aw avp
JHRR 1R JOARTI TIOWIOMR AXIPR IR JAIROWE SMn ominnnn
TAN PR AIPI3 PO KT WTLPANT IR MR ominnnb Inas v
DRI ROT A RPN JORPIITR NAPIING '3 10 IR ORW Hw
™ O AT DY JApI BTIR VM RT IR 5P TN IR OKR™MDa 0T
1A TITR R IO IR M oInnnn TarR 1HR jata 93 pon
A R JORPITTIN

PUTR PR VIRTAL MY Hp SR DMin A ta pa  oraa vInm
IR JADIOW DAIRAT JORPIITR (A VIV 1754 720YAI '3 ORT
N5 DMINNAN WT YA 90 KT KT MR RN 79N YT 0OPIp
BT RIOR 1M Hnp v MRD P 0P oA e AR
MR CPAROWOIR ARDA TRN R 1R MR oInnn aR - s
PRISIYT AT 11 (07T WA pT) DMINnan 0T IR DAy
B oRPN DI AR OP ARD WP TR MR (AP 1R KR1aTp
monPn AR MY IO TP

6

Negotiations between the parnassim, the Sephardi David Delsato and the municipal
council about the estate of Delsato’s maid, Gitle bat Hirtz, who recently died; the
estate remains under the parnassim’s administration until news s received regarding
Gitle’s brother, apparently in the East Indies or New York.

27 November 1757

Fol. 162 v.

araw Ay wnw "HR M 1Ay "M na m5vs AYInan wT onrna
qva1 'Y n"mpn pwn 'y 'a oy AORDYYT TIT *TI0N A3 NNNWN

? Underlined in manuscript.

% Erased: j2™W3.

* The manuscript clearly states }377%33, although the Dutch Yiddish would suggest
1433, My thanks to Marion Aptroot who drew attention to this.
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AR 5™ ORDOYT TIT LKA RUOKR 0T T A DY DNAPN JTIRY
DR DI T8 NR DPVITID WAYY W IR VOYNPYI TRI RT
TIMOWIATR 1R DI ADNaNN PART KT JITIRAVIR 1 AOKRDYT
1PEH M PARD ANVTY P2 0D W ANIAKRNA T PR 1D R ONIR
,JORIR T3 O PIRY RMI R PUTIR DWYNA DY T WT Pa A
M7 WT Apoincteeren ¥ MR KT [TN03 VB 10 A" A9Ww0 T
JODMA IR MR RT DR Y 5p Ta N vhyows D vwynpya
71 2N Parnaws Smin avinann Tt RT TR Sap jan ot by
D PART R™T 5N AORDOYT WT PORN 71D 0 MR DIPDIR PIOY
DR MR PARNAWI DM AoRoHYT Y Hap 1an IR ,0wInTR
TP 703 AP R AR WA IR III0IIR R 17120 JOART)
WT vHYLWI IR HY DWYNPYI TONKR NKR OITEMY IR THoIY
MY 5P A PART R WT AR 110 IR IR OAYT AR INwann
VINYY T8 PRRTNAVIN A" 77w 10 AT Y wn voyows PO
R*T PART 95N OIR TIVOA PR 1757 T2npan 2IoKRT e Snp
IR IR RYT IR ORF AIARND PR TONR MTIR 12 5 nvain
Inventariseeren 1% 9277 ,PORY 12 D278 MIRWI AP MRYIA D @
02PN 1A DN ARA AN0YR PA MY R D 15 RN

MY RDIT IRV A PIPIYID PR ORI S5Ap jan ot Yy
JTORD 1R POPR A 1APF TTNR IRV OPT MR FPTIRVIPIIR
TIRM £ 107:16 PHRY MR IR 12P3 MR HMn AOKRDIYT VI DA IR
1R 9 DIR PART IRW 1 H5MInD M 7oK anomp e Hnp o
131080y

RYT MY R 1M OK 1AHR 13 102 AR IRD T3 VI3 3P IR
M2 MRV MIRWI 7T1AP 0R MR RT AP 1R 2090 PR £ 107:16
TR 01 RMAND mamnm PORR 1R 11 oRon n

5P 1M VPR IR IR IO WM IR ATYOR KT N wRn HMann
133 s wnw "HR A2 DIk nab AR wT rKR ) IRa 1Y
b R MIR AP NHwna

D A™RN 1902 M0 'R DY AR

"1 5monbp ara e

7

David Pinero of the Sephardi community complained that a Sephardi woman was
permutted to use the Ashkenazi ritual bath; the cantor’s wife, who runs the mikveh,
us required Lo refuse Sephardi women in_future.

2 July 1758

Fol. 165, record 1
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o™ T80 Snpn o1na Yyh

O™TI00A AWK WT VIRIPI 12 DANAR 1"D IR RWID TIT P30
,ORIP PR IR TNT KT MPA TR MR 02 00w Hnp Hw mipn
,OVRMArR R PR YYH nn DwR SRR 7T MY Hap jan K
N WT INR AYW AR opa 3 wahn w1 v vnIRdpyT ahyn
At " Hap PR 130 AR KRANH 0N VIPTIRIDIW @ KRT TR
PR M R IR 5Ap 5N, pnh R I OYTIA0A AWK R LIS
PO IO PP IR 1DIAN PAUR TR KT R O TRIT R PO PN
[26 Sivan 5518] 5" O aRA PORY

"1 5" nbp Ava nah

8

The parnassim decide to appoint Tobias Boas and Leib Tiehl as the community’s
official emissaries to Stadholder William V. “Together with the emissaries of the com-
munities of Amsterdam and Rotterdam they will congratulate him on attaining his
majority and beginning hus reign and ask for protection for the Jews in general.

10 March 1766

Fol. 195 v., record 3

VIPVART 1"Y HAP NOYORA NAAN V'Y 1MIpN 10 MY A oY
DTI0WAR SApn WT VIRAI VTIPPI ORI I A0 M AN R
11N5APA TOITVIAYT VWAPI DIR [TIRN VI IR PR OTION HAPAY
DIR 13IRDY 1R " TUIRAOROY DI TR JRR PIITIR Y
¥ ANIAYI 1A Aanvaarden 'IIR Majoriteyt 73T @ A wnh
WT 0 0HR0 1@ T 553 90 [ARRPYORIA T IR 00
WT VIRT IR DIPR IR OITATIDIR A0 SRR Y T Oman raw 1
mHapn ™ IR TN VINYH B VM R PIAW IRI PITIR RN
RMT IVIAYT 1R KT 070D "W VIPIAR TP D0 DTIDWAR
TIOIAYT IR 1NDAPA 0018 MW PUAA DA nUaan vIPIaNTD
A"V MANN 0187 DR PN MIWA 197 A1 PIRRITOND PR PR 1Y
wRHAPA AOITVIAYT RUT IR PR OITIVAIR PRITIR 12703 RYT
ATINARYT T DYa IMRA 50 29 M 3R DI A P10 M R
72573 5PN A DANAR M IR PN M D030 IWh IR 00108
5P AN RMT VIPRIYI 127 AT PN OITVIBYT 1N Y0P PORN
OIW’ D'0INA W ITIAYT 1R 1R (2T IR R KT [TN05 0L Y
IR IR R 1" 5Ap owa oIR R0 H M R wa naw M SN
T 9272 13T DT PR D0 IR RT WRN WHR ep0aIR R
WATOIAYT MW TAR 935 1 aps prroIpvIR KA S aR

I™M TRI VPR IR T W DR "IN
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9

David bar Nakman has sent a letter from Puerto Rico to his wife, Sere bat Leiser
Emden, and asks about her and her son. He promuses to send money via Tobias
Boas.

9 August 1767

Fol. 202, record 2

Trh na Ao AWRA IR 1" 5P 1an prab tapn oran T R Y
PWRT TR T IR P RP™ ADIRD TOKRT JANI 92 TT A5YaN and 11y
1MW 5T DR KT WT OOW HRRYAW IR 02D 2R 1PN
TR IR W OIPIA PAI0 MY P PN IRY JTIA2 T IO KT R
PRIPIYID PR 19105 RWIIA IR VPR DI 02 O8N 2R myn
JTNRN TIRYDI 98 1 0NRT waw Y 1w Sapn

a1 5 Swrp P

10

Michel ben Benjamin Haas was seen going to the Bosch on Shabbat. Since the
Bosch, the military parade ground, 1s situated outside the eruv (within which Jews
may carry on Shabbat), the parnassim and the rabbi warn Michel and everyone
else not to do this again, since carrying objects (a watch) to the Bosch is_forbidden
on Shabbat.

26 April 1772

Fol. 219 v., record 1

YN PN PAIRLY HW AWITa "W TARIA VIR Sa5pn DTan naw
VU T YA TN I R WA PR Nawa ST pen 3T T arp wa
TR WP 1R DRI DN N0 T RTI WP YR W IRP (YT RS 1

RO™MIRT NAW 950 135 155N
"W TUARMA 23 OITRI 99 'Y 57ap P 25pn noaT AN MoK R O
TATRIA IR R 5Ap DR 120,10 1033 52 R 1 mb pn vn
WP Dawa DN Ora g, owen DK pIRG P o™ vaR10: '
55mn Y oMK WITIR T ARV TT RV AR NI VPR WA PR
N8 RT 737 WT VI VW VI DTN AW W MR YN 0N Naw
@ 0 DA NAW W WT 1ARA IR ARLI Awa wabt 2w vt
»2 DR (YA PN TWRITR R VIVAL VIN Y PN VPR OWAT KT
IR JI0 1R TN V7 WAD jARNAW T8 TR ,OIpnY pIin prIv Tt
1R VARIOWS PN P21 IRT I WT 130 VIRD DR 'R 5ap g8
PO P IR PWNY MIRW 037 7021 IRD @ pHWw 0 DR N

511 April 1772.
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WYY WY rHI R 0 vwm v wabT w1 vanmpopy T W
T NR T WA TN VI 5ARA WrT " Hhp DR LOPR HNRN
PROM 5V P nawn Hapn O 'w TavRan HeN

rehaa mH 2"Raa 10 DD VIR W ARV ¥ DR AN MY
(M3 POW HMan S 1R

PR WTIP NAWA OIR 30 PapioIy 01 10" T 7Napw nawa nKn
W owasYT X1 N3 MWD MWn BRI0 130 N8P 1 R wia
MW 12021 0K N3 Naw ST R AMpa wadyn pyns amn
13 DWIR IRYW [AYW DRI AW RYT AR %0 OPR Dapn
RN PRYD A IR LW Nawa oinnh pinn Syar 7ina Syoa
TR IAPT IR IR Wby oI AYWs manbn Hyan prvyopy KT
D'YWI 9 11 IR 0°303 00NN J0™H DY TN 11231 IR YN
092, ROR PWIY PR PO T IR TN DINA KT TIR 00
DY PIONA (30 VITNPORY T W

SR WT AR AR AT "W AR IR 1Ra ' Sap ot oa
nawa aRSM oran S PN T T ORIV DTN AWK 10 WR 0
P1IaY ROW T2 RV T RYA WRNORT MW OINR AP IR WA PR
15T oY v VN Maan HY MaYH nwsb 125 3w nt 1n TN
,O°P RY WK IR 5503 vw ot SR Hnpn wham AT onn
™ RDANE2 NAW HOMA RT P IR Aay A b &

1273 OY K1an ymwn 93

11

Michel ben Benjamin Haas was seen walking to the Bosch on Shabbat again.
The parnassim summon him, but his mother appears instead and states that this
time he was not carrying a waitch. She asks the parnassim not to condemn him
without a hearing

4 May 1772

Fol. 219 v, record 2:

IR OAPN TN VIR 99 'R HAp 'Y 25pn R T R oY
D2 1R 22 ORI 12 9ORN DR OW PR AR 'R Oap uah my
IR 17VT 120 WTIP NAwa DNk ora KT W TYm jopia s 1a

171773 13 D20 IR I MR W WY

[Ploah v T8I "I 7Y %Y 121 MY 9T Han 5o jan v Hnap
5MIR N33 VAR TR PP VPR M3 DWR RIPD DR P Hnp
IR PIROW THR BRIV TT KT WP VI AR IYNF WIA PR UPR
51 18N 5 Y2 132 YY poa e n W 'R Hnp Yer jobrna

LN PHOYOW DR 8 T W WT LIYIAY 18 KT 103 ROW
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12

Announcement in synagogue: The sisters Sarah and Haya Goch are condemned
as prostitutes because of their premarital promiscuity, resulting in the pregnancy of
Haya. Both are excluded from the community.

26 July 1773

Fol. 223 v.

' aOpn AR 1 'a DY 2"133 123w NNa0A Apnvn

WIR MIARW KRIT NNV NYA 79PN P unhapa ATpnw nKRn
JTI IT0W NXIIA MY NW IR YA MIRRAIA P TOAR
AMAR MW TR AW ANW3A DARD YN MaD pan T a0 TN
MID DWA PAYTOIY 137 VT 20PN IR PR ARWA [ TInn Ayen
N2 .0Ma 777 aYw n 5% fnwTp Pan 8D HY R'0A193 11 1R Naw
TN DD 0 TTIRN PR YR TIAR DNKROW 0 70N IR T
15 PITD YN ATPaY 9375 YUon VIA ATI230 AMNRY DT Na
1551 1273251 15 MM 1Y AYINN AN A Y0 27w nva
R WT R JTIPN WP P AwTTRN 1noap avp omaw My we
28 MY MY oW v IR [T R pns v Nk Aha [?] wn
1IWRI2 MO0 DAWKR " ROW 1% R1a

VB P™ YnP 1an AxNan MY HRIw ma onon ovpn wad oA
RT WT T IR WIPA TR PI TR TRI AW MEaan HR Nwn 1Tnas
whan 81 PO ARDM ovnn Lian inrb (o o mra nbnpn npmn
Prnbapa apmm aYam mpv ow Ty ond e 85w 1 S1am
51 o3abyr AR W AT AR P O 1A N PR TIR TR
WUMIR O'2I1AD1 DMV ANAY IRY IR N0 PR IR TOIIINR
01 HRA NPYWIN RN VI N 3TY TIM RPN wRn D 9o By
oyn AgpY oar Ao HRIW MIna panh annw Pt anR o aa
HR MEMaN oY VARWITAL TR M2P PP DIWA 1T AR VW)
P71 NN onmena 175 HWD (@ AnAY NYywa vI9a jon v
WIPa 11307 1107 Y K13 Mpal 1awnm AT Apnana opnany
0N AP IR HaNYoPY KT T ATYT R TNR P AWITR AYapn 9
omney 5y onny KAm AYHn S8 maan awrp nn RHw T
PR Y1 ROA HWM ITYA 9927 2100 DY DARVAN DRI MR
MR 1N DR T7aN

Ampa vhy Nan ymwn Ha

% Deut. 23:18.
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13

Cantor Matatyahu and baal koreh (Torah reader) Benjamin are warned by the
parnassim not to go to the opera or theatre; otherwise they will be suspended from
office.

20 June 1779

Fol. 244, record 3

IR VM R IAMA M RMPAN AN M IAAY T3 V1 a0 'Y Hnp
ARIR PR POON IOW 0NR 0 ARDM OPAN T RT WT BRT W
DAN IR IR KT AT DY 12PW DRAT X IR opera IR PUTYMID
6 PWNRT OPD I8 {7 W opera IR PIYMP PR VHYT POWIONR TN
O3 IR W PR AT MR TWA 1T DT0IAYT VW W (DINN
wn 51 mmn e vIrYNaYT POV POEIR AR 1D MW oYL
TITOUPT R TR TT OIR PN UMY 1R wRwA MY apnyn 0Ty

P"ab VSRR TN 'R DY ARA N8 Hnpn 9TNa nw

PRI T PR PR

Maddelburg Pinkas

Leeuws Archief, NIG Maiddelburg, No. 1

14

Widow Miriam quarreled in the synagogue and was fined one ryksdaalder
24 March 1725

P 15, record 1

S nan
S DM MIADRA VR 01 T TN NAW RIN WP naw or i
NIW3 VIV MR VPIPRS DR IR 27 7701 K" 12702 PIITS 1I3pN
AR PIMR NI ORA WTIN D80 VRA MOR "33 NMNWA 5N
ANBWA R DIP VM IR R AN MY PART IR PIRD PR 1Y

15

Widow Miriam quarreled again in the synagogue and was again fined one rigks-
daalder. She refused to remain silent and was therefore banned.

30 June 1725

Record 2
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nywa nnana Smn omn nandRa UKD RN V™ DM nwaa naw
WTIN 01780 TR ORA RIHR 0IHE MR 2"N23 VPIRH NYann
TP R TT DIP VMR RTD PR IR PART IR PIRD "W 1A M KR
W PR 12PN MY 0 DN RT PP WA 30 YT ORA AR DR
T3 TRI NN PIRD PPN VU T OKRA NKR DI VM T K7D VINT IR
PIRD R WTIN 03797 ORI WOR P 2"Aan Ha%an R VPP

20 PR 7T TN

16

Stamshon, Muriam’s son-in-law reached an agreement with the parnassim and paid
two ryksdaalders and 39 stuivers. In return Muiriam’s ban was rescinded.

27 February 1727

Record 3

PIVNS MW T R"A2 PWAY 0 ORA PUAY AN TR 1 T Y R
MR APs IR Y 9'Aa Anbw 990 e op SMan omn imnn awva
0™AR PATA A0 IR PR IR WA 01D 0w e anbw

a"n PUR D AR P T1aKa DM Hwra

17

Rabbi Meir ben Peretz is appointed rabbi of the community in Middelburg.
29 January 1730

P. 29, record 1

20 Smd

Hapni A0 T D3 §IRA I DY T WP OY "WRD ORNNA
AR RDD DY awH1 Trar bR nrab paa ata PR mIan oMb
YW RM AW Naw Naw a3 uh minbn A JoR 1T pioah
mbHa TV oran NaWN Nawa SrTan n'wa winT aYann ipr omp
17™MaM V™M DYAIR T HApn napn Y HY MW Anan mw
TR AN FIW SRR Nnd v 8OW oRa S0 PR AMINN T
DMWY 70 MY HW MW v i mHa T hn e maomn
PMab P VAW K™ 'R T PR DINNA Y NR2 RIDAD 'RMS ™M
R'R 2D KT IRI AHB0 T Y2 Ry "onnan AR nTIpaa

2"Ap AR P PUYHT PwORIPA HM SR M Aa

7 Erased: n™Mnwa.
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18

Having been denounced by the former cantor; the cantor and slaughterer Tzvi Hirsch’s
credentials are confirmed by three rabbis: Abraham Eybeschuetz of Altona, Isaac
Ashkenazi of Hanau and Abraham ben Yehuda Lipschuetz of Rotterdam; Mordecai
Glogau, the former cantor;, is accused of being a har

16 May 1756

Fols. 81-82

MR 12 TP 932 1970 W AR NAN 1IN0 I9KRA AW wRa
WA PYNRWA N0AY Mwnd 31 1% YT a0 RINR RINw oY
TUAR DAY NN AP0 NRN MTA DDA IRAT A 0P D'wa
PUPT TUAR PR AR NN AARAN 152NN 29 AR PURT
mM2'MD 2" 19 N3 HMIA PR 9IAR 20 PR N0N 39M KN
112 AN ORIWT RINAIN 2MW 1A TR HY noh Rnw amw
DW P73 IR 3N D0 PR RN TIT 1APD A WA AInnY v
RWNI MR MO IR Wpa HR RI IRON INKRE DIV 0w APR
N nYn Ua ROW nrna Avap am b 1o amw ninbn v oinm
MPTA 100 185 AR IR BATR ROW 177D PN v R b
onh NAWT BPIP DY TAm AR YT N2 19 IR PINN
THY YT TR0 (210 O[] M NOR MR A ORA 0MaT

WINA DI NN AN PRIA

Fol. 82

77 773 '2wm mHRY 0w Ha POY TINDD HMIA RN ORTI IRTID
5 MIAR 2900 932 A9ap 1 wr ox aaY a0 wmah aran anw
WTNA ARNND 079N OR Y 927 RS MiAn 297 Hw Anhnn DimR
P IR N 11 553 wirn 0w iR 91 PO TIR0Y MIRD 13 D)
oram 5mn wn 9mnn nx oby 5aph owa nr Sman nbnpn ua
MY DA pwnb axm pn Syar Hyha wr owh Ka mawn napn
5RY "1 R WINPT IwYn RHW ART TWRIT RO 73T0 PO 1w
DW R DAY WR AN 5an SR ayan nawnn Rwind 1T
n9npn 712 5 19 91an 'R T3 M 5w AhRwA 17T pran Sy pa
P2 MYTIRD AN TAN WK aYdy Tr kb 13 iy pww RwTTp
oY MRS AXTAN 2201 TN DN WKW Na Mwpy onkn onb
MOTW 172 WINN 1pIp 5y meam Xwa 85p pnad gmm ano
115W 0PI 193 TP 0N MAw AwHY "omw 1w e 1ah vnww

8 This word appears twice.
9 Tllegible.
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PMAYA 923 W rwyn Haa oan RITW UKL 'RNTT RITO 0N
IRIM 2] 1A RAH3 DTN M P NG YW R TOIN PTY 02
*721 5MIn MIpa wn a0 N [?] b SR 93 owh 1 ardm
DIR DIV "M wwm wien o *ha Hxawr mivian 523 1oy Tinoh
17122 IR 123 .83 3TN M 5w ar Apw "MaTa T pwr 58
PRI NI PWA R PR DTN M WT DAY 03 R W T 0
7O MIMINN "DINAA A3 YW WY P N2n 18 Tinyh IR
DWW NAR PRY APTAN T OTITORIN TNAR K3 "R NPT
TR MAAN IRAT AR DANAR (VPR NPIan T2 AN a5
73R Nvap a1 MY OX OTIORT PP D ANAa AT DR R
R™ 7 AR YOI A T DWAN MY AR OO TR WK IR
33 50n Y mopn R 1o

12[__]

"opn

MR URIYY wAn 0T mnn 9"in "DI9an 1ANN PROINA
TRTNa

313 5om pwt prn wn AR opn

19

The municipal council has appointed new parnassim _for the community.
25 November 1758

P. 94, record 1

1758 92IpNRI AT 1D OMPN MW IWAAA T 7AW YN 'S WP Naw
AMA DMAWA "AIPIN PDINAN VOYOWT AR A" AW Ay PR
1B[...] 172 103 KT 12 ORY A"

o™n 9"™na T AT

MoYTA T N3 D KT A

20

The new parnassim ask the former parnassim to sign the accounts and protocols;
they refuse.

14 January 1759

Record 2

' In the manuscript: RM2T.
" 'Word erased, illegible.
12 Signatures blackened.
13 Three words illegible.
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B VMHN NIYA 0UYY 00108 TRI VPWI 001D AN Naw T 'R
PRIP IR DIR PART DTN WIOYN (27w TONKR 12" AN

21
The municipal council requests all heads of households to meet in the assembly
ro0m.

18 February 1759
Record 3

SR WT P PR PIRD PDINA PAHR PARA I ' WTIp Naw 27
wm pYHw T TWH 2w Hnp anr mp SR nbnpn man Hya
S MHPA NAW KRR P A 37w UK 8D

Leeuwarden’s Sefer Zikhronot

Tresoar (Friesland provincial archive), Jewish institutions and communities,
no. 1

22

Since Tzadok bar “Izvi refuses to give up his private mikveh, he resigns from the
community and produces a document from the municipal council to confirm this.
"The manhigim emphasise that_from now on he is not longer a member of the com-
munity and has no part in it any more. Other Jews are warned not to eat meat at
his house and not to have contact with 1zadok or any of his_family.

28729 July 1758

Record 45

TIPA TR CTIR MR SAPA IV WA TT UK AR 93 PITR RION
T 2R MK LOPR 29 Hpvoar Snpn npn T3 oabyn KA Iaa
WRT A" A7W0 IR DWNPYT 9 TOYITR PHn Parn e Snp
,TIVTIVTND WA VT NS DIRART WY PART IR OIS TR
TRI DA PITR WahYN L 0aE TUh3 PP DR LIPATDIMDAR IRD
RDKRP K72 P T3 PAITRIPOPR PIRD ORI Hnp IR rown‘;yr

VING

Verklare ik an desiges gesegts Bade uit de Naam van Zadok Haartog
geinsinueert te hebben aan Benjamin Josephs, als Mede gecommitteerde
van de Jods gemeente een Appointement Staande an de Rescriptie van
Sadok Hartog als volgt: de E. Raad alles gesien en gehoord hat Rapport
van den Heeren Presiederende Burgerm. J. Baurboom in gevolge de
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Gedaane verklaringe van het aff Scheid des Rescrib. van de gemeente
haud ‘t verschil ten Requeste gemeld voor gesletan, actum den 28
July 1758 (was getekend) E. Baurboom in kennisse myn hand, actum
Leeuwarden den 29 July 1758 (getk.) J. v. Sloten met halen

AWM OINR 23 HOR IR PUTIN WAOKRT RMIN DOHKRD IO RN
POM PR TR 'R SApn whan 7781 VPR 9MIn prTe wRT unhnpT
151 I TR D 01930 D21 WK IR XM ,UNONp IR 15N
WRN WHHR TR M2 WA POy LI TP TR TN DNORY
72591 OPT TNR 13 WIN HR 1A 10 ,0PR THynaa M Hoa
TP TIR LRI N AWNI WT A3 oY TR LAY IMNANa KY
RO VN POKRD PP IR R PEMP VI DR IR WA P
OPR I 92T WYY e K91 IR R opn 51 rropt omR
"R MIAIAN OTIPA2 D NP NAN AT Mo 'a A"aa vaneh1e

[signature, unreadable]

23

The manhigim announce again that Tzadok bar Tzvi is no longer member of the
community and that everyone should avoid contact with him and his_family.

11 October 1759

Record 52

T AR 93 PITR WRT ,OPR TIRP'A OTIR IR 2w 2"3 T PoMa
PTIN VIRAIBYE WA TUh3 HRIWT nTYn PIyma wain UK
WabPN ,OPRHDM IR A" ,0PR PITD IR TRI JORT T3 TR OPN
Y RTINKRN IARDA A" A7WAR KRRV PR Powadyr
PAIRINA 129 20 T IOKRT PR 1Y I NTYN MW P 0IARDPA
mRRIn OaHRA P R 01530 921 1021 INWR IR SRR R IR
TTIRL[?] POP RV IR AT PR XTI NI WRT PAIPS OPR DIPR 1R 1Y
JOP21INWR IR W T A2 0M2IR AN0N [0 AnRY R RN oW
PORT IR AR 19N VARWITAM APIR CTRT ITIR P55 K73 IRT
DR VM ANAN UMY APIR CTIR KM 15M0a T 59 abyn
POy HEy TIR KM DRI 12 IRWD TRTOWY DR TIR UORA
IR POARD TRI TIT 00 PN DAHKRA AT KRITIPID TR
IR DR U VAW TR VARY PR 13D 0TI VA Ty
,O2W3 IRT R NI TRN TR LPOOKRA R 1D 0hin Do 1Ay inwR
P21 INWR IR DR V™MV DT 0T N WRN,DITIRG WIR WO
THOVW SARN TP TIR TR DT H9an xwin O ondan b
WY R XM 01930 991 A WK IR DR T DIRN 0O
AR 27T DWMEA HHan VR Y T PP PIRD R PInapo
TN T 5P TAR AW DR DY WIR DIPRTDIRAR WY T3
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AT ANTIA2 TRI TR DAY NIRRT A2 101 "R "INa DR
A"a Awpl SRAwa nwy M 12 '3 ,R¥7 102 DNYa 2w a1 ANt
PYTINA NTIPA D 3"HN D AT T A Y R PTIRNYY 1rndap

[signature illegible] 1"X?

24

The manhigim decide to re-organise the alternation of leaders for future years since
one of the_former leaders intends to leave Leeuwarden and the others complain about
the burden of their duties.

24 February 1765

Record 106

790K T2 AR PR P D ATIPN MW TR WINY 3R PP
TORA DIWR 13 YA IADIYTI VR TIR PN Oapn 9Tna
FTPART WPR IR TOOF INN PTIRN ORI OPR N D
ARYIT 793P HARN R PIRT HOR TR LPICT DAY 2P ROPK
moYRYT TR TV LOPR 1APT IR Hpn opina T 0ITOwIIRTRY
IO OPANA PART T DN DWMINN MIWY MIwn 9aR RIT L THN%
IRIM WAR LRI YT 5" YTIYn N3 prR M pmann pryh TR
TR PING'A VIARNWA APIAR KT T PARD KW LPOTIR AT PW
5P R PARA KW PAPI IR INRT POR VIRE POWKRY 1R 3R
WT OIR ITORPYHY R PRI AY™ W aapn nm uah R o oA
2"a 50 wan AR pYMra AnwKRIaD I0WIRTR IR YT DT
1A KT 0N AR PARD H[O]IIYoIR AP0 IRT TTINNRT
737D 1R 0YN DWIRA 7T VYT SR AR T phoRn
RIT T WATIR 1IPP ORA 07 730 TY WAORT [ARW IR ,PARD T3
PXTIIN AR W VAW PITTIINAOARA DWIR T Ay WRT WY OPR
DOINRTT WA 93 [0Y M AR M 0anaR 9mana 20h Mot
93 RO MN[0 A" W M 9RR PTIRT AN I ahyn S
TR A" TP APRIONP TR URTIn Apaar ahyn bo Swyn
5"Yan PN IR 1™ TP D apn TR 1M Hyan 'Y mapn v
1712 M 50 wPn 93 pROR M ITAT P TohR W DT PaTp
Smn qor A", 2% M vemann Hex 5" oqor awn A

VIR IR VIPTIVAYT 1 NHAR WRN WHHR PHORT H1an vanin paar
95031 NUIPNA 9802 YN VITHUYT VPR DTPRD T3 PRY)
YT P PaArha YN eI HAYIRWATWRIE KT TR N0
'R TIW TIO0 PANA

" Last letter missing due to trimming of left margin.
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WIPR IR 02 TIR LPIVT ONW YT PTIA PIIR KT AR DR
DUt 22 DWIR AWHYW R T 00K KT PHORT RN PR v
aM AP IRT WHR TR PEN IRY Yapn 7Tna KR IR enhnpT
IYOWI A3TP PR 0 CTIR AR PUA 7T OTLYIS nn npTn
A7 IR HApn TNa IRY R URPTIN 0N

VIMIIPOAIRT PTIA POORT AT VIR 730 TY NI MIpn 9OR
WAORT TN OTTIYIA 1A AHNPN N WRNY DR AR T
IR RMIAN OTIP 9102 T2 YP0IR PR R ORI LIAVWI PIVR ONT
Y M0 IRRIAN L OTIVAYT Dap IR WRN WHOR TR TOpm
WHYATA PR ITOYO PTIA DT 0TTIM WIR WO RYPIT POPYA
JTIRT OPR OIIOWIRTING 130 TY WY 793 0AYOHRIP
701 "1 PHRA 25 PINIAN POAYIY 5"'Yan 'Y n"apn MW IR 1M
RIOR VOYOW DAIPAI "IN AR W DTN 7T TIR AR SN
JOIYI0 AR PTIN CVHR RO R H'pan h tapn TR N anK
T 12IND VW TNR JTIN 1N VHYOWE DMpNa AR RMIR TN
TR LNRRIARI MR R OMIAN DIVR TTYT DRYT PITIN PIIR KT
moPAD WA 12 725y InoART 2"aN AR DWW DUWIR 13 5T
MR R PAINT A DUIW IR PAPI YT PR 05PN POARE "R T
T M2 DWIR T TR 21 '8 DY aOYn npow RORRINARIN
WO HMn qor A pHra 25 M KRHR oUW '3 8 e rnd
RT OIR 7P 02 POHRT ARM 9TIR YOHR 17 I 92 parha oaw
IR R AN AW MY MR TY LTI OPAY PRI RRRIAN]
WT ORY TN A PIYR O W R Iw 'R INRD AR o
5P DUIPN 82 PORPIV '3 AV DIP PHIN DRI 0N 3 DT
oy DINNA 5P 1R RIS PIORE 1PN AR ADAPA PPN Y9 TR
B ATapn IR 3R
MY PTIPY PUPA ANNA HMAD AN PR NI
5m prIn 9" KRR 12 AR
5m 5mp Hwyn 13 prye
PoRD W
"5 Ko
prHaRn na
5 pMaR 9MIAna 2%b
5 PWIARTT WA T3 [oY
IRFDTP ST M A0 13 PR
PAIR PR W ONR TH ATTI0IR 65 mapn pwn ) R YT

5 Erased: AR,
1610 November 1765.
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AR Ry 13’11‘77“7?3 mainin vy 'OTW'O"?&UP "R RUPKR "wHYna
RO

25

This year only one new manfug will be elected. In future, one of the three manhigim
will resign each year and a replacement elected.

1 March 1767

Record 127

PRAIRN SRR OITHONYI VPR D 1IN W IR AT IR R TP
TITRIPOIP 25PN 1NN R 7T VIR NI ORT T TIWA WRT 'Y
AYWOW PR OAYOLY A ApTR MNKR P oo 0w nwhw HNe
TR AWT WAN TR PN APTRA ORIZ T HRT R MpTR
PHONT PIRA KT PR AWHW OHR TN 81 0HI0 MR aT wnn TR
TIUR TR POYIV AR ORT WIR RRRIPOID PR RUOR RO PP
JT VIRAT KM ONT

5 pAMaR "Ana 2h RN

5m o Swyn 93 prye

ROT NN

26

Current and former manhigim investigate rumours regarding the qualifications of
the newly appointed Rabbi Katriel ben Leib. Rabbi Saul Halevi of The Hague
sends a letter stating that the rumours are untrue.

18 November—10 December 1769

Record 144

Bya non mnn ea Pt prab Hrpn pon o™ R Y IR prwy
1 POY™MIYa Snpn 9Tna P 20K TN PTIRYY pUpa ona
"R 5Y PP VIR 1210 KD TWR AYINW D023 3'001 ,DWIR PR
DWRITI 1RO RT DARA 7P TRI TR 5" 29 KT 9™NA02 HRMN
TR IPTIRVIR T RV THAKRPIDD TR WRT WY LR RITOPR
DIR ,PRTIN TVOR KT VM DWAIN APOIRN APV KT IR poarnia
DR™MND AN VO™V WRN AP WRT PR IR 1 WIR TINT KT
IR 070D MY AR R AP A LTYN T8 0 WY 8T RM SR
PR OTOARPIYDE PR PR IR VI WIR WO DANWA TIT
WIR TNT IR WOR 779 POORA ROPYAY PR TR P77 77772 12 79K
[7] MLIRTP R PR WIR 872 wOHR wabyn jnpws ver THImwns

VITVADPRI VM
Srer 19AR 9972 12 07N Awn wTin o1a Mh Kot (onn))



226 APPENDIX TWO

5m 5o Swyn 13 prye IR 9TIWN "IN 13 PYR

5 PR T3 3Py S0 PRN T3 WK
S PTYRT NAM T2 OMOR 5mip ORY "2 13 T
P2 P12 T3 pn 7o AwWN 92 KT nTpaa
5m 5RINW 93 nwn 9oww 93 3py’ NTpaa
5 DURA NI 13 RO PYR RAM M 12 1HORA
5 HRIAW 93 PoI 5" PRy’ 93 pavn Hna;
O TR ApRY 3 PR R vy

5m RTIY 93 103

TONR OIR ATIRID WASYN HARDRING P PAYY IIRRORIIRD NI
IRTOTLITTIRDR R 0 KRT PRSI 1T PR RO AR M N0

RO AR 7prab S'pn rHoa k™
[additional signature illegible]

IPOIATD R 2T PR PARA OVUTDDTI TTITIRDIR KT IR NN
APNYRN M ARA PURT AT TR DIRW 1R 00MAN DTN pRany
MWD M3 IR WAR 12090

R IRA p1aY THPN WA 1M 'R H MR A"pa
PDT AW Y PPN D00 DORP oK AR a2 a1 hw
N273 DR INR 7R INOPN AY WIR WR TR PTIRMYD
P"Nﬁ

YT OTTANA 9121 D'PNAN 190 Y18 T3P TA PRA apa TR P
1 DAY UNY onpaw ppun hHya v qoa nrawna i o
HW IMEIW DIAR DRT, DAY T NREY 1R, 0N wawa 7370 11ab
YR onank 51sh IR npbnn 1273 1mY 02390 8HW 1720 0IR
T T DAY IR KDY 0P DMa 2wnb v R M rn T
R1IPY 1AW YT WTR TNOAR PATIN OURP D017 123 DR T
SW 1721 T2 WYY AT YOI T30 '3 IADR A 1390 00 YA ' nR
375 5 nanw an 5 mw Sar M HUan apa Mo nR 1apm aTIn
5 awa 20pY wan PIaTa PRY 1A0 50 apa M AT inn IR
"R woia "Hw A v A anh 1 H8na nn ata o nr 5aph
POM DNANAR JARI wan 2531 nwT nrib AR T DNy 120
K" ARA PR N MY DIRY 'pa (onm) ombw

1710 December 1769.
18 25 November 1769.
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WT TR LOPR DIMWIY WHR IRE DY™A pRaAn 2ma vbynia pa K
,OI0IVONP HINIRY TNT KT VA PIOT RN PTIROWIS HAnn vHRAPKR
5h nnnin o'na HYa nTIPaa FTITTIRVIR TN oY TR
WORa 7INYT 279 PR Hapn DM HRMIND AN N 200 R DR
ORI MEIAN 533 27131 9702 142 0 PR TOYNTA [ARRDTIN
prah Hron Phoa K™ IR T R OPR TN

[signature illegible] PYRD WA ™ NTPA3 DMNA 5P UK "R
WY ORAX RO NN

W R 5™ DAnaR Inna 29 KT
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An assembly of the Jews in Meyery s Hertogenbosch confirms the new rabbi for
the region, Eliya ben Nathan, without issuing an official appointment.

19 January 1783
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