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INTRODUCTION

Rabbi Jacob Reischer, who lived from approximately

1660 to 1733 G.E. was a prominent Ta].mudist, Respondent, Rabbi

and Headmaster of several Talmudic Academies. He was the

author of many books. His best known work is the three-volume

Responsa collection, Shebut Ya’akob, from which Reischer re

ceived his fame and name in Rabbinic circles, THE SHE3J’T

‘Pt’AKOB.

Our Rabbi’s importance is emphasized by the fact that

lie represents an important link in the Rabbinic chain of the

post-Chmielnickj. uprising of 1648, which had become very thin

because of the, destruction of the Polish Talmudic centre.

2here were not too many great and important Jewish scholars

and leaders, from the activities of the famous TaZ and ShaK-

)avid ben Samuel Halevi (TaZ) and Shabbethai Ha-Kohen (ShaK)-

~o the world—renowned Gaon of Vilna and Ezekiel Landau.1

Rabbi Jacob Reischer was one of the few luminaries on

he otherwise dark horizon of Jewish learning, and by his con—

atarit writing and teaching of Talmudic subjects he assisted

his generation to replenish its Talmudic scholarship and learn

ing. Rabbi Reischer was one of the most outstanding professors

‘TaZ—-David ben Samuel Halevi of Lemberg, 1586-1667;
3K~_Shabbethaj Ha—Kohen of Vilna, 1621—1662; Gaon of Vilna-
Ljaj~ ben Solomon, 1720—1797; Ezekiel Landau--Rabbi of Prague,
‘.3—1793.

1
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~f Jewish studies, at a time when few Talmudic academies were

j~ existence.

Another reason why Reischer is an important figure in

;;jsh history is the fact that during the period under our

~~yestigation, only a handful of large and important Jewish

,ommunities existed in Central Europe. There were the comznun—

Ities of Prague, Nikolsburg, Vienna, Hamburg, Berlin, frank

furt c/N, Amsterdam, Fuerth, Worms, and Metz. Rabbi Reisoher

qerved in three of these communities for half a century.

Taking these facts into consideration, and the knowledge

‘-tat Reisoher was requested by the greatest Talmudic authori

ties of his time to give his opinion on questions of law and

Jewish life, and that all subsequent rabbis and teachers in

Israel have made use of his books and opinions, it is strange

that we know so little about his life. No complete biography

has ever been written. Most of the brief biographical notes

in existence are too sketchy or seem confusing.2

2A.Cahan, Le Rabbinat de Metz Pendant la Periode
Francais&,l567-1817, p.52 writes: “Jacob Backof en or Bak for
short, better known under the name of Jacob Reisohe or Reischer.
These two names came to him, the latter from the place of his
birth, the former from the first position he held and in which
he made himself known by- the publication of some very well
thought of works. Before coming to Metz, he was successively
assistant Judge of Prague, Rabbi at Reische, at Anspach, and
at Worms. He came to Metz in 1716.”
Wininger, S. Juedische National biographie: “Reischer Jacob b.
Joseph Bak, born 1660 Prague, died January 2L~, 1733 Metz.
Bakof en, Grandfather Jacob learned man in Frankfurt o/M.
Father Joseph died February 2, 1731 Dayyan in Prague. Teacher
Aaron Simon Spira.”
Puerst, Bibl. Jud.III, 148—1L1.9; Carmoly, in Jest’s Annalen,
lSkO, p. 96: “Reischer served in Prague, Bamberg, Anspach,
Reische, Worms, and Metz.”
Dr. N. Weinberger, Die Nemorbuecher der Jud Gemeinde in Bayerri,
1937, p. 223: “Man fragte Jacob Reischer, Wohnhaft in Prag,
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Prior to this investigation we have no accurate informa

Eon aS to Reischer’S date and place of birth. We do not know

xis teacher or teachers, the places where he served as Rabbi

Bosh Yeshiva. We should know why he moved from position

positiofl~ why he had many enemies, who they were, why

;here was fierce controversy about his books, and why he

tttacked his contemporaries.

Jacob Reisoher was related to both David Oppenheimer

nd Elijah Spira, influential and important Rabbis and authors.

should know more about that relationship. Our author had

o family names, Reischer and Backof en. What was the reason

this? The Reischer family played an important part in the

3toric controversy of ~Eybeschutz and Emden.3 What part did

o play?

During this period there were Jewish movements of great

iportance, dividing the Jewish communities, such as Shabbethai

ebi—Messianism and Cabbalah influenceJ~ What was Reisoher’s

3tafld on these issues?

Finally, we are dealing here with a period in Jewish

3tory which is pai’tially documented by a book written by a

bbiner und Lehrhavsvorsteher in Rzeszov, ernannte ihn zuin
indrabbiner. In deru Vorwort zum Shevut Jacob in 1709 sagt
•: Er Wolite in’ Prag bleiben, em anderer Rabbiner wurde
an ernanut.

3This controversy raged most furiously between 1750
Ld 1755. A good account pan be found in Yekutiel Judah
reenwaldt s book, Rabbi Jonathan Eybeschutz, New York, 19514.

~1Shabbethai Zebi, pseudo—Messiah, 1626—1676. His
Lovement was continued by Nehemiah Hayun, d. 1726.
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a businesswoman and housewife, the well—known Memoirs of

tclcel ~f Hameln.5 A complete biography of Jacob Reischer

d supplement this account and add a Rabbits point of view,

h would be of utmost importance to the historian. In

Ition, since the Memoirs end with the events of the year

[~, and since Reischer came to the same city of Metz in

we will have a continuation of the history of the Jewish

unity of/Ietz unti~. Reischer’s death in 1733.

In the following pages an endeavor will be made to

;e a biography of Jacob Reischer based upon his works and

:ritings of his contemporaries.6 Correspondence with

.cial record keepers and historians from the cities in

th our Rabbi flourished7 has helped to make this account

complete.

The first edition of the Memoirs was by David Kaufman,
tkfurt o/M, 1896.
~her German edition by A. Feilohenfeld, Berlin, 1913 came

‘Ush translation was prepared by Marvin Lowenthal,
~Qirs of Gluckel of Hamein, New York, 1932. Gluckel was a
bant relative of Reischer. Her sister-in-law was the aunt
~‘“aende1, first wife of David Oppenheimer. She died in

in 1724.

The writings of:

~ Ezekiel Katzenellenbogen
n~rs ~ Gershon Voblenz

7Arohives at Metz, Nueremberg, and Ansbach



CHAPTER I.

EARLY YEARS

A. The Reisoher Family

~“rt ~w’”i ~‘“na~

S

In this chapter an endeavor will be made to trace the

cher family-name, and the reason for the second family-

Back or Backof en which is also used. Since we have no

ient giving the exact date of birth for Jacob Reischer,

‘ort must be made to pinpoint the date as closely as

ible through other means. The sources of the exact date

is death will be discussed, although no tombstone inscrip—

Lias as yet been discovered.

The first member of the Reischer family known to us

acob’s grandfather also one called Jacob Reischer. Very

Le is recorded or known about him, except that he was a

ned man, that he lived for some time in Frankfurt a/N

that he was buried there.8 Mention must also be made of

‘eat-Uncle of Jacob whose name was Zanvil Reisha and who

& learned man.9

8See introduction by Joseph Reischer to Volume I
~]‘tXa’akob by Jacob Reisoher:

flat 1Z’K fl1fl ‘;“~ lv;’, ~ flrflTh ~ ~ P ~ pTh ,c~

9 .k~~1,7”b~ v;lripai~i ~“j~ ~~flt ‘ana P2See~ introduction to Mirthat Ys.’akob:
~ 1”lz ~bi’ l”lflIb Db’Iltfl 9~’?l~fl K~tt’7 ~ ~ cp~ l’flfl lblt
~ ~ ‘ai “mV ~‘“Z5 iv;’~i ~py’ i”,nit 2V~’~flbfl1 ~‘flDfl 21t1

5
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11th regards to the name Reischer and his connection with

Lty of Reisha it should be noted here, that since the name

cher was used two generations before our Jacob Reischer, it

~ot necessary to assume that our Jacob Reischer received his

because of his residence in the community of Reisha, Poland.

~nly indication that he accepted a position in Reisha is (1)

inter’s note in the Wilhelmsdorf and Halle edition of the

LYE’&1t0b and (2) an appended note to an endorsement given

4scher to Moses Hagiz’s book Leket Hakeaithj°

Based on this evidence a cautious conclusion would sug—

;hat Jacob Reischer accepted the position of Rabbi and

Yeshiva of Reisha without actually establishing residence

or else he did reside there for a brief period only,

he himself or his close relatives never mentioned Reisha

nnection with his rabbinical posts

It is felt, therefore, that since no further proof has

bo light on Jacob Reischer in Reisha and since we do know

even his grandfather was known as Reisoher, additional evi—

rould be required to establish that he lived in the city

eisha for any length of time.

the city of Reisha or Rzeszov with which Reischer has been

Lated is situated in Southern Poland, between Cracow and

~-°The printer Zevi Hirsch Ben Hayim of Fuerth says that
Seischer was a Chief Judge in Prague, the Rabbi of Reisha,
Jorms and Metz

~ppended note In brackets reads as follows:

~t~T’~ fl,~, pin fl’D’?Vfl iflirn 23’~ flfl3t ~ ‘?n itini
~ T~lt1fl 7flfl ril”Vb ~p~’ n17w’i D~cb;T ltYlfl ¶‘~ r ‘tDVt ~~lC’?
~1b ‘3~’i’? n~nin n~;~ ~W~t’i ‘?~t rititi ~~flfl P 1”I~ K1’SiV tØx3l
~ ~WT1fl itt’,’? ½pnzi (n’~iici gv’i p”p~w ‘T11~1t1 1K’1~ j”~~

•fl’,flt,Ii 1~V~Ib ~ ~ Xl3~’Tt ‘?Dl
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Ltvov. Among a general population of 25,000 there were

12,000 Jews. It was a flourishing and well—organized Jewish

community and among its Rabbis were great personalities,

Aaron S. Keidanover and Samuel Halevi, son—in—law of Isaac

of’ Poznan, the teacher of the Magen Abraham, to mention just

a few. Jacob Reischer is said to have been the Headmaster of

the local Talmudic Academy. ~l

A little(more is known about the second generation of

the Reischer family, Jacob’s father, Joseph Reisoher. First,

he wrote very fine introductions to Jacob’s books. Secondly,

Joseph was himself an author of a book called Gib’ot Olam,

which however is no longer availablej2 Finally, Jacob

mentions this father in his responsa iiteraturej3 and informs

us of his death which occurred in 1731.114

Joseph Reischer is important to this investigation for

the light he sheds on the second family name of our author,

Backof en or Back. In his introduction to the Mirihat Ya’akob

1~-See article on Reisha by A.Apfelbaum, in Ozer Yisrael,
Vol. IX, David Elsenstein, editor, New York, 1913.

~-2The book Gib’ot Olam is mentioned by Jacob Reischer,
~ebut Ya’akob, Volume I, Teshubah #102.
In the catalogue of Bodlein Library it carried #l72F copy of
manuscript, Oxford. However, upon inquiring there in 1957,
it could not be found.

13Shebut Ya’akob, Volume I, Teshubah #102.

flflb ~1’K iinin~ ‘b’fl~ ‘“ia ~ ,“,nm 1”b~b ‘nmw~
•~“!T &‘1fll~ t3fl ‘Z~ DTh~~1~

lI4Ibid., Volume III, ~Peshubah #100.

‘nn zrw~ n~z~ npi nvin “p mv~iiz p”E’? t~j~ T1WKI 1’TK ~
rlz C, oi’~z ~“~n ‘p”xt ~iri~ p”pt ~‘~i ~w’~’i ~o1’ fl”’it nfl ,“~ nbv

.½i~ ‘31~7~1 ~
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Joseph Reischer uses the name Backof en in his signature. 15

It can be assumed that the Backofen family into which

Joseph had married was so famous and honorable that his son

Jacob continued to use this name or was at least known and

identified by

In trying to establish the birthday of Reisoher,

difficulties arose because none of his early “Questions and

Replies” collected in his book Shebut Ya’akob was dated.

However, some help was available from the date of publication

of 1~eischer’s first work, the Minhat Ya’akob, dated 1689.

Thirther assistance was obtained from the earliest endorsement

(haskamah) which he received for this book which is dated

1684.17 Two other items were of value in the establishment

of the approximate birthdate of Jacob Reisoher. One, the

fact that Jacob had known Simon spiral8 who died December 3,
1679;19 two, the information that Jacob Reisoher taught his

in-law.

lBsee introduction by Wolf Spira to Jacob’s book
Minhat Ya’akob (Prague), 1689.

‘mu ~~‘ri ‘≥VTar~ t~7 K”K K~K’T K1b~ ~3ThK ~‘~1l(i ‘Mfl ~j’~i ‘1fl ~z
1° ~ a,20n life and death of Simon Spira see Simon Hock,

fle Familien Prags Nach Den Epitaphien Des Alten Juedischen
Friedhofs PraE, Pressburg, l~92, p. 379.

lSjacob Reischer, Minhat Ya’akob (Prague), 1689.

W~1fl 711fl ~‘“~7 ‘w’~ ~ i”in’i~ ‘tn nm ,I!txt., T~ 901’ rp~ ~

~KlD ~“fl ~“Z7 IV’’l ~1K1’n rl’l 1”mflz 91~tfl t’~r~
It was customary at that time to carry two family

names especially if wealthy or honored. Thus we know of
Behrend-cohen, Spira-Fraenkel, and Neumark—Mireleg.

‘7The endorsement is from Wolf Spira, Jacob’s father-
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~bly son Simo~’ from his own book Minhat Ya’ akob at the age of

‘fif teen. 20

Assuming that Simon was about fifteen at the publica

tion of Jacob’s Minhat Ya’akob, Jacob must have become a

father about 1671j His approximate wedding date would be

before 1673 and his birthdate about 1660 21 We also know

that Jacob married a daughter of Wolf Spira of Prague,22 but

no reference to his wife could be discovered in his writings,

neither her name nor any other information 23

Very little is said about Jacob Reischer’s teachers

Jacob, in his very early years, attended the lectures of

Simon Spira of Prague 2L~ Simon, however, died in 1679, when

20Jacob Reischer’s introduction to Solet Lemincha,
edition Dessau, printed at end of bk Ya’akob

7’bl7~ ~5X lU1~1x~ ~7’t~’M’ 1”t 71 1DD ‘V 7lpbV ‘l’~~fl~ p’n~in ~32
VtV ~p~r’ iinm IEO~ •~1’?~3i t3.~’ flE~fl flhlii 1SO~ flK11fl’~’ 111Th ‘31~fl

21Samuel Joseph Fuenn, 1819—1891 dates Reischer’s
birth at 1660 G.E. in his biographical lexicon, Keneset
Yisrael, pp. 575-6.

Spira signed his endorsement to Jacob’s book
Minhat Ya’akob (edition Prague), 1689: ~‘1fl ~‘V2 l’brT ‘tfltl ?~fl

?~ ~p~’ ~i tfltfl
Also D. Oppenheimer in his introduction to Jacob’s book
Shebut Ya’akob, Volume II says:

...1”la K1’~ 9’?Kfl ~‘‘1fl1b flKlfl ~ IW’l 901’ 1”lfllb ~1fl p

23Abraham Cahan, Le Rabbjnat de Metz, 1567—1817, p. 5~
says: “Ten years after~ death in 1733, his wife
Yitel or Gitel was assassinated It

2)4Three references can be quoted where it appears that
Jacob may have gained information from Simon Spira during his
lifetime.

(‘K311 ‘0 ~p~’ nn~b)...fln1~2 flSD....V”lflb ?“fllb ‘PXK ‘11’K111
(.‘3.ui ~ ~v ) ...ntp pvvn 70 1’Iifl V”lttt ?“fllb

‘11’K~ ~ fl~••~fl ptØt2 ~ n~ ,“ia v’1inm ~ t)j~ fllfllfl QVE~~

(1jc111z 4•7) ‘x p~’n ,p;’ nflV )...,~‘r r”tr~ 71’~n :13~
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~ob was just about nineteen years old. Since Simon’s son,

if, took the place of his Lather, it is most probable that

:Acob continued his studies with Wolf Spira. Additional

~‘oof for this opinion can be adduced from the fact that Wolf

‘o had noticed the brilliant Jacob even when attending Simon’s

actures, later permitted Jacob to marry one of his daughters.

The Spira family of Prague had so much influence on

Jacob Reisoher that it becomes necessary to add a fuller

account of the family and their relationship with Jacob.

B. The Spira Family
(Jacob Reischer’s teacher and father—in—law)

The Spira family plays a significant part in the bio

graphy of Jacob Reischer, because Jacob’s foremost teachers

were Aaron Simon Spira and his son, Benjamin Wolf Spira,

Reischer’s father—in—law. His brother—in—law Elijah Spira

son of Benjamin Wolf and author of the well-known Bijyahu

Rabba—Vesutta is frequently quoted in Jacob Reischer’s books.

A few identifying words should be said about each

member of this Spira family in order to identify them, since

confusion about them seems to be widespread. Furthermore,

each member had some special relation to Jacob Reischer and

his family.25

Aaron Simon Spira was first Rabbi in Frankfurt, then

in Lemberg, Brest, Lublin, Cracow and Vienna, before becoming

2Sidaitional information on the Spin family is available
in~ book as well as Dr. M.H. Friedlander, Das Leben
und Wirken der Eervorra~ensten Rabbinischen Autoritaeten Pra~s
Men), 1902.
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itabbi of Bohemia and Prague in 161j,O. Since Aaron Simon died

in 1679 at Prague, when Reischer was about nineteen years old,

he could not have studied with him for too long a time.

Reischer always quoted the opinion of his teacher with great

r~verence and as authoritative for him, particularly in the

26case of the repairing of the Holy name in a Sefer Torah;

the proper observance of the laws of mourning;27 and in the

famous case of the Hadasim of Prague, whether or not they

could be used on the festival of Sukkoth.28 In the latter

case, Aaron Simon’s opinion is quoted in a similar case where

he advised that they should not be used.

In another account, Reischer relates a very interest

ing story involving a controversy between Aaron Simon Spira

and the Shalt. Spira prohibited the use of grafted Etrogina

while the Shalt, who was visiting Prague at the time, permitted

them. The Cantor in the famous Altneushul of Prague was re

quired to recite a blessing over the controversial Etrog

when he suddenly dropped it and damaged it. This was taken

as a bad omen, and it is told that after this the scholars

from Germany and Poland agreed with Spira. Jacob further tells

us that the Shalt also retracted and later, on his deathbed,

26shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #81.

27Ibid., Teshubah #88.

ri’~gy w”’vm ‘son ‘in ‘i’p~ ‘mn i”t ‘irit ~‘1z p ‘3D’? ‘~‘1lt1

28 •11flWj~ tv
- Ibid., Teshubah #38.

~ic~ t’t’?,fl r~ 1~ ‘~ 1”la i”lfllb flTIfl ~ ‘3~~t~ 1~’
K’?, ~ ~‘K~1’ IZK ~ C’D’Tfl ‘?~ ~‘~‘? T’3 ‘3~T~< D~fl ~ ‘?“fl ~

.nnt’? 1,rult? nfl



I,
12

asked pardon of Rabbi Spira. Reischer states that the son of

~ the ShaK showed such a letter to Rabbi Aaron Simon Spira.29

Wolf Spira, the son of Aaron Simon, was Jacob Reischer’s

father-in-law. He became also the father—in-law of the well-

known David Oppenheimer whose second wife was Wolf Spira’s

daughter, Shifra.3° Wolf was born in i6L1.o at Prague and died

there in 1715. He was Chief Rabbi of Bohemia for twenty years.

Wolf Spin made an interesting remark linking the name

Reisoher not with the town Reisha as is usual, but with an

Aramaic word Reishe meaning the first or head, in an effort

to say that Reischer was deserving of the name because of his

renowned piety. 31

Reiseher refers to his father-in-law in his books with

great reverence and admits his indebtedness to him, especially

in the solution of a difficult divorce case. One such case,

29Ibid.
flIflt ‘P 3111K ~ ~“n W”llb ~ t~fl ?“fllb ‘t’~ 3.flE~ flEQI ‘3131ThV1

‘~‘pri nt’~’pc •on’~’p yo~ ~ niini b~~~I1bfl ~‘a1~1iK W’~fl ~T1pD
~‘y~ “MI Dfl’?flD n’flfln~ Dfl”?K lflSl I’E~ Zl11~fl~ ~‘Z11 l’fl TIK ‘t’?Kl

11FT11fl1 nzvV’fl n”,~ ~ ElK lfl’’IZfl aiTh1p!l~1 •.~‘rn~’ riin’~ ~ ~

..V1’b 3113,K ~ D’~Vfl ~ 1fl1~~ ~‘flflfl~ flriD~1 Dl ‘npn ~jl:L, ~“ns,’v~
~y: “in’ .flZW izi,lt~ an’~p 7n’~ ~ y’~Th1 7z~fltt D’fllfl lfl

.7”Iflb 11Kb flt.~,flb ~ fl’ ~31~ lfl’? fllSl Iflltl fll1~ .1? nri~n “~ oinna

•‘“rt “in ‘a’pt n”~m~ vi’ ,n~ nnn 1a~~

30Accounts of the life of Datid Oppenheimer include:
5.1!. Lieben, David Oppenheim, in Jarbuch der Juedischen Literatur
Q..ciellschaft, Vol. 19, 1928.
C. Duschinsky, Rabbi David Oppenheimer (Budapest), 1922.

31lntroduction by Wolf Spira to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I.
KV’WP~ K3VI~i’~ KW’lfl Kl’Ofl KV’tl,KV’l 901’ 7~ nfl’ .1The quesi5lon or Jacob Reischer in Reisha was discussed earlier

on pages 6 and 7. Note also that the Great-Uncle was called
Reisha not Reischer.
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dated Wednesday, Itislev 14th, 1707 involved Reisoher in much
I 22
controversy.

Elijah Spira, son of Wolf Spira and brother of Reischerts

wife, Was very famous f or his two learned volumes, The Elivahu

Sutta33 and the Elivahu Rabba.~14 Elijah was Rabbi at Tiktin

and then head of a Rabbinical School in Prague where he died

jn 1712, three years prior to his father.

Jacob Reischer held these books and the ritual decisions

of his brother—in—law in great esteem and when consulted on

their value or correctness, he usually defended Elijah spira.~6

Another Wolf Spira, a stepbrother of Reischer is mentioned in

Reischer’s books. He is further identified as having been the

son—in—law of Simon Itlioh.37

In the following chapter, Rèischer’s bhth-~ace and youth will be

traced and blie rabbinical posit ions which he held during his lifetime

32Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I., Teshubah #1114.

7b? j’~w 1b1~’ ‘JtTfl IlK 1~’ ~‘fli’~ ~1W ‘i”ia 9’?fl ~ ‘~bfl ‘~fl

r~t ‘ny i~ r’ru ~ n’n~i pini np~n R’fl!z’ fl’~ tzn ~z’n~~ o’rin
...b W~fl 7~’~’ ‘i~ ‘1~Kv ôipt 1sl1K~’ 71D0 ~7’~fl D~ flVKfl Jl~ fl’lp’ JWK~1 DZtT

33A commentary on the Orah Hayyim of the Lebush,
Mordecai Jaffe, 1530—1612.

314Explanatjons on the Orah Hayyim of Shulhan Aruk
of Joseph Karo, 11488-1575.

~5see Simon Moses Hones, Toldot Haposkim, p. 18.

~6Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #138.

~ 110’K WWfl~ ‘.“p~ lVIlpr)n zWi ~y ~ ~ ‘0’s n’izs,t fl~’ t’1b
I≥i~., Teshubah #93.

,S0 910 fl”g ~ KflT Ui’~x ~ito~ ‘a~ ‘o’in ‘t~12 ‘2i’K~ 17 fl~K~ ~fl1

37Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #314.
Also in addition to Vol. I, #1314.

fl”~ T’zpn pin aznDb ~ 9~xTl ,“,inz 9’~’Kn ic’nflbn ‘l,in ‘flK ‘~‘ rt~pn

~rni VbD 1? n~nw ~“zt •IJ~Kb ~Kwav b’ln3tfl

1”~I~ V”?D” ~ ‘I”llflb
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4i4Ul be described. Since there seems to be some coiit’usion and

r perhaps differences of opinion, his movements will be sub

stantiated from reliable sources only. A brief report of the

relationship between Reisoher and his famous brother-in-law,

David Oppenheimer, will be given next. Finally, an account of

Reisoher’s life and activities, including the enmity which

accompanied him, will be commented upon. Thus, it is believed

that a clearer understanding of Jacob Reisoher and his work

will be obtained.
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CHAPTER II

JACOB REISCHER, THE RABBI

A. Jacob Reisoher in Prague

Rabbi Jacob ben Joseph Reisoher was born in the city

of Prague as he himself stated in his introduction to the

second volume of his responsa Shebut Ya’akob.~8 He received

39 -.his early training in Talmudica from his father, irom Simon

and Wolf Spira,~ and he was eventually appointed Head Judge

of the Court of the Jewish Community of Prague.~ It appears

that Reisoher’s early success in Prague both with his import

ant Rabbinic position and his prolific literary activity was

partially due to the fact that he had excellent teachers and

very influential relatives there.

33 ~ T1~fl ~fl fl1T~ fl’~b1 ‘3VT~’1b ~1Kb~ ‘~ !1’~b ]~7’’?
3,y~ ,r~ ‘,ino ‘z,nv’, ‘rnmn i~’ni ~i,i’n ~%lfl fl,fl 7~~47,

.‘3rT~’1z~ b17D Tt1K~ [~?

393ee Joseph Reisoher’s introduction to Jacob’s book
)~inhat Ya’akob (edition Fuerth):

fl~~fll;fl ~fl bfl~ K’2D t~b~1 flat 1ay~iflmi ~3Eb ly”iab FYI’,

°Teacher Simon, see Jacob’s introduction to Shebut
Xg.~gjg~b, Vol.1: ~ ~ ,~, ins, ~3fl n”ib 31’~t ‘n½p 1DI<~

Teacher Wolf, see introduction by Wolf to Jacob’s Minhat
X~a’akob (edit. Fuerth):

Regaraing~ teachers see also page

410.Oppenheimer, introduction to Jacob’s Shebut
fliakob, Vol. II:

15

r”~ nai Ka’T ‘~ D’t~~fl vc~ ~icit p”p fit y’iip i~T~ 31Y~I
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It seems that at least three important books had been

icompleted by Reischer while he served in the city of Prague:

(1) the Minhat Ya’akob, (2) the Hok Ya’akob, and (3) the first

volume of the Shebut yalaj<objt2 In addition, Reischer was

called upon to assist with answering important questions of

Jewish.law addressed to him from almost every community in

the Jewish world of his day.

Jacob Reisoher remained in Prague until the plague

forced him to leave the city for a short time in 1713.113

If Reischer had accepted previously a position in Reisha,

BambeE~g, or Anspach, and established his residence there for

any length of time as some scholars claim,~ he certainly

would have mentioned it in his introductions or elsewhere in

his biographical notes. Neither Reischer nor his close

intruduobious by Reisuher to Minhat Ya’akob, lick
Ya’akob, and Vol. I Shebut Ya’akob are signed. . .Prague.
Furthermore, his father Joseph in his introduction to Vol. I,
Shebut fl’akob mentions these three as Jacob’s earliest en
deavors. In addition there is proof that the Minhat Ya’akob
was written in Prague: It was printed in Prague, three haskomot
came from Prague, one from his father-in-law who was his teacher
and patron. In his introduction Reischer says that he tested
his teachings and comments before his teachers and friends.
These he had only in Pra~ue at that time. Proof that ~
Ya’akob was written in Prague: Jacob in his introduction tells
us how he worked on this book in Prague, in a home given to
him by Wolf Spira, after his own home was destroyed in the
fire of 1689. Proof that Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I was written
in Prague: Jacob adds to his signature in his introduction:
“I never left my dwelling place Prague.” Also David Oppenheimer
in his haskomoh mentions that Jacob Reischer is one of the
Dayanim of Prague. (Head of Dayanim.)

Introduction of Reischer to Ivy-un Ya’akob:

~K’1~ ‘vrflb ‘n~ ‘sii~nj 1~yi ~iD iv~vri t~ ‘?~~ ~2t”t1’? fltlb ‘W’fl~i

1414
See also pages 6 of this thesis.
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5tiolation of the Jewish law.48

Then there is the famous controversy of the Hadassim of

Prague. This question of using Hadassim or Etrogim which may

have been grafted with another species, became a controversy

spreading throughout the Jewish world. All leading responsa

masters dealt with it during this period. Reisoher must have

been a very famous and respected Talmudic scholar to have been

consulted in this important issue.4~

Finally, we are told that the well-known David Oppen

heimer was involved in a Halakhic controversy with Jonathan

Eybeschutz, both of whom resided in Prague at this time. It

seems that it was not only one case of law, but a contest of

who was to be the Jewish authority in the city. The great

reputation of Reischer must again be acknowledged when we

learn that the influential Chief Rabbi of Prague, David Oppen

heimer, turned in all humility to Jacob Reischer and requested

his opinion and support in this contest between the two

fllions.hISO

48Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I, T~shubah #12.
‘?1D’2 DiWb flfl 7’K~T tjK 3•flfl~’? ~ ~‘?in fl’lt ‘71fl2 9K tfl KI’ K1fl~ ‘~

.1O’K D’S’? 2Dlt DIVD ...flfl Z11DWU 1K~ ~7’ DlflTwo contemporary sources mention the same problem. The Memoirs
of Gluckel of Hanaeln, Marvin Lowenthal, introductory chapter,
p.27. Speeches and Comments, S. Wertheimer, inKohut’s
P~tsche Juden, p. 653

4~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #36.
Dfl’~rn~i ~ ip~~~Lj 13’? ~ 1’JiflK fl flfl~ ~‘pn’n D’O~flfl D’tflb3V7~ ‘?:R

.flKlifl 12”? 031 n”? K~’pfl Kifl ltflfl i11?~1 j”l fl? T’Kl

50Ibid., Vol. III, Teshubah #65.
l’flfl’? K9fl~Tb ‘2 D~1~1 ‘j3~ 1115 fl’fl’ ~‘? ~ II’2 %]~J~ ~‘? ~ti ‘Th ‘?Dl

..t1’n ~s,inn ‘r”z ‘?‘?z Dj~ib fl’ny T’pln ‘?~ 2’?n intl ~ T~ ~inv no’i<
.2p31’ “pn x~i:ri tin ~ n”?pi iD ‘t,Th 717’? T’~t1 •..~‘nniK 111

t
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However, Reischer’s stay in Prague was not altogether

.hapPY. In 1689 he lost his home, his library and many of his

unpublished manuscripts in the great fire of Prague.51 it’ it

had not been for the generosity of his father—in—law, Wolf

Spira, Jacob Reischer could never have overcome these diffi

culties.52 Again, when Reischer was forced to flee Prague in

1713 on account of the plague, he wandered about the country

side like a lost soul.5~ His misfortune was increased by the

sudden death of his only son Simon in Prague in 17114. It

seems that Jacob returned to Prague just to bury and mourn the

loss of his son, after which he decided to leave the city for

good.514 It further appears that Jacob himself was afflicted

at this time, probably with partial blindness, which later on

turned into complete blindness, from which he was, however,

cured a few years later.55

There was also a brighter side to Reischer’s life in

____ Vol. I, Teshubah #5.
‘iEDl t’3i1~ 1l~j ~ fl~Wii 1YflK ‘~? 9W3 W’~31 1L~W flFl flflwfl Y1,fl 71(
~‘zo ~‘~~on ‘~‘~n~ ‘po~n i~nt ‘si’≥~ nip~ ~ z~i nip it,~i nip

•~1Dbfli ~7T1~ ‘231~ ~b Dp’i Oil’? ITt1D ‘3i”fli t1l~ fl’?~l~

Reischer’s introd. Hok Ya’alcob.
thin n’~ ~ iwit 1”ll ‘j’?Kll i”iflib fl”fl Cfl t~fl &*~ tfl tpO3~ ~Z1b~’ ‘Z1’?E~3

.naitnnfl fl~ 7i,fllC~ 11’l “V71 ~‘Z1flK

5~Rejscher’s introd. to Iy’y-unYa’akob.

S i~ ,t,Tht),~ td~’?~t?

54fleischer’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.
‘~“?~fl ~ ‘n’i.. ~ P np’?z liKD~ 9’b~’ 11371 tj~oi~ fll~7l

~J~ib~ 7~i ...K7”ti1l p”p Tiiw~ iir~ ‘?ip’? ‘3i½piui...’½~c ‘m’i

22Reischer’s introd. to ~yyun Ya’akob.
•T’~ 3i~fl T’Y ~‘?&? ‘3~itin . . . .D’z’~ :i<~ ~‘ z~
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prague, one of which was his close association with the famous

..Rabbi David Oppenheimer, who later on became his brother-in—

law.

B. David Oppenheirrier

The most famous and best known relative of Jacob Reisoher

was David Oppenheimer, Chief Rabbi of Prague and Bohemia.~ He

was born in Worms in the year i66L~. and died in Prague on Sept

ember 12, 1736. His uncle, Samuel Oppenheimer, left him a

fortune so that he was financially independent. .Fbrthermore

he married, at the age of seventeen, Genendil, the daughter of

Lipman Behrend-Cohn of Hanover, a very influential and wealthy

man, a Hofjude.

After having bees Rabbi of Nikolsburg since 1690,

David Oppenheimer became Chief Rabbi of Prague in 1702.

During the Prague epidemic in l7lL~ he lost his wife, at the

same time and in the same plague in which Simon, the only son

of Jacob Reisoher died. A year earlier, in 1713, David Oppen

heimer had been elevated to share the honor of being Rabbi

aver half of the province of Bohemia with Wolf Spira, the

father-in_law of Jacob Reischer. When Wolf Spira died in 1718,

David Oppenheimer became Chief Rabbi over all of Bohemia,

56Since accounts of his life, activities and well—
known library have appeared elsewhere, I have confined myself
to events and references which have direct bearing on Jacob
Reisoher For accounts on David Oppenheimer see ft.nt. #30
on Oppenheimer’s library:
W. Popper, The Censorship of Jewish Books, a Doctor’s Thesis
(New York), 1899.
A. Max, Some Notes on the List of D. Oppenheimer’s Libra~, in
Melan~es Offeste A Israel Len, 1926, p. L198..6O.

I
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against the opposition of Jonathan ~beschutz.~

‘David Oppenheimer took for his second wife, Shifrah, the

daughter of Wolf Spira and the widow of Isaac Bondis; thus,

Jacob Heischer became the brother—in-law of David Oppenheimer.

In the responsa of Jacob Reischer this change is noticeable

at the beginning of the Shebut Ya’aicob, Vol. II, where Reischer

refers to Oppenheimer as brother-in—law, rather than relative

as was his custom in Vol. i.58 David Oppenheimer was afflicted

with blindness during the last year of his life, and he died

on the Seventh day of Tishre, 1736.

In all correspondence between Oppenheimer and Reischer,

the latter was very humble, acknowledging Oppenheimer’s great

learning, fame, wealth, and station.5~ On the other hand,

Oppenheimer respected Reischer’s wide range of Talmudic learn

ing, and gladly wrote an enthusaistic introduction and reooui—

mendation to Reischer’s first volume of responsa, the Shebut

Ya’alcob, Volume 1.60 David Oppenheimer occasionally

5~Main1y based on sources quoted by S.H. Lieben, David
O~penhejmer, in Jahrbuch der Juedischen Literator Gesellschaft,
Vol. 19, 1928, Prague

581n the Resp. Vol. I, Oppenheimer is referred to as
‘zj~ ——relative, while in Resp. Vol. II and III, it is always
‘o’~ --my brother-in—law.
See Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #3.

.ZlClt ~“fl 01111 1”~ m~fla~1K •i”~;im tBbfl 1;fl3~~ t~j D~

5~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #31

1’Ji1n~~ 11fl~ ~V7’~’ iflil ~fl~~’1”3fl flfl~ 1fl ‘?~? flfl ‘13? K~ 1’i11
~ ~ Hfl~fl~ ~ fl”fl 1~1fl 1~1fl b~1~ ~‘3? ‘fliP 1iZ~ WIE)t2’l2 t’3VW

6o ~ ‘jfl ITlint) flTIy ;3~ ~II3 ~ fliE ~ ‘Thi~n ‘?VflflIntrod. by D.Oppenheimer to Jacob Reischer’s Shebut
Ya’ako’o, Vol. I.

‘T1b~~fl~ p~p~ ,‘i~ ‘nj•i~ 9~ ~ K~E1b ~ rm ‘Diflhib fl”N

‘IK1J1 ‘-io flE’ 7’zt fl’fl’ i3i’ini~ ~ifli ‘flbil ~37 flfl~ ‘l’1~ 11100
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‘solicited Jacob Reischer’s support for an expert opinion on

Jewish lore.61 Reischer usually agreed with his brother—in—

law and supported his opinions,62 except on very few occasions.

When Rabbi Beisoher was asked about permitting an

emergency session of a Jewish court on the Sabbath Day, he

permitted it, basing his decision on the fact that in a similar

case David Oppenheimer permitted it.6~ Again, when asked about

the use of a Torah scroll improperly repaired, he, at first,

aid not want to give an opinion in the case, since two of his

best friends were on opposite sides, Samson of Duesseldorf and

Judah Miller of Deitz. Reischer finally did make a decision,

but sent his reply to David Oppenheimer for verification.614

In another co~’respondenoe dated Shebat15, 1725, David

Oppenheimer tried to solicit support for his decision Lo per

mit the ritual of blessing the new moon (kiddush lebanah), on

the Sabbath. Although Reischer praised Oppenheimer’s erudition

C2’T ‘~ D’lrjbn Vl2fl ariE p”p n~ ~np l’flb flD, V’la ~pY’ i°in~ ~1”D
rin p ~“fl ~‘Y” 1~flK Th3’.Tb~ t”ll T~là ~~priii ~7”1b T”~ ~

...l~lZ K1’~V 9’?kfl 1”lfllb ~ T~’~ i”~a 1W’l 9b1’

fl2Eflt “1~K “fib rEtf fliZbf p “pn ‘Tfl DK3

• 61Shbt Ya’akob, Vol.11, Teshubah #98.

‘~bf ‘:tf ‘u’n ‘iiim in~ ~ n’~v~ inz~ium in’~, ‘iri i~’’ni, nan
1L4~ ‘31~V7fli...f7 lrT ‘nfl ~K~V b”flZfl~t V’~flb ~

____ Vol. I, Teshubah #14.
V”pi ,Pr~? ~tglVa i~ED~ D’~fafll ‘Ifl 1’”Iflb t~bfl ‘IJVTflb ~ ~fl’K1 P’

6~Ibid.

• - ~ 7’z’wb 7’l~ f~Vi2 fl’lfl ~ r~ 2~y ~i~fl’? fl’7 flb’ ‘b ~R

• 64Ibid., Teshubab #8o. .t.fl, ‘,lcn

linE p”p, b”faEK ~“‘1fTh ‘Ebfl ‘Zn ‘2~iflb~ ~“.Z tTt?V73 it flflWfli
~ ~‘~bni ti~nn ~ ‘‘~ ~

4-
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and great station, he differed sharply with him, lie was

- amazed at his opinion seeing that it would violate a custom

observed throughout the Jewish settlements. According to

Reisoher it would be contrary to all later authorities of

Jewish law, for they all agree, that one must not practice

this ritual on Saturdays or Holidays 65

The most interesting question involving David Oppen

heimer and Jacob Reischer was the fa~mous Prague incident an

1725, which involved the two great rabbis of Prague, Jonathan

Eybeschutz and David Oppenheimer. The ritual question in

volved was that of a pin found in the intestine of an animal.

David Oppenheimer declared the meat as not kosher; Jonathan

Eybeschutz said that it was kosher and could be eaten. The

controversy developed into a contest for the rabbinic leader

ship of the city of Prague, one of the most influential commun

ities at that time.

David Oppenheimer in sending his decision to Jacob

Reischer dated 15 Sivan 1725, solicited his opinion and sup

port.66 Reischer in his reply to David Oppenheimer was very

deeply moved, for he must have realized that David Oppenheimer

had been humiliated before the entire Prague conmiunity.6~

65Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #31.

~ .H~1 ~‘X1~y’ 3flflEJl ~ ~ P flW~ ‘I2~ ~‘~? fl~’~’ ‘ThI

‘~Ibid., Teshubah #65.
There is little doubt that this is a reference to Eybeschutz
~11fl’? RCrTb ‘~ b~’I~ 9I~ VTfl fl’fl~ h~’ fli 3i’~ jfl”T’ 1?2 Vet, ~

~ 7b RlflVl l1D’K

67Ibid
Wj~ ‘J1~Z’ ~ 1z~t ~ Z7XK 7’~pnri vriz ,ni’ ~nnni~ ‘ma

....nvi’?pn ~1ifl 531~X1
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Jacob Reischer, of course, supported his brother—in—law

in his decision against Eybeschutz. This Prague controversy

involved many rabbis of Europe, and the issue can be traced in

other law books and responsa collections of this particular

time.68

C. Reisoher in Worms

For a better understanding of Reischer and his activi

ties, the following questions must be discussed. Why did

Beiseher leave Prague? Why did he accept the position in

Worms? How long did he remain in Worms and why 1’ or a brief

period only? What difficulties did he encounter there? Why

did he accept the position in Metz? And finally, why did his

enemies increase in Metz so that he was in danger of’ imprison

ment?

There were a number of facts and circumsLances respon

sible for Reischer’s decision to leave the city of Prague.

It appears that the plague of 1713 had caused great upheaval

in the Jewish community and perhaps Reischer’s position as

Chief Judge was jeopardized. Again, since his only son had

died of the epidemic, and he himself had suffered a great deal,

there was little reason for Reisoher to continue his stay, ex

cept perhaps to remain with his relatives, the Spiras and

Oppenheimers. However, when he received a good offer from the

City of Worms, an old and famous Jewish community, and the

opportunity to become not only a Judge, but a chief Rabbi and

68See J. Eybeschutz, “Pleisee,” #4. Question of Nail in
Intestines. Also the account in Tchernovitz,
Vol. iii, p. 239. Yekutiel G.reenwald, Rabbi J. Evbebchutz,
pp. 34-35.
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‘Headmaster of the local Talmudic Academy, his mind was made up
S

and he accepted.

Little did Reischer know that the change for the better

would have its limitations. ?trst of all, the leaders of the

Worms’ community were quarrelsome and did not always accept

the opinion of their Rabbi in good faith. Secondly, the enemies

which Reischer must have made on account of his books or f or

other reasons during this period, attacked him at every possible

opportunity. Finally, the Talmudic Academy which Reischer had

visualized as a flourishing Torah Center, attracted only a

limited number of mediocre students.

Almost immediately upon his arrival in Worms, he was

involved in a fast—day controversy. Reischer tells us that in

the month of Kislev (December) l7lL~,69 when he became Rabbi of

Worms, he was asked about a special fast—day It seems that

some people had the custom of fasting in case the moon was too

dark for the performance of the mitzvah of Kiddush Lebanah

(prayer f or welcoming the new moon). Reischer disagreed and

refused to sanction such a fast, since it would place an addi

tional burden upon the community. 10

Reischer also informs us that he remained in Worms as

the Rabbi and Headmaster of the Talmudic Academy for about

three years, and that he was promoted after this to the Rabbi’s

6~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #10

..K~D11~ ~ flhi~1 fl~3~”7 ‘fl~t~V~ fl~31 ~ W’flfl~

70 Ibid , ~ ~ ,1~’xfl ~ ~
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~tsition of the city of Metz.71 Although his position in

Worms was honorable arid the Jewish community one of size and

stature, having had great Rabbis before him, yet from Reischer’s

remarks and other evidence, it seems that the rabbinate in

Metz was still a position of greater honor.72

Worms was a city in which Jews had lived for centuries

and their right to residence had been guaranteed by law Worms

was also one of the five main judicial JeAish districts, to

gether with Frankfurt, Friedburg, Fulda, and Kinsburg. The

Jews of Worms were permitted complete autonomy in their com

munal affairs as long as they paid the taxes placed upon them.

However, there viere some limitations such as the wearing of the

yellow badge, restrictions on buying and selling, restrictions

in their movements, especially on Christian festivals, and the

drinking of wine and beer with Gentiles at all times.73

On May 31, 1689 the city of Worms was invaded by the

French, and at that time, the entire Jewish quarter was des

troyed by fire The suffering of the Jewish community was

alarming, although the city authorities assisted the Jews and

helped them to rebuild their homes a year iater.~~~

7krntroduction by Jacob to his book Iyyun Yatakob.

‘~ pt1p, b”,’I ~r’~n~’ ~ ‘n’~nn nz~ ~‘w imz ~
‘I’ Introduction by Jacob to his Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II

fl~ni s,irini ~,‘vri~ j,’init :w o’~ano~ D’b~fl na~’t l’y”i 1,~r) D~p~
•~31D”2fl ~Cfl 1~

As well as Reischer’s term in his introduction to
‘nun Yatakob See ft.nt. 66.

Zur Geschichte der Juden in Worms (Breslau),
1852, beilage #25 and #29.

7~Ibid.
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- The community of Worms was used to difficulties as can

be gathered from another question which was placed before

Reischer while in this community. Again, it deals with a

question of fasting. The Jewish community of Worms had taken

upon itself to fast every Rosh Chodesh Sivan (the first day of

the month) for half a day This obligation was accepted to

commemorate the Crusaders’ attack upon the Jewish quarters in

the year 1096. It occurred that in the year 1716 the anni

versary of that fast day fell on a Friday and the custom had

been to fast until about 300 P.n. and then pray Minha and

ICabolat Shabbat together (afternoon and evening prayer).

Reischer was of the opinion that this was wrong, that under

no circumstances can one receive the Sabbath so early in the

aay.~

There are many interesting features in this particular

responsum. First of all, the observation by fleischer, that he

tried to stop the custom like other Rabbis before him, but

without success.76 Secondly, that he refused to pray with them

on that afternoon, to indicate his protest, and that Reischer

was rebuked for this by the congregation with the Rabbinic

saying: “one must not exclude oneself from the entire congre

gation.”77 Thirdly, Reisaher, in his discourse to prove his

~5Responsa, II, #6. ~ ~,, ~ ~ ~ P’0 ~

..DI’fl llflh ~1fl2C T~ “133131 31171 D1’~ 2tt2’~b1T~ fl~ n13~31fl~ flfl~t7

76Ibid. -

• “2K 1b~ K’?l K’~1tD flT ‘2, ‘31flflZl

77Ibid flT7~fl Dflb~ ~31t7tflfl1fl K’71 ft T’Z~2 t~3D ‘31t71~t2 01

7’fl: lfl’Xf 7t fl~~’2 T’K~7 1D1’? DY~l 132~ ft ‘?!t 9K ...‘~11) 31’~1~
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~oint, was very objective and argued that most customs of the

Jewish community of Worms were ancient and worthwhile, but

suggested that in this case, the true custom had been for

gotten. lie repeated a well-known remark here, that a custom

which is against the Torah cannot and must not be honored,

since from mirtha~ it turns into gehinam.’16

Reischer was called upon to settle another difficult

question of law during his stay in Worms A local judge,

Akiba of Worms,79 asked Reischer how the Jewish community of

dorms could permit the use of non—Jewish yeast for the baking

of Jewish bread. Since this practice was against Jewish law

why did no one object, Akiba complained.

Reisoher, in his reply, cooipletely vindicated the

custom of the Worms’ community by pointing out that several

important Rabbis of former generations had permitted this usage,

that there were valid reasons for leniency and that it had been

an old established custom

Finally, we find that Reischer was involved in a dif

ficult Agunah question (deserted woman) while serving in the

~8All quoted by Reisoher in Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II,
Teshubth #6. ..nz”nn ~n ~r~mn xi•a~~ ~ tD’ii~ ~w T’~ in

1: ~ ~XflZ7Z1 D’ZWKl ‘.1~T fl~V~ 12”fl p1..~3fl~ ri’i’3n~V fl?~ ~flab jEflbfll

.D1’4t?fll tTlfl’tT~ full ‘E “~ ~b1’b bfl1~ ~11~7 u’~Th1fl P”1’
See Ozer Yisrael, Eisenstean,J.D.,New york 1913.

•“D fl”K ~ ~ ~ flflfl~~ i~:~ 3•l”~ llflll~

79Respondent of Reischer not identified further

SOShebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #188.

...pp’ni inb nn ~iu &‘y Dxnab ~‘~i ~‘n~~pn ~ P ‘~‘~ ~

ati~tn ~E~&? T’K,
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- 814oommunity of Worms. Benjamin Kabri of Trier turned to

neischer with great respect and admiration and was willing to

be guided by his wisdom and knowledge.82

It is not only because of the great recognition Reischer

received while serving in Worms that we learn of his importance

and stature, but it is above all because of Reischer’s scholarly

replies that we are impressed with the importance of this man

to Jewish life at this particular time. So great were the de

mands made upon him that he had to admit that he was very tired

and overcome by the burden of the Rabbinate.8~

D. Reischer in Netz

Rabbi Jacob Reischer left the community of Worms and

accepted a call to Metz in the year 1717. He left Worms be

cause of his enemies81~ and perhaps because Metz was a larger

and more important city at this particular tiwe.8~ There were

about four hundred and eighty Jewish families in Hetz and it

continued to grow slowly. The community had always had famous

Rabbinic leadership, although not without some jealousies and

8lnespondent, not otherwise identified.

82She~t Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #115

2p~ n11nD t~fl Cjfl ~ W ~‘i~iin t’ilKn ilK ~?1~CD~ ‘ilibK T~
~ ~ intl l~ ~‘K in ]tl ‘~‘ nil’ Kl~l K~n-iI1 ~‘fl ~ ~

- nfl It

____ Teshubab #85, #l0L~.

~ )1~L) T~2Ki SIl’fl’? i2’Ifl ‘~Th~ ~ ‘~ ‘~‘37 ~‘~‘j~ ‘i~’Kl ‘~Kl~ 9K1
..,Kifl ln’ri’~

Ut4lntrod Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

8~ •DZfl ‘ktZlV ‘l fl1~ i’DK-“Jacob’s introd. to ~~un~
H.Graetz, History of the Jews (German Edition: 1897), Vol. 10,
Dritte Auflage, p.27.
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‘difficulties in communal life both from professionals as well

— as the laity

Rabbi Rejschàr was the successor of the famous Gabriel

Eskeles and Abraham brodie86 and was, in turn, succeeded by

the well—known Rabbi Jacob Joshua Hirsch, author of the P’nei

Yehoshuah. In addition to the Rabbinic prestige connected

with the Netz position, Reischer tells us that he was attracted

to Metz by the fact that there were many students who were

willing to enroll in his Yeshiva.88 The number and caliber of

Torah students was always a very important factor with Jacob

Reis cher.

Jacob Reischer started out in Netz with a difficult

communal situation, for he had to make peace betv~een two factions.

86G.Eskeles-—died Nlkolsburg, 1718, Dayyan or Cracow,
Rabbi of Olkusz, Prague, Metz, and Nikolsburg.
A.brodie——djed Frankfurt, 1717, Rabbi at Liohtenstadt,
Rausnitz, Prague, Metz, and Frankfurt 0/N.

8~Joshua Hirsch, P’nei Yehoshua (tiovellae on the Talmud
in four parts, published at Frankfurt o/M, 1752; Fuerth, 1766,
1780). Died Frankfurt, 1756, Rabbi of Tarli, Lisko, Lemberg,
Berlin, Metz, Worms, and Frankfurt o/11.

88Jacob’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

Would like to return as their Rabbi. It seems that Reischer
Was elected by both parties.

The community was divided because of loyalty to two previous

Rabbis, Eskeles and Brodie (broda), none of whom were re—

e1ected.8~ Reischer, who was chosen instead, had to appease

“p•I:iZ ~ L.D’1~’1Oi t’b~tT ~!K~’t l’fl fuJi Ip&2
8 Lowenthal, op. cit., p. 267.

Rabbi Gabriel Eskeles got one year’s leave to attend a wedding,
but he stayed away for three years. Meanwhile, another group
elected Rabbi Brodie, although now Eskeles indicated that he
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¶yoth parties, arid it appeared that he was successful, probably

because of his outstanding reputation as a Talmudic scholar

and legal authority.

That Reischerts task was not easy, and that his author

ity was not always accepted without opposition, can be estab—

lished from government records of our period in the city of

Metz.9° A certain Simon Trenel undermined Reisoher’s authority

and when the Rabbi levied sanctions against him, he refused to

comply. Thereupon, the Jewish Community Council of Metz called

the man to the stand and levied a great fine of money against

him. It is told that his wife sought favor with the district

governor and obtained some concessions, limiting the fine. The

entire episode, however, must have been very unpleasant, danger

ous, and harmful to all concerned. When, therefore, Reischer

complained of an increase of animosity and enemies in the city

of Metz, so that he was in imminent danger of imprisonment, we

have here circumstances which help to explain some of the dif

ficulties.

Reischerts tasks and responsibilities within the com

munity organization in Netz are reflected in his Responsa.

Thus he had to deal with the re—organization of the court. It

was customary in Metz not to have a permanent Law Court, Bet

~is. Instead, the two parties would elect their advocate and

the Rabbi of the city would act as the third judge. Reischer

was asked about the establishment of a Bet Din on a new basis,

namely a permanent Bet Din with the Rabbi. Reischer believed

90A.Cahan, op. cit., pp. 52-51{.
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‘~±iat the old arrangement had its merit, since in the new system

— the leaders might appoint their o~n friends, thus, making an

impartial judgment quite difficult 91

As will be pointed out la.ter,92 in detail, Reisoher was

usually lenient with hiy replies to ritual inquiries. he

tried to avoid making Jewish practices burdensome. Confronted

with a question of dietary laws, he permitted the food because

of the great loss which would ensue and because it was a ban

quet celebrating an event in Jewish life—-S’udat Mitzvah

On the first day of Sukkoth it was considered very im

portant to make ICiddush in the Sukkah no matter how bad the

weather was. Many people used to h’old up the meal for many

hours, waiting for the rain to stop so that Kiddush could be

made. Reisoher, while in Metz, was asked regarding such pro

cedure in the year 1723, when rain spoiled the first day of

the festival Reisoher was very outspoken on the subject,

declaring that those people go beyond the limits of the Rabbis,

that there was no need to wait any such length of time, and

that he saw no reason for such burdens or “wisdom” to go beyond

the Rabbinic authorities on the subject.~~

91Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #lLi,3.
P1 D’~’flp D’Z”T ~‘wU1’P KtflY 111’flThTp D’3~1 ~I lZfl3 I’”b pUp flt

~ ~,flfl2 ‘I’3?fl ‘~W fl7’~ ~“Y fl’fl’I ~ Klfl T”1fl’I •~Vl2 Lit E”Y D’fl

1fl~b ~flflv ft ~flZ~ fl1Zw~ I’KW ~ ~ T~” •‘b~7 I’EIW ‘~ ~1fl DY Y1fl~
pin niiv &‘~ ibl’D ~‘p’ii,

925ee pages 69—70 of this thesis.

93Shebut Ya’akob, Vol II, Teshubah #109

~ IIpfl ~Il)~ ~fl~l fflb 3i’T1YO~ ~ iO~fl D1p~

9~ibid., Vol. III, Teshubah #t~5.
D’alnfl b’pDlzl D’b~flt ~lSfl’ D~fli,flt2 p ‘‘~~ i’~ ‘~‘fl’ ‘~

,LTD ,Jfl, ~ flft~ 31Y’~~ ••j~.~ ~‘~t..D’Z1~flK1
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~ WSile in the city of Metz, Reischer~ was involved in a

great legal controversy. He reports that in the month of

‘95Nissan in the year 1723, he was asked in Netz by the commun

ity leaders whether it was permitted to burn fragments of holy

books (Shemot), since no safe place for hiding them~cou1d be

found, and since the Gentiles used to desecrate them when

buried in the local cemetery. Reisoher answered that it was

permitted in this case, and brought his proof from the Biblical

story of King Saul, who committed a sin (suicide) in order not

to fall into the hands of the heathen. Thus, In order to pre

vent the desecration of the holy fragments, one may burn them,

an act which is normally against the law.~6

However, since this was a new inquiry and the reply

would have far reaching consequences, Reischer sent his reply

to Ezekiel Katzenellenbogen of Hamburg for support. Katzen

ellenbogen did not agree and very politely suggested that it

was better to bury these fragments, even if not on the cemetery

proper. Reischer also very politely suggested that since this

burning was already an established custom in Metz, he saw no

reason why he should interfere and make it more difficult for

951t is interesting to note that Reischer had been asked
a similar question in Prague, a fact he mentions in his reply.
Reischer does not permit burning of Sifrei Torah, only books.

~6Ibid., Teshubah #10.

~ a,~na 311~?np3 iT nirfl ~ ltiiKv n~ ‘n’n~~ ,~..

~17~ ~ ~ ~~ ~Yb) J~ i~’KZ D’i~t ‘i’?~ flIWi fl3W
.~flV1? fl’3Ifl ~ ‘•lfl iac~’ fly i3’?ZR 1! ~Iltfl IWXZ

~tnt~ i”n~ r~zrñ r’tc ~ n’mtv ia’x~ it~

Same Responsa is found in Keneset Yecheskel, Altona, 1732 by
Ezekiel 3. Abratham Katzenellenbogen, d. l7)~9, Altona, Rabbi
of Keidani and Altona. Teshubth #37.
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tie community Reisoher based his decision upon the fact that

- burying just anywhere is as much a destruction as burning,

since the rain, wind, and snow would completely destroy these

holy documents.

From this correspondence, we not only see the greatness

of Reisohex’, but also how he tried to make it easier for the

community, and that he was sensitive to the problems ar!d con

ditions of his time It seems that very little space was

alloted to Jewish cemeteries at that time in order to keep the

Jewish population at a minimum. Therefore, since there was

hardly sufficient room for the burial of humans, no place could

be found for the burial of Shemot.

In the beginning, Reischer was very happy with his

position in Metz, publishing there his second volume of the

Shebut Ya’akob in thanksgiving to God.97 However, as time went

on, his difficulties increased even in that community The

enemies, on whose account he had left the former community of

Worms, became more fierce, so that at one time in 1728 their

accusations almost caused him to be sent to prison. Only

Providence, Reischer claims, saved him from this terrible

fate.96

Another reason for his unhappiness in Metz was physi

cal illness For two years, 1718—1720, Reisoher was almost

97fleischer’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

~3V1tK t~ ‘pt2fl ~j’Y’ llflV ‘ISOD ‘ZV p’,n b’Ftfl’? ‘1~R~ ‘lfllli P’P fl1~D~1
~‘~‘~‘ n’~E ~

‘ Ibid , Vol III

O1~n~ n~”n ,pvn ‘a’~’n~ri’p ~an ‘tc~w t’i,~ x~’pxi ~‘n’ri ‘~‘~ ~tpt’
•1’KIl ~‘~‘ SIX fl~D ~VlC fl~fl ~1t..K’?t3fl fl’~ 1”fl ‘ZYIR
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and again in 1729 he complained about much illness and

100
— prolonged ailments

In addition to the usual burden of the Rabbinate,

Reischer was involved in some difficult, unusual and sometimes

unpleasant cases. There was, for example, a case of a doubtful

marriage contract, greatly complicated by the participation of

dishonest individuals, both laymen as well as Rabbis.

In the town of Ingweiler (Elsasc), we are told, a

eantor by the name of Hershel boarded in the home of Rafael.

The Cantor claimed that he had betrothed Rafa’el’s daughter by

giving her a silver coin before two witnesses She claimed

that she never received a coin and that the witnesses were ly

ing. However, the parents had promised her to another man who

was a Kohen, of priestly descent and prohibited from marrying a

divorcee. Tnerefore, if a divorce from Hershel was required,

she could not marry the Kohen afterwards. It appears that the

parents bribed some Rabbi to free their daughter without a

Get-—bill of divorcement. Reischer’s opinion was that a Get

was necessary In his Responsum, Reischer complained about all

the irregularities in the case by the parents and the unworthy

Rabbis involved. He concluded that he would not change his

99Rejscherts introd. to Ivyun Ya’alcob

100 .D’~’V ~ ~
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #119.

“? n~’r ~ tl’t’ flI’K ‘VT ri~ ~ t?t,D ~j1~q~ ~ I~ ~ 9~ ~

,,~,£~~Ibid.

..t~nvi~’~ D11flZ~’ ‘ifl 1~’~ D’~n ti’~~1 ‘~‘y n: ~wnt n~icn ~‘ø~n p,
..xr’n rinw ~ ‘“y ~ Kr”x1 rEw ‘“y t2u1~ n~,inrñ’ 131n ~TZ K’flzfl~’

~ O1t~ 11I”tt UYI’~flK T’K ‘3 ‘311b~ ‘3l~ tflZK
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6piniorl even if the girl insisted that she would never marry

anyone but the Kohen or remain single Reisoher remarked,

“Let her be that, I heard that she was a loose woman anyways,

we cannot change the law for her.” Reischer finally disen

tangle8 himself from this unpleasant situation by stating that

actually he did not need to accept cases outside the official

jurisdiction of his own community of Metz

Finally, another incident may indicate that Re~scher

had a difficult time with his congregants in Metz. Me tells

us that in the month of Adar 1731, he received notice of his

father’s death. Immediately, the leaders of the community

argued regarding his observance of mourning. They believed

that since it was Purim Koton he ought not to mourn for his

father Reischer, in his Responsa, felt that some moui~ning

was permitted on Purim Koton, and he acted according to his

own opinion. lOd

In spite of all these difficulties——illness, enemies,

and the burden of the Rabbinate——Reischer could boast of a

first-class Talmudical College with many famous students and

disciples who became leaders in various communities 103

1021b1d , Teshubah #100.
It seems that more than disagreement on a point of law was in
volved it was a time of a Rabbi’s personal loss and he should
have been permitted to use his own discretion. Again Reischer’s
phrase ~a’a1e Terejsin seems to indicate some sarcasm or dis
satisfaction

~‘Th’?’t fl’fli ..1w’l 90i” “flit ~1fl K’K JibV.. 9~x31 ~ tnt ‘~ ai’~

10’ ~ tnt “‘‘n i’~’P KZifl~’ ~ ‘~ T’~’’3’ ~‘7~’1 ~ä~Two of the Important disciples were Gershon Koblenz
and Judan Miller who are discussed later in the thesis, PP. 128—133
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Furthermore, Jacob Reisoher continued his literary activity in

MetZ He not only completed Volumes II ~nd III of his Shebut

Ya’akob, but also concluded his lengthy aggadic commentary,

1yyunYa’akob 1014 Reischer completed the latter in the year

1720,105 while the last correspondence in his Shebut Ya’akob

106
Responsa is from 1731.

Two years later Reischer passed on and was buried in

the city of Netz according to the testimony of his great—grand

son, Zalman Reischer, who published the final volume of

Reischer’s Responsa posthumously 107 The date of Reischer’s

death is further established by a note in the records of the

Burial Society of Metzj°8 The listing reads as follows:

p”~ ti’s blt3~ lKlsb ~fltK ~p~’ fl’1fllD }IKIN l3~flfl i1t~7 fl’?tI
°IXI1 ~t’ ~lt ‘iC bl’~ 131~1fl&? 1fl~Zl flfl~ ~

In the next chapter an endeavor will be made to explain

the scope of Reischer’s literary activity, the reasons for

working on the particular subjects which he selected, and

commentary on the En Ya’akob of Jacob Ibn Habib,
died Salonica, 1516
First volumes published in 1516 at Salonica

lOSRihI introd to lyvun Ya’akob.

.. ..~}‘7’ 71’Y ilK ‘wrna “ICEJ1—”E31 1iari~,

lO6shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #100
The date Adar, 1731 is mentioned.

107lntrod by Zalman Reischer to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol
~ ~‘“Zt fl’ThflZ 1”lfllt ‘lfl ~1fl 7~ ~~“‘ Ta’’ 1”lfl) 7’xpfl nttpn

‘°6A.Cahan, op cit., p. 514. Jacob Reischer died on Sunday1

‘!“2K ~ ~ ~ ‘13’~? ~ ‘In)’; •l~D)l lamb 3l’lRflfl K~lflV

Shebat 15,1733.

•71ZZ lJlfllZb DVI1 fl’;~b ‘;‘V fl~’v7”; fl~3~Z flbv1 ‘W’l nfl’ ~‘b~



‘°9flabbi Zevi Hirsch ben 11. Ezriel--auttzor of Ateret
~&bi (a commentaiy on Shuihan Aruk, fioshen Nishpot, Jesnitz,
1722).
Johanan of Mezeritz, Poland--author of Orah Mishor, a commen
tary on Isserles’ ~ Darke Moshe; also author of books
by same name on tractate Nazir. See ft.nt.
Joseph Moses ben David of breslau (Not Premislov)-—son-in_law
of Rabbi Abraham Brocla, author of ±10k Yoseph (a commentary on
~alhan Aruk, laws of Passover, Amsterdam: 1730).
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above all the fierce controversy surrounding his books, the

issues involved and which side was in the right must be deter

mined. Did Jacob Reischer really ignore Acharonim (later

authorities) and treat them lightly as accused? Did his

antagonists insult Reisoher so that he was justified in mak

ing those fierce personal attacks upon them?

In order to find answers to these problems, all of

Reisoher’s books and remarks must be carefubily examined.

In addition, coni~mporary colleagues as well as the volumes

written by the three Rabbis who opposed Reisoher, namely

Zevi Katz, Johanan of Mezeritz, and Joseph Moses of Breslau

must be consulted.109
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ad~ complained of having had too little time.111 In addition,

the burden of the rabbinate,112 and his troubles due to ill

ness113 and jealous enemies~-~~ caused the curtailment of some

of his literary efforts, lie implied that if he had had more

peace ot mind, his productivity would have been much greater.

Mention must also be made again in this connection of the
I

great tire which destroyed Reischer’s library and much of his

correspondence as well as comments on various tractates of the

Talmud 115

Lastly, there occurred the death of his only son,

Simon, in the year ~ which affected Reischer and his

works temporarily. There was, however, a strange contradiction

in Reischer’s behavior with regard to adversity and his literary

work. On the one hand, he was unable to continue his efforts

at the moment of deep sorrow and affliction, on the other hand,

as he recovered, he felt so grateful to the Almighty, that he

~-3-~-Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #70

...,‘ZI’~ ~fl’Th ‘E~ ~‘fl ‘K~fl b~K

____ Teshuoah #159.

~?Y ~‘~t1bti Ifl”Vfl JifliD ~

~3Reischer’s introd, to lyvun Ia’akob as well as
~ebut Ya’akob, Vol I, Teshubah #119.

~tfl

1il~ReischerIs introd to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

. fllCWl fl~C3P~ DZfl ‘KZ1~ ‘fl 1~Z~ ~X2as well as introd. to Shebut YaTakob, Vol. III.

‘KZW ~‘??1E3D 1CE’pi, D’fl’T5 “?Y’ It~ ~‘2l~

~5Reischer’s introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, as well
as Teshubah #1L1. in same volume

...“DDfl ~ ‘Vlflfl 17Z V71C YIFI&? l’fl ~°~‘ “~J’ ~
116fleischer’s introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol II.

....~ flb~o’ D~lT P ‘fl’Kb np~’3 ~1K~ 9’Ol’ 1191 9’b)’ 113~7~
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out, more determined than ever before, to complete his

teaks 117

1. The Minhat Ya’akob

Let us treat Jacob Reischer’s books chronologically,

beginning with the Minhat Ya’akob, which was his first volume

according to the testimony of his father, Joseph 118 Tne

book was published for the first time in Prague, in the year

1689.119 The Ninhat Ya’akob is a commentary to the Torat

Hatat of Moses Isserles of Cracow12° who fashioned his work

according to the system of the Shaarei Dura12’ and his order

of 96 Elalim or se’ifim (paragraphs). Isserles, however,

brings a lengthy discussion of all main legal authorities,

Bishonim and Acharonim, and finally adds his own opinion,

particularly for special circumstances, as in cases of need

or urgenoyj22

117Reischer’s introd. to IyyunYa’akob.

~ D”PV&? ‘l’fl PD’? ‘3V11ZK ~ fl’J~K ‘~“fl ‘fl1~KReischerts introd to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I

~‘~‘ o~ 1”?l’?’fl W11j’ ‘~i~ 1’lE ~‘1fl’2 ‘?~ fl’D)fl ~‘1~’fl ‘Z
9A1? of Reischer’ s books were published by himself

except the last one Shebut Ya’akob, Vbl. III which was published
by his great—grandson

•.•inn b,t?V2)fl ,~s ~fl3’~ D’I’fl D1~K1

120Moses Isserles 1530—1572 of Cracow.

121Isaac A. Reuben of Dura, author of Shaarei Dura,
Cracow, l53I~. Others called him Isaac ben Meir and not ben
Reuben He was student of Isserlein, author or Trumat Hadeshen

is believed that the Torat Matat was written by
Iss erles before he began his famous commentary on the Shulhan
~ the Mappah, and that it served as a basis for the Mappah.
See Tchernovitz, Toldot Haposkim, Vol. III, New York, l9L~7,
p.6L~, note 6

S
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In his introduction to the Ninhat Ya’akob, Reisoher

praised Noses Isserles, but voiced his apprehension that the

Torat Hatat might be neglected in favor of the Shulban Aruk

because of the famous commentaries upon it by the TaZ and ShalL

Reischer then explained that he was writing a new commentary on

the book in order to restore it to its former popuiarityJ2~

It seems that the main objective of the Minhat Ya’akob

was to indicate the opinion of the more popular TaZ and Shalt

with regard to the questions raised in the Torat 1-latat, so that

it could compete successfully with the commentaries on the more

popular Shuihan Aruk of Caro. This desire on the part of

3eischer indicates not only the great respect which he had for

Isserles, but it also reveals the deep impression which the

Shulhan Aruk had made, even at that early time, on European

Jewry. Another reason for Reisoher’s respect for the Torat

fiatat was the fact that it contained a fuller discussion of

each law based on Talmud and Rishonim which Caro’ s Shulhan Aruk

omitted. Reischer was against all brief summaries of law and

upheld the fuller treatment of Isserles.2-211

Reisoher gives the impression as if he felt that Isserles’

1~at Hatat was a more valuable book than Caro’s Shulban Arukj25

123Rejscher’s introd. to Minflat Ya’akob.
lfl”? ~ T’~’’ ~ J1TII1 1~O~ ~ ~ ~t”~V~flD1’ ~
.dltttin will, ~ %fl ‘112,311 ~I’E rnvi”...’ri’i, ii’in ‘a’s flhilfl fl’K ~

l2SIbid ,flK ‘?~ ¶13311 ..~‘ri’1flri D’rlfltl ‘~‘V11 ‘l,’zflv “1nl~
fl~1b ‘I”lfllt . . ~Q~t’ ~fl~1fllC1 zn’i,nl ‘1’~O’K1 1111’lZfll ‘~‘T 1X9’ I31K’l

PIn 3~’fl•.J~KDn rrrui 1E02..1’&? n’n ,wi~ ~b 1’3’~~3 3l1~?fl t’~i ~“xt
...nn’t~tz nm ~t:
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Although he admits that the Shuihan Aruk was greatly improved

ty later commentaries, especially by the TaZ and ShsK,126 its

value, according to Relsoher, was not increased to such an

extent that the rat }fatat could be permitted to be forgotten

entirely 127 Furthermore, if a brief and concise code of law

like the Shuihan Aruk, which omitted sources entirely, could be

so greatly improved by elaborate commentaries, how much more
a’

successfully could the already well—documented Torat Hatat of

Isserles’ be brought up to date by additional comments.

Reisoher felt, that in spite of his youth, he should undertake

this work.128 In addition to his great erudition, despite his

young age, he broucht to this task the zeal of opposing all

collections of law without documentation and the profound desire

to strengthen the hands of those authors who carefully ret erred

to Rishonim and Talmudic sources 129 Added to the Mitmat Ya’akob

is a section referred to as both Torat Hashlamim and Shalme

Ya’akob The work includes a commentary on Bilhot Niddah of

1261 d
____ 4 C~•jyj ~ b’~Jfl~fl D’l D’Ifl’fl 1ø~~7iZ flhiyD ‘~ •jK

~Y Z”t?l 7”t3fl 31’HflOK “?fl ‘~1~I ‘~‘WK ‘Hi 3~lE~) t’3’T ~V7fl~fl

•Y1D~ ~Wfl
1271bid.

D’Z’Tfl PD 7’fl’? flZ1~K1~ UTbThfl fl~1~fl t)~fl, fl7
fl~b~ 7’fl31 ‘iKil ~ ~3? t’ML~t1 ~‘Th;D ~

126

P,’ i~ ‘D.•flbZfl:1 1K K’?l o’nn ~ nrit lY~ flY~1fl ‘~3X ‘~ D~fl
thi ~ ,I~t, ~ ~flK1 1~K ‘.fllbK ft ~ ~?Y’ ~‘Tfl ‘~b 71 ‘?Zl

. ..‘3Y 3i7L3b ‘flK:1fl D’~jW ~ ‘~3lfl.~

129Jacob Reischer does not enter nor even mention the
disagreements and difficulties between Isserles and the Naharshal
as well as between Isserles and Hayim ben bezalel in his introd.
or comments to the Torat Hatat.
See also page 1)41 of this thesis.

p
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44
t≤e Shulban Aruk, Yore Deah, sections 183—197; a cornnaeatamy ~

and original additions to the Kuntres flasfeikot of the Shalt.

Finally, at the end of the Ninhat Ya’akob we find lb Responsa ‘,

~f Jacob Heischer, with many difficult and intricate questions,

some from well-known Rabbis and far-away dommunities. It

appears that even at this early age, Jacob Reisoher’s fame as

a Halakist had been established. He certainly proves his

great skill in Responsa work by his later work the Snebut

Ya’akob in three volumes

Although the Torat liashlamim was published together with

the Minhat Ia’ akob in Prague, 1669, yet it should be considered

as a separate volume, especially, since Reisoher referred to it

as suchj3° In his introduction to this book, Reischer ex

plains his reasons for adding it to the Minnat Ya’akob in the

following words~ “Since we find in similar books of prohibited

foods the subject of bJiddah (family purity), combined with the

dietary law, I shall do the same.”13’ he then gives the Torat

Habayit of the Rashba~-32 and the Shaare Dura of Isaac Dura133

as examples 134

1-30Hok Ya’akob, paragraph 433,note 20, paragrapn 440,
note 13.

131flejscher’s introd. to his Torat Hashlamim (Prague,1689).

2 ...flJ~ WID p”~2;’3 tj1O~’? Dt1~ tl”fl ‘1~b ‘?~flV13 Rabbi Solomon ben Aderet, 1236—1310——author of Torat
fiabayit Haaruk (venice,1607) and Torat Habayit 1-lakazir (Cremona,

~-33See ft nt 121
~ ~ ‘)t’fl ~~lDV2 nfl ‘~ri V’~t7-ifl’;’ n’~r, 3VI~3~ InK rn~ ~VDW

•3flI~DK Z1’I~’~Kt”

l34Riht introd to Torat Hashlamim
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Heisoher also explained rzis reasons Lor adding a commen

tary on Sefiekot, doubtful mixtures and circumstances, namely,

because of the Torat .tlatat, upon which he wrote his notes and

commentary, dealt with this subject in almost every instance

However, since the Shalt had already made a fine collection of

these rules, he would be satisfied to add only a few more cases

and just comment on the rest.1~

The laws of Sefeikot which the ShaK had gathered were

printed with the Shulhara Aruk, Yore Dean, section 110. There,

thirty—six cases are listed to which Jacob Reischer added six

teen others, which he gleaned trom Rishonim and Acharonim. In

addition, all fifty—two rules were analyzed, commented upon

and examples for each were cited from various Talmudic tractates.

Reischer called his book Torat Hashlamim, since it makes the

16Torat hatat of Isserles complete. 3 In addition to the com

bined endorsements (naskamot) to the Minhat Ya’alcob)-31 there

is also a poem by his father Joseph and a letter (or additional

haskaman) from his father-in-law Wolf Spira._ Joseph commented

on the fact that although his son was quite young, he was wiser

than some older and more experienced sages Joseph also

pointed out that his son was very studious, that he studied

-z

‘36Ibid.

137The combined endorsement is signed by Wolf Spira,
Samuel hilman and Nenanem Mendel, son of Solomon Bachrah
Ashkenazi. There is also a lengthy endorsement by Gershon
Ashkenazi, author of the well-known Abodat hagershuni.

13SIbid.
D”a 1~TT~ ‘fl’ThK..Jllp’EO ‘a’~ ~D ~Wfl ~fl 90K 1fl~1

~ ~ ~IVK O’HhlV ~1p’?’? ‘3~Kt’ tD3~.flT ~ ‘l’2V fl1p’~0 ~;
r,fl~7, ‘irr~ nm



139

46

~iav, and night, that he investigated all commentaries and came

up with the best God was also kind to him, vindicating him

over his enemies, preventing him from disgrace and assisting

him in his rise to halachik recognition.

Wolf Spira in his special recommendation expressed

similar sentiments, also mentioning Jacobts early start on the

road to distinguished Talmudic scholarship, but adding the

fact that ne, Wolf, was happy to have had some portion in his

success Wolf Spira assured him continued support in all his

endeavors 139

A super-commentary and additional notes on both sections

of the Ninflat Ya’akob were later composed by Reisoher and added

to the first edition of the liok Yatakob. These notes were

called Solet Le’minha, also Olat Le’minta Belulah Bashemen.

Finally Reischer’s so~ Simon commented on this material and
/

tried to vindicate his father in face of opposition to the

Minhat Ya’akob. Simon’s notes, which are included with his

fathers, were printed together for the first time at the end

of the ifok Ya’akob, edition Dessau, 1696 1)40

~s an example of the accomplishments of Reischer in his1

~j4~hat Ya’akob, the following digest of one of his comments

will oe given. Minnat Ya’akob——Section (K’lal) #5

138 i’r’nlb ~11’ D’ZTh fllfl flt~fl~ l~Zt1 D’fl7~ ~‘YX fl’
Z’pb1~fl b’ ~z2~’I 1,, ~~ ‘~n ~ fl~ ~;bD~

~~fl1 ..ip~’ rn’ ~C’7 fl?~2 ~ o’pnto IDri fl~fl1 O’pb~b~ ‘?~‘X1 VI’
.,•.1”fl D’~’

nfl t’t~i ]T7 •iitW~ D’~ ~ ...rn v’ P’ X’2b ‘ryn ir~r
.1Th7~ ~1t~ b’~DO ~‘D’Ifl~’ 1t~ ~ ‘~T’1 ‘IZDKfl ‘YI’I? 9R ..i~’2i~

l)1Ose p 6k in this thesis.
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‘one may permit the meat by means 0± a second washing
and salting. Therefore, when Caro and Isserles rely
in special cases on those who permit the meat, they
must require a second washing and salting of the
meat. Tnis is also the opinion of the ShaK. Bn~t
the Maharshal]-51 and the Olat Shabbatl52 prohi~6it
such meat even if tnere is a great loss, and the 13th
also agrees with this. Trw ShaK, however, writes
that tneir words are not the accepted opinion and
not law.

2)Tnose who prohibit nold that the meat cannot be
eaten in any form and this can be deducted from the
words of the Rosn and Tur. In the Responsa of Joseph
tiaievylS3 however, is written that from the words of
the Rosh and Tur it seems that those who prohibit the
meat would restrict it to cooking but not roasting
over fire and such an opinion is quite logical, be
cause meat for roasting does not require washing off,
even if blood is found on it. However, if one stud
ies the comments of Rosh and Tur carefully (Reischer)
one will find that those who prohibit the meat will
also not permit its roasting. As to the logic to
permit it, I just cannot understand this reasoning
of Joseph halevy, for tne prohibition is based on the
fact that the meat was salted without washing and not
because it was merely not washed. This blood, enter
ing the meat with the salt cannot be removed even by
roas tin~.

3)Only if the meat was already cooked should one
apply the Thnient opinion (b’diabad),1514 but not be
fore it was cooked, since in that case the meat can
still be washed and salted a second time, however,
the SnaK holds, that tne words or Isserles seem to
indicate that even if the meat had not been cooked,
the leniency of B’diabad could be applied, and no
second washing and salting would be required. I
cannot deduct this from the text (Reischer) and it
also seems illogical; it requires, therefore, further
consideration and study.

lSlsolomon Luria, 1510—1573.

lS2samuei ben Joseph of Cracow,

~-53Joseph ben hayim ha-Levi, author of Mateh Joseph,
Constant,, l’(l(—1726.

lSLl.A technical term meaãing ?t~ter it has been done” and
since one must deal with these circumstances as they are now,
leniency is usually suggested.
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2. bk Ya’akob

The third book of Reisoher’s was the hok Ya’akob, a

commentary on the Shuihan Aruk, Orah Hayim, sections 429 to

489 dealing with the laws of Passover. This book was first

printed in Dessau in the year 1696, other editions appeared in

1724, at Jessnitz and in 1757 at Berlin. There can be no

doubt that this commentary made a great impression on all

students of fialakah at that particular time, because of its

I’thoroughness, its profound acquaintance with the sources, and

its authoritative conclusions. Reischer always returned to

the Talmudic sources,lSS quoting various readings in case of

doubt,156 and writing in clear and concise language with care

ful and correct quotationsjS7

However, publication of the book met with a very mixed

reception. lleischer made himself enemies, as well as friends,

but in the end he was vindicated, for his commentary became a

constant companion to the famous Jewish code of law, the

Shulhan ArukJS6 here are some of the facts which surrounded

the creation of the Hok Yatakob.

Jacob Reischer contemplated a commentary on the entire

volume of the Orah hayim of the Shulhan Aruk. Me worked on

l5Shok Ya’akob, paragraph 472, section 1.
.1 9~T 7’~1fl D”V~ i~’aio ~‘fl~fl’7 ‘3fl~flfl D’fl!fl ~ t’~ 1t~’ ‘.i~
gebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #13.
fl~tra K31’X~ lCfl.b fl~j1~ ~1’fl lC’~fl’2b 7ZbK fl b°t fl’Kl X’~< fl? t~TD 9K

“~7D ~7J~PvHk Ya’akob, paragraph 472, section 1.

~D1~ t~01j,~1 KD1~fl flfl ~

15~iyyun Ya’akob, Berachot page 55.

158 .~ 9~T 1K~X~? o~fl ii’nn~ innnLaws of Passover, sections 429—494.



50

it, bat before it was ready for publication another commentary

appeared, similar to the one which he himself was about to pub

lish. It was the now famous commentary Magen Abraham, 159 which

was published together with the already popular TaZ i6o Reischer

realized that he was in a dilemma. he then concentrated all his

efforts on the laws of Passover and his labours were rewarded

He still faced much opposition even to this limited treaties

for the following reasons:

Firstly, a number of commentaries on the Crab nayim had

been in the process of preparation at the same time, some had

been printed, others remained unpublished. The i~achlat Zebi

and Ateret Zebi on Orah bayim, by H Zebi Katz,l6l appeared in

l61~6. The Eliyanu Rabba and Zutta by Eliyahu spira)62 brother

in—law of Reisoher came next, followed by the Olat Tamid and

Olat Shabbat by Samuel ben Joseph of Craoow in 1681. There

after, the son of the Jiagen Abraham published his father’s work

together with the TaZ and with the permission of the Vaad Arba

Arazot (Council of the Four Lands), in 1692. The unprinted

commentaries of Reischer’s contemporaries included a book called

B’er Mayim flayim by the author of the Havot Yair,1 ~ and

lS9Author Abraham 0-umbiner of Kalish, d. 1683

l60David Halevi, 1586-1667.

l6lae was a student of the bach, Joel Sirkes, and must
not be confused with Reisoher’s enemy Zebi Hirsch ben Ezriel.

l62see chapter on Spira family in this thesis

16~Rabbi lair—Hayim Bacharach, author of havot lair
and Hut hashanee, 1628-1702, d ?Iorms, Rabbi of Mainz, Frank
furt, and Worms
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1Colyehuda by Judah Judei.1614

Secondly, each author above mentioned followed his

teachers somewhat blindly, opposing anyone who tried to minimize

their importance. In addition, Reischer made it a habit to

oppose new books, especially those which were of a summary type

and which appeared during his lifetime. He was very outspoken

on this subject as can be clearly observed from the following

remarks:

However, just recently a book, called B’er Heiteb,
was printed, a commentary on the Shulhan Aruk. As a
rule, if you see in these brief commentaries any de
cision against the Shulhan Aruk, do not rely on them
because they are not reliable.lbS

At another occasion, Reischer points out:

and recently a book Kizzur Sheloh was
printed, in which the author writes that one must
not go to the river (for the ritual of Tashlich on
Rosh Hashono) on the Sabbath. This is without rea
son and proof; a pure invention. But certain ill—
informed Jews, when they see such statements printed
in a new book, even if one should not rely on it,
they will accept it as Law. However, they-are not
doing the right thing.~-°6

Although Heischer was not a boastful man, he made con

stant references to his own works in preference to other con—

4 temporaries.~-67 It appears that he honestly believed his own

l6)4see K’lilat Yofee, Hayim Nathan Dembitze.r, Cracow,
1888, p. 68. The money set aside for the printing of this book
was used to print the Divrei David of the TaZ.

l6Sshebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #4.

~‘~l~’?fl ‘lEon flKlZI 0K InIfi ‘?~ ‘inn•~~~’n ,~cn ‘~n ~‘½ n’irn, ~

•Dfl 1t~bO ~fl 1C17 ‘Z 0fl’~ ~1bOYI ~‘it ~‘Vfl i~ poE OW 1~K)
l66lbid., Teshubah #1t2.

~ jfltjfi ~ ~fl3fl ~ ~~ Itfi~ ~ o~ia nflj’tl

~ ‘IKI 3’~ ‘jK flfl lE~ b~T~ mi T’K11v2n rn; n,’i..’ñn n’rn
•“T~ l’E~ 1K~ fl~fl’? P I’OElfl I I?;

l67see Iyyun Ya’ akob, Berahot pages 10,21 and 23
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works to be more authoritative than those 01 others and he dis

missed many Acharonim as just another collection ot laws with

out flaying consulted the Talmudic sources carefully as

deemed necessary

Tne first edition of the 1-10k ~a’akob was printed in

Dessau in 1696 It has an introduction by Jacob Reisoher and

haskamot from Wolf Spira and Josepn Reischer No otner people

added endorsements to tne work Added as a second part of this

first edition, also printed in Dessau and at the same time, are

the Solet Leminha and Shemen Leminha, the former b~ Jacob

Reisoher, the latter by his son Simon. Tnese notes and cOmments

are actually additions to the Ninhat Ya’akob and Torat hashlamim,

which had appeared in 1689 and which had been attacked by other

scholars. Reischer and his son defended these early works and

printed these remarks at their earliest convenience, namely at

the publication of Reiscner’s next book, the 1-bk YS’akob in

1696 Tnere is no connection in content between these two parts

of the Dessau edition of the bk Ya’akob and Solet Leminj~a

There is also a separate introduction to the Solet Leminna oy

Jacob Reiscner, as well as an introductory remark called

lIitnatzlut_~vindication~by Ms son Simon

In his introduction to the 1-bk Ya’akob, Reischer remarked

about the great fire in Prague in l6b9 how all his books and

Lnotes were burned and how Wolf Spira assisted him and permitted

him to live in his beautiful home. Because Reischer was able

to study quietly in such a fine atmosphere, he was able to work

on his comments to the Shulhan Aruk, beginning with the Orah
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_____ section. However, when Reischth’ realized that Elijah

spira, the TaZ and the Magen Abraham were working on the same

endeavor, he decided to restrict his remarks to the Laws of

Passover. He emphasized the need for elaboration there, since

many of these laws were unclear, with one teacher permitting

the other prohibiting, thus causing waste of money to Israel.

Reischer also underlined the value or nis book by claiming that

it would include many original comments gleaned from deep study

of Talmud bavli, Yerushalmi, as well as Tosfotj66

Wolf Spira in his haskamah to the fiok Ya’akob indicated

his closeness to his son—in—law and praised him for his great

erudition, he also implied nis great industriousness by ex

plaining that Reischer worked on the Hok Ya’akob even before the

Minhat Ya’akob had been completed. Finally, Wolf Spira recom

mended the book because Reiscner was an authority on hilhot

Pesach and because his decisions were based on a careful study

of the sources, Talmud and Tosfot, “After having reviewed care

fully each Halakah,” Wolf Spira concluded, “I was convinced of

Reischer’s competence in this fieldi’169

His father Joseph called attention to the fact that his

son over~hadowed many contemporary scholars and that be was

166 n~ ~ ‘‘I~0.,flV71’Tpfl 1’~ an ,.~pv’a ~V)
‘nfl ~.1’ ~ ~“zi ‘imp ‘M’Ez,,nm’bvYn in,~ trn~’3i~l<. . ,‘rrnn ~tnt b’~fln
,“~fl ‘1~T lKi’? . •,D’?1t~ 21’~ ~I’ ‘~zri,,i”in 9tPlfl 1”lfllTh W’fl 11~fl

‘b’a fl”~ ‘11<2 31~~Db ‘&?Eä fltfl nVlt?V ‘31b’Tj’ 1fl~. J1<. ,t’TltY ~2’1l< VT0~
fl’1~t ~b ~ ‘im o’a’at ‘~t lOt’73 ‘1’~fl1fl. ,ltt7fl 1fl’~’K 11Ei02 21fl
~fl W1D1C ft pi f1Vi~ t1~fl ‘1111< b1~t2 12 K!bS K~’ ‘) 1D~2b1 UDDU 2Wfl2

‘IU2’Tfl ‘W1< D’~’1 ‘VflT’fl fl21fl ‘T’Th.,’KIV2’ T1~ fl~)L;’1
,31Th013,fl’1 ‘b’flh1~’fl1 0”tifl Z11~fl0 ~

169
‘1~0 ~“1fl ‘I~ D’~t fl~’1 ‘j’21 2p ppn, . ‘z’~ imn~ ‘ZJW 901’ 1i~

‘mon ,,floofl pu ut ~‘y flVl2flfl ‘fl ‘fl20~’1 ,D’~?Vf là 2p~’ flfl30

,1<b~D flOEf pu n’~iiiz ~7ri...’po~ ‘pø~ 1”i:’t~
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blessed with complete integrity. tsecause of his youth, we can

expect much more of him in the future. Let us only hope,” his

father concluded in his poem, “that those who are jealous of him

will not succeed in causing any difficulties, but l€t there ~e

peace to the lovers Torah.”1~

As one example or Reischer’s commentary in ills hok

La’ akob, the law or Searching for homez was selected, Shuihan

Aruk, section #I~32, subsection #2. Jacob Reischer’s comment

here is on the additional note made by Isserles which reads as

follows:

It is customary to place pieces of bread at a place
in the house where it can be found, so that the bless
ing over the search will not be in vain, however, if
one did not provide the bread it does not matter,
since in the minds of the people the blessing is in
any case restricted to the occasion when homez will be
found.

Reisoher in his note #lL~ commented on the controversy of placing

bread for this ritual of Searching for siomez, giving the opin

ions of many scnolars and finally his own, he mentioned that

the Rabad,la in his book Tamim Deim, Section 29, wrote tnat

it was a custom or the women. Tne TaZ also said that one

should not put down Homez anywhere in the house; and the

Mahari?”2 also restricted the custom considerably. However,

Reiscter insisted that it was a good custom, that the reason

110 KV~~ ~ ~n’ n’: ‘‘nn ‘.Z2 flbflt ~ni’~
‘Z T~~’ 7mo 1’?XK T”fl ‘fl..O 11t~ 9Zfl 1’~Eñ’ K~ ≥~

O’p’ix bY ~ t’~i n~ ~VK LJ’Tfl2 fl2C~p 1’~’~ fl~~’ ~2tO ,•nri i~

..~nim ‘in’nt’p ri bltfl,, ~ “x

1~’4labbi Abraham Ibn—Davjd halevi (1110—11130).

172Jacob Well, Responsa Hanav, 1610.
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was the fact that one would search more carefully in the entire

house, since there was Hornez lying about, and above all Reischer

concluded, one must not disregard a custom in Israel.173

Because of his critical attitude to contemporaries,

Reisoher’s new book, the fiok Ya’akob, was harshly criticized.:

There was first Rabbi Joseph ben David of breslau, who in his

book 1-10k Yoseph opposed Reischer in almost every decision,1(14

Because of this hostile attitude, Reischer was very angry, es

pecially since Joseph named his work in the same manner as

Reischer, Tne 1-10k Yosepn appeared Particularly violent when

Reiscner was accused of attacking or dismissing the opinions of

ban, PaZ, SInK, and Magen Abraham. Tne second opponent, Rabbi

Zebi Katz, seemed to disagree with Reisoner in his book Ateret

Zebi, for the same reasons. Finally, Rabbi Johanan of Mezeritz,

in his Orah Mishor consistently disagreed with Jacob Reischer,

Other characteristics of the hok Ya’akob can be noted

with some regularity, he did not use Mysticism (Cabbalan) as

basis for Jewish law as did other authorsj~’5 Rejscher opposed

Cabbal~ and was Particularly outspoken on this subject when he

discussed the laws of Counting tne omer,]-Th Reischer, many

~-73See Ilok Ya’akob, section #1432, note #114.

l74This book also deals with the laws of Passover just
as tfleiscnerls, published in 1730 probably tor the sole aim of
Oppos ing Reisoher,

1(SEliatu Rabba and Nagen Abraham,

‘~6Hok Ya’akob, para~rap~ 1j89 note
,•,1oi1 ~“y Ffl’~bfl 17b’)3 1~ ~K2 ~‘31p~ ~

Other comments: Iy~un Ya’akob, (l)Beoliarot 28, (2) becharot 33.
(1) fl~’aP ~ 7t D~’fl 1YZbl
(2) fl~Efl V7D ~ 1R~ ~i’ipm ~‘r~n~ K~21,~fly’7 ~1~’VTL
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times, would oppose tne Olat Tamid)~7 Magen Abranam and bet

Shemuel.~ He contended with most Acharonim who attacked the

snulnan Aruk,179 but was very polite and careful when Rishonim

were involved in the discussions.~5°

The controversy over Relacher’s oooks and nis many

enemies which may have resulted from this source of rriction,

demands a little more attention and clarification. Who were

the parties involved? What was the issue? What language and

metnods were used by them?

In evaluating the disagreements between Reischer and

the three Rabbis, the pnrases used and the accusations made must

~e carefully examined. It appears that Reischer was more

violent and less diplomatic both in language and attitude. On

tne other nand, the three Rabbis seemed to have selected Jacob

Reiscner for their special target of attack, even if their

language arid their mood was less outspoken and less hostile.

Again, as to the main criticism levelled against Reiscner,

namely, tnat ne would dismiss Aci~aronim (later authorities) and

treat them with much less respect than earlier authorities,

this seems to ~e substantiated from the texts, even if ne denied

it.

Samuel ben Joseph of Gracow (a commentary on the
flhulnan Aruk, Orah flayim, Amsterdam: l6til).

~ Pub b)31 nfl’ ~fl‘-‘‘-‘Samuel ben Un Shrago Feibish, Rabbi of Snidlov and
Thierth (commentary on SnulhanAruk, Eben ijoezer).

~t”~n riy’i ~ jThlDfll..”rT ~ ~ p~ •~ ~ “~b31 ~}‘Y’ P’~
ln ~ ~‘

‘Snebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Weshuba±a #19.
•‘p1p~ Ø’lflfl’l fl’fltlTh Dfl’lrT T’ln..n’ann2c b’ZC’~ ~‘~fl ‘31’lfl ~R

Ya’akob, tractate Sabbath, p 14.
flVT~D D’rlfl 1VKZ Yi’i~’fl1 ~

0
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however, it was not difficult to find reasons for

jjeischer’s apparent short temper and easily hurt feelings.

First, his antagonists were younger contemporaries; secondly,

he nad just lost nis only son, Simon, whose book tney included

in their attacks and wno had written his comments in defence of

his tEther. Tnirdly, Jacob Reiscner had suffered many losses

during this period, due to the terrible plague in Prague, the

a.fire which had destroyed his nome and library, and the many

enemies who had made his life difficult for him. Finally, it

appears that Reiscner had physical handicaps to contend with,

which resulted in a lengthy period of blindness.Thl “40 wonder

that Reisoher was quite irritable under these unfortunate cir

cumstances.

Reischer replied to his antagonists in a Special

pamphlet entitled, i’~o Fault is to ~e Found with Jacob.

he first took issue with Rabbi Zebi. hirsch Katz. Reischer

claimed that he was not an authority on Jewish law at all and

that it was suspected; that most of nis material had been taken

from the works of his late father. Jacob Reischer, in dismiss

ing Katz’s attacks added other accusations elsewhere.183

Reischer concluded his angry remarks by saying that even

the language of Katz was faulty with mistakes in syntax and

ltlSee Chapter , fleischer in Prague

182First time printed in Shebut !a’akob, Vol. Iii, Metz,
1789, now added to Shebut ~a’akob usually at the very beginning

C of the book, as in Lemberg edition, 1897.

18~Reischerts introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III

~ flbKz ~ i’~~ ~fl
.flfl’j~ 131~’3iV fl’fl flE’1..lc~p R~ ~lt~D ‘31’Kt~ :i~ ~ ~ 1~)
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grau1fliar~ while his own language was so clear, that even children

wouldUt~d5r5tand it. ~ie also showed his replies to colleagues

and students who praised the work highly. Anyone who saw these

replies and the clear reasoning employed and failed to accept

them, should not be called a Judge, Reischer felt.~4

It must be admitted that Rabbi Zebi ben Ezriel Katz,

the author of the Ateret Zebi, a commentary on the Hoshen Nishpat

of the Shultan Aruk, opposed Reisoher in his very first state

ment to section #482. However, he did it in a mild and accept

able manner. The 1-loshen Nishpat stated ~185 “The Jewish Court

of today does not display a staff, leather stripe or Shofar.”

The Ateret Zebi commended:186

In the Responsa Shebut Ia’akob (Reischer) it is
stated that if a court desired to display it, it was
permitted, based on flab i-mi (}aon’s permission. It
appears to me (Ateret Zebi) that it is prohibited
and no Court today should be permitted to display
such irnpl~ments.

The second Rabbi who seemed antagonistic to Reischer and

his works was Johanan of Mezeritz.Th( he leveled his criticism

I

lB4i bid
ac’p iva’~ ‘~n ‘~ i’r~ ~ ‘~wi~ nn’~ r’-r b

.1Cm 1C3’”7
lSSJic~shen Mishpat, Section 432.

~-86Ateret Zebi Note 1.
nxm~ ‘lC ~ :~p;’ j,mw n2mws~~ P fl’~mn~ Kini’ D1Vb 7lC~ 7’1C1 p ivi~ifl ‘ltt?~ O’3’”yfl ~ i”n

t” ‘nfl 1~t~’~ ½x D’Zrio 7nii ~ ‘itp ‘Rfl ~ flKlj ‘i’m •7nu ‘tul ~1
1flj ~ D’Z’~i~ “?~ ~ ~~1’fl~ 1ina~ nxm~~ T!

~1’b~ ~ flfl D’Th~D~
~-8(Also known as Johanan ben Meir Kremnjtzep of Kalish,

author of Orah Mishor. he wrote two books by the same name.
One was a commentary on Isserlesi Darke Moshe, on Tur Yoreh
~, Sulzbaci,. 1692, in which he attacks Reiscner. ‘i’he other
2.~a1~11ishor was a coninient-ary to the Talmudic tractate i~azir.



59
188against Jacob Reiscner for disagreeing with Moses Isserles,

and he was unable to understand how Simon Reischer could accuse

tha ShaK of having made a mistake and written oarelesslyJ69

Reischer in his reply was not as polite as his antagonist.

In his pamphlet, “Lo Hibit,” he claimed that Johanan’s remarks

indicated that he never saw the light of Jewish learning and

scholarship. ‘~I was not certain whether I should answer him at

all,” Reischer asserted, “since King Solomon told us not to

argue with a fool.”~9°

It seems that Reisoher was especially provoked because

Johanan had humiliated Reiseher’s only son, Simon. Reischer was

obliged to further criticize Johanan for correcting texts in

various books without sufficient proof. More authorities and

more ancient texts should have been consulted before emendation

should have taken place Reischer asserted, tie also remarked

that his son Simon reproached Johanan for having corrected the

text in the Issur Vehetter19’ without sufficient justification.

It is interesting to note in this connection how father

lb8Orah Mishor, Mahadura batra, commentary on Darke Moshe
of Yoreh Deah, section 1, paragraph 3.

“K ‘‘~ “nap ~ n”~n~ iz’ri flrT’T V”b ~ fl ~“b It~7~fl It~ ~ ~
‘U~i~b~ ..Kifl T1b~’ i’pi’?’rT ~3 ~‘3W t’p’i~’n~ flflbi t~t K’?T

18° .•.lni‘Ibid., section 5(, paragraph 3.
“Wn “3~n ~ ‘Ibi~ ‘I~ fl~’’~7T ‘1311’ 1’~2DY ‘3~’W11..ZZ 9’1 flfl~b~ Ibfl

‘11 flfl1~fl~ K’?V2 ~ K1flV Kin ~i~i flfl121fl~ K’fll r),.~ 1bX~ ‘~ri~ azvi~

fli

190Reischer’s pamphlet, “Lo hibit.” ~ bK’~ioD ‘31”fli

~ ‘‘~ T~ ithna ~“o~ i’n “at nt~vi ~nn ~t~t

19~be1ieved to be authored by Rabbi Jonah Asbkenazi
(Peraro, 1555)
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~a son, Jacob and Simon Rejscher worked hand in hand defend

ing one another against Johanants attacks on both. Jacob wrote

first his ILrtas~YatakOb and let Lemirta and Simon wrote

later his ShemenLemi~a in defense of his father. Finally,

his father defended Simon in his pamphlet “Lo flibit.” Jacob

summarized his wrath at Johanan by stating that “. . . all his

accusations are naught, a waste of paper and ink and all his

words are nothingness ~92

Comparing Rejscherts remarks with those made by Johanan

it becomes clear that Reiscner Was more hostile and outspoken

than Johanan, which can only be explained by the fact that the

honor of his late son had been hurt. The seriousness of the

st~jfe is further evidenced by the fact that Johanan requested

David Oppennej~~~ to intervene with Reisoher in his behalf.193

The third Rabbi Who entered into violent arguments with

Reiseher was Joseph Ivioshe ben David of tsreslau, the author of

the ~pk YoseE~ This author gives tne impression as if he

Purposely Wrote the book to refute Reiscnerls Opinions Ofl the

same subject of Passover, which Rejscher had Previously treated

in his own HOk~Iakob Joseph became especially hostile when

Jacob disagreed with later authorities such as Isserles, Bah,

~-92Reiscneris Pamphlet, “Lo tilbit,”

1922 ‘933ee C. Duschinsky Rabbi D. Oppe~ieimer, Budapest,
~ ~ 7~’3’ ~“na~n ~ flfl fl’nK ~fl

~ 1’t ~ Dfl ~ ~ 9DThbb ~~1fl inn ~ fl’ fllTfl

T~ T’in..a’,a,, in ,~ fln 1”b ‘n’,~ ~iz n~ ~ ri~p’ ~icv
1’~n p’tz inn ‘b n~ ~ ~ ,~ ,~ ~~ ~‘~Rfl~ ~

.~‘t Tflflti p’j~ ‘ZK~ flirn ‘?‘~b ~ fllpK fit



61

and TaZ.194 Joseph was the son-in—law of the well—known

Abraham Brodie of Prague)95 and studied for some time under

the direction of Rabbi Yom Toy Lipman heller of cracow.196

Reischer, who immediately noticed the hostile attitude

of Joseph and the fact that he was a special target for all

~is attacks)91 did not remain silent. In his pamphlet he

stated that there was no need actually to justify oneself be

fore Joseph, who has not reached the level of scnolarship. His

low level of achievement was noticeable in the two inquiries

made by him, which were just on a student level, like one who

was never ordained.’9t3

As stated previously, Reischer was furious because

Josepn had used the same name for his book, “nok.” he claimed

that it was stolen from him, that his quotation was from

Psalms and made sense, while Joseph’s combination, 1-bk Yoseph,

was nowhere to be found, perhaps sarcastically, with the idol—

astrous priests of Egypt for wnonl Joseph made laws of Pass

over2-99 Jacob added another accusation, namely that he heard

1~4hok Yoseph, section 464, paragrapu 12
~ ~ob~inr~ ~ D~, r

195~ ft.nt bb of this thesis

~-96Author of Tosfot Yom Toy, 15(9-1654 at Cracow

Iosepn, section 460, paragraph b

..~~311flK ‘‘7Vt~ fl 1’Vt~ ~ fl’~fl1 b’~11nKfl ‘p~ ~ ~ ‘‘flfl~ ‘ii’rn

‘~8Reischer’s pamphlet 11j~j~ fault

ñ’~ J11~’ltQ7 ~31W ‘thK~3V ..I’b’b D’ponn flVI3l lUt rrnKb flKl 1t~’

•.1flKllfl’? ~‘3fl K’7W

‘991b1d.
•~‘1XTh~ a’it1~’ ph 901’ flflD flTh.~flDDfl flpTh ..pfl’7 ~ n’r’z~~’i
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that all the comments and quotations in this book were taken

from other authors.

by comparing the remarks of the two litigants, one must

admit that Josepn consistently attacked fleisoher, but that he

was never impolite or personal about it. One feels that only

Relscher attacked on a personal basis and that some of his

snarp comments and criticism appear unwarranted, unless there

were other reasons that were unknown.

Despite these three Rabbis and their opposition to the

bk Ya’akob, Reiscner’s work on Passover became very popular

even during nis lifetime. Thus a second edition was printed

in Jesnjtz in 1724. There is an interesting introduction by

one called Nahman ben Yehiel Nichel,200 who praised Reisoher

and his book most Profoundly. He stated that his students

insisted that he would reprint the 1-bk Ya’akob, and although

he intended to publish a book of his own authorship, he decided

finally to sacrifice his book for Reischer’s, since the latter’s

had attained such great popuiarity~2Ol

Nabman claimed, however, to nave improved the printed

text of the lick Ya’akob, since Reischer was known never to

have left his house of’ study even for the supervision of tne

Printing of his own books, While 1’1ahman was skilled with the

200Rabbi !~ahman ben Yetiel Ivilohel of Dessau, Rabbi of
lialle and Dayyara of Leipzig during the ~jyiess~~~ See introd.
to k Ya’akob, Jesnitz, 1724.

201lntrod. by 1’Jahman.
...1DZ~ fl’?fl IDR” ‘21’~’i ~ ~“7’D~flt7 3fl1!~fli 11fl3137fl ~11~’i
13W D’2’Ilflflbfl ‘?fl 7’lKlfl ~‘V2 lrfp ‘in t’~’,n~ ‘ZI’lfl 1QK~

...‘air, ~ ~

q
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pen.202 Finally, £áatrnaan assured the reader that ne added some

new material to the book and that those places were carefully

marked by him.203

a) Sefer Solet Leminha and Shemen Leminha:-

At the end of the 110k Ya’akob another book or Reiscner’s

is added, which is actually two books in one. Tne first,

Solet Lemintia, 1y Jacob Reisoher, elaborates and defends his

earlier work the linhat Ya’akob and Torat ±Iashlamim; the

second, Shemen Lemirma, by Simon Reisaner, is intended to

support his fatner and assist in his vindication over his

adversaries. In the first edition, Dessau, 1696, the remarks

of Jacob are in ordinary print, while his son’s are in bold

print, added to eacn section of the Solet Leniinsa where Simon

had something to add. Thus it gives the appearance of a com

plete unit.

In his introduction,2~4 Jacob remarked that after the

Minhat Ia’akob had appeared, other books containing similar

information (Isur Vehetter) were published, such as the

works, bet hillel, Shaar Epnraim and P’ri hadasn.20~ Some of

these Reisofier ascertained, did not see his book Minhat Ya’akob,

and thus made statements which Reisoner revealed long before

2021oid.
Ifl~b ~ npot ~c~’

2Oi4ReisoherIs introd. to Solet Leminna, Dessau, 1696.

2OSRillel Ben i’4aftali hertz, Dehenfurt, 1691.
Epnraim hakonen, Sulzbacn, 16dB.
hezekian Di Silva, Amsterdam, 1710.

a
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them; or they had accepted opinions, which Reiscner had proved

wrong and dismissed long ago. Reischer also indicated that

Simon tad found some pages of a book called Torat haasham,206

by Yom Toy Lipman teller, a relative or Simon’s father-in-law,

ijayim Friedlander. Reiscner z’elt that this also needed eluci

dation. Finally, Reiscner came to realize that some of nis

own remarks in nis Ninhat Ya’akob were too brief and difficult

for young Rabbis to understand. Above all, Reischer insisted

that ne tad to answer the attacks of the author of’ the Orah

Mishor, who repudiated Ms remarks without ever requesting

Reisoner’s personal interpretation. Reiscner also mentioned

that Simon, who had received nis early training from tim and

from his book Minnat Ya’akob, urged him to defend this work

against the unjust accusations of the Orah Mishor.

Simon Reischer in his introduction to his Shemen

~ç~itha pointed out that though he was very young and should

not have entered the controversy of Torah, yet because he re

ceived his early training from his father and because he had

complete confidence in his teaching, he felt compelled to rise

to his defence.207 Simon concluded that he had more confi

dence too, because he recited many of -his comments before

important teachers and Rabbis who praised his remarks and

acknowledged them as being correct.

2O6commentary on Isserles’ Torat Hatat, 3 vols.

207Reischer’s introd. to Shemen Leminha.

‘~flb’7 1”DK 3vnri~, ‘flh1~ tI~K ~?‘ 1flt 1~C~ ~K 1~7bfl ~‘X 1tfl~? ‘D3K ‘t
....‘31~V33 fl liiluib’i ‘rncap ~m 1”bat ~,i~pi ‘a,~ø irii~t t’r~ 91Xb1

flt’i ‘3m fl~’ 1bK~’ 1b’~on~ ‘slfln ‘1~~ D’fllUfl ‘31Th’fl ~‘S1~K ‘~E’?1

I
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3. The Responsa Collection Shebut Ya’akob

a) Vols. I and II:——

Reischer’s cpus magnum was the Shebut Ya’akob, a publi

cation of his correspondence (questions and answers) which he

carried on with all parts of Etrope, and which he collected

and edited very carefully and in detail, before printing it.

An analysis of his style and method of treatment will be given

in the next chapter.208 It will suffice here to say that

Reischer wrote concisely and yet fully, plainly but beautifully,

and that he was generally respectful and considerate of the

opinions of others, but at the same time authoritative. He was
1%

so well oriented in the Talmudic sources and Rishonim that even

the greatest scholars seldom opposed him.

There are altogether three separate volumes of the

Shebut Ya’akob. The first one was published in 1710 at Halle,

again in 1719 in Offenbach, and finally in 1789 in Metz.

It is interesting to note that the last dated Responsum in the

first volume is from 1707.209 The book was arranged according

to the four sections of the Shulhan Aruk,21°

Reischer, in his introduction, gave a partial auto

biography, which is a fine description of his own personality

2OBpor some examples in full see Appendix at end of
thesis.

209Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #97.
Case of widow of Hamburg, dated lElul 10, 1707.

four sections are: Orah Havim, Yoreh Deah,
~ Hoezer, and Hoshen Mishpat. fleischer’s Responsa is
divided as follows: Teshuvot 1—42; 43—91; 92—132; 133—182.
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and feelings. He said:

I am a humble man and do not publish works for
the sake of honor or self—glorification. i~1 I shall
never refute the arguments andopinions of either Rish-.
onina or Acharonim, although sometimes I cannot under
stand them. However, in that case I blame myself
rather than accusing them.C]~2

Reischer also lashed out against the young Rabbis of

his time who must have criticized him for his authoritative

style and his attacks on their beloved masters of Halakah, the

ShaK, TaZ, and Bali. He stated that he was not like the young

Rabbis who were filled with pride, who would tell untruths and

were neither learned &or God-fearing.213

The first volume of Reischer’s Shebut Ya’akob contained

182 responsa. He explained the reason for the number 182, be

cause of its numerical letter—value of the word Ya’akob——yud,

ayin, kuf, beit. Furthermore, it was named Shebut Ya’akob to

refer to the sentence “And He wIll return the captives of Jacob

to Zion in joy. ,,2lh

2~Apparent1y he had been accused of this by others.

2~-2Reischer’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I.

~L~nlp~.j ~ np’~n~ jV12 ‘21~en fl 0L)I1~ 1Vflfl~.fllU flX.1 ‘~ ~t’ri

fllflbfl ‘~‘~ DblflViK D’~PE~’D tjK flrtzi D’~ViflK1 O’Z1VK~ ~ ~

2’’ •.fll~,Z~fl ‘bxfl ‘11fl311-’Ibid.
•.flKD1?fl~ 237fl ~1S ~‘D lVt’W 1C’?V ‘b~ 1’?T?fl ~‘3bfl D~JUV 1Th~

.,.fl~1t7’1 T’~ ~flb pmii

2lUThis is not a Biblical quotation. Some similar
Sentences are found in the Bible as follows:

Jeremith 30,18
Ezekiel 39,25
Psalms 85,2

seems that Reischer might refer to some Piyutim. either of
~ ‘~flK llflV2 ~‘I273fl 1V3~ 2~’~’ ‘t,~vi rn~w nzirirnor Seliohot—— •r.~b~ ~ ~ np,’ ‘~nit n’i:~ ~fl
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Jacob Reischer received recommendations (Haskaniot) to

his first volume of the Shebut Ya’akob from David Oppenheimer

and Wolf Spira The former assured the readers that Reischer

was well learned and acauainted with the most intricate parts

of Torah. His responsa volume ShebutiYa’akob was excellent,

well organized and ready for use. Oppenheimer continued say

ing that although he saw only several of Heischer’s responsa

which they had exchanged, he could tell that he was a great

man and well versed in his field 215 Wolf Spin noted that

Reischer’s responsa were sharp and contained deep Halakic de

cisions as well as original comments to Talmudic passages

Spira concluded saying that Jacob Reischer was a great schclar

who was teaching Israel Torah and may he continue to spread

Torah with no one to make him afraid.2l6 A further endorsenienu

was received from Naphtali Cohen of Frankfurt217 who had great

praise for all of Reischer’s publications 218

As an introduction and recommendation for the Shebut

Ya’akob, Vol. I, Joseph Reischer, Jacob’s father, composed a

poem in which he expressed his happiness at having been blessed

with a son who was so well versed in Torah. In pride and

2lSlntrod. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I

P’P’ ~ 1~ T’~’ ~ 3~D1t ft bf~Vflf 21f ‘ZJflflt
i’m i~pt 1pini~ fl1~Wzfl fl1~’KD 1Db •.n’~ TTID~ Vflt~’fl1

‘“~ 17~j~ ~Df1 J1ThK

‘lf•. 111K’P~l 311E’lflZ 3191t’?..fl~t’Iflt ~ ji’nii~ 2lwyn ~
••‘‘“~~ ~ T”fl ~K~V1 ~ M’s’ ~w’..~1~Th1 1~b

217Author of Birkat Adonai, Frankfurt, 1702

2l8uaskamah to Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I.

~I1KE ‘Ii’ nfl ~ ‘~ ~‘P’ 1~s’i nfl’ flfl~7 1t~ ~ ~t1~ IDOfli
~ ~“~n m’a,flf ~ b’Zbt ~ T’~

I
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tr~berance Joseph then enumerated all the books which his son

had completed at that moment, namely, the~

which came first, and the others as follows: aalflYa’akob

tIck Yatakob, flolet Lewitha, ~-hebut Ys’akob Vol. X, Pter Ya’akoh

flter Ta’ akob, fl~hiiotYa’akob, and flishetYa’akob.219

Jacob fleiseher in his introductIon to the ShebutYa’akoh

Vol. I, poInted out that he realized his privilepe of beinr~

able to publish books even before his ordination, and that he

was grateful that his hooks were accepted well. & continued

to say that only because his earlier works were acclaimed, he

contInued wIth his publIcations, This he did n~t for his own

dory, but for the glory of His Maker, Finally, Reisaher e~—

plained that since it was customary to add oriç~Ina]. contributions

of Talmudic studies and Tosfot to flesponsa works, he would do

the same, Eowover, most of this material was destroyed in the

fire of l689.2~

The comi*entary on the Talmud appended to this book was

called P’erY&akob, a play on the letters aleph, peb, and

reich which spell pride ( ~ or ashes C 1~ ) and which should

indicate that these corr&rnnts are only those which were saved

from the f Ire and ashes of 1689, ~it of which the author could

219Jo~oph’s poem——~hebut Ya’akob, Vol. I.

fl’w ‘~ ~ • ~ i~l~n;’i n’ijni ‘tj ~‘ui~’: ~~mr’ i~y.:’ ~p:’ ~‘a’
~‘~pn r’ri 9,,ti’pu~’ 111111t D’D fl’?Vlfl..Q’pfliM2 IDII Zit~~~

220fleIsehor~s iatrod. Thebut Ya’akob, Vol. I,
1~1~D ø’1~’3L’h IDtfl~1 ‘3~tflt2.Eflh5T~i~W577V1Th’Th n1fl~ ‘jn~’:r~ ~~~ir3
‘~i’r V1113’ D’)fl≥U3 3lflZ~ ‘‘~iV~ ‘ii’~ne ‘~ni ..ntn~ ‘n~ai ~:t~

~ 3~’~ VI2~ ~Z1~V~? ~P~42 ~‘Tfli!2 D~t11bi’1 “~ flflfl ~ Ci’’fl2fl ‘i1:~~ O~1~1’?

9~O~ ~ 3,~wfl ~73~2 12V ~D11I~ •~3tjj~ ~ ~tjflD~ ~2’
•. .btlcn ~7 ‘~Yn’n t?Z I7~C fli&? fl~fl u9r~ rizc~ ‘~,/DO1flY1 ~ut,fl

I
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be proud, nevertheless.

While the first volume of the Shebut Ya’akob was written

jn Prague and published in Halle in 1709, the second volume was

written in Metz and published in Off enbach in 1719. Jacob re

marked that he published this second volume out of gratitude to

God for having assisted him in obtaining a fine rabbinic posi

tion. The book contained 188 responsa according to the name

Jacob, when written in full with a vow (~ )221

Jacob Reisoher, in his introduction to Vol. II of the

Shebut Ya’akob, eulogized his son Simon as a great scholar and

pointed out his great personal loss. However, he explained that

in the midst of his mourning, he received a call to Worms, which

he accepted, although it was difficult for him to leave all his

relatives in Prague. Reischer indicated further that he was

not very happy in Worms because of jealous adversaries, and

that he was glad to accept the next position offered to him by

the community of Metz. It was in gratitude of this last posi

tion that he was publishing this second volume of the Shebut

Xa’akob. Finally, Reisoher remarked that he was not calling his

books by his own name, Jacob, because of conceit, but because

it was traditional and based on the Talmud, Sanhedrin 93B.

It was also a great merit to have books named in ones honor and

through books one could attain an everlasting name.222

221The Hebrew name Jacob can be written with the addi
tional letter (waw). The numerical value is then 188.

222Reischer’s introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.
fl~’u~~ i,x nvñ’ ~‘i~ti vi’ n’nl..’n’2’fl ,~ ‘~i’n’ ‘n..,nyt,z i’2z

•.K1~~fl p”p.. ‘n pn31..”2~K ‘b’~ ‘v”2~in o,’~ ~ ~‘z~ ~

~ fl~vn’2 ‘.flc1..’~rrn’ flK3V21 flK)pfl..K:K n’an’p “2K tW~ inn fl’~W 9K
‘i~o~ ~ flit o’~,n’2 ,yj~ ‘fl’flfl flip D~pD~1..’fl½p3iI v’t p”p.. ‘ii”;y
~ 97 T’VTfl3bi KiThfl Kfl’l<i K1WI~~ ThD~ i~bfl nfl ‘unv~..~p~’ ji,,v

4.
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Joseph Reischer expressed his great pride in his son’s

achievements, i~n his introduction to the Shebut Ya’akob Vol. II,

pointing out that Jacob’s seat was among all the wise men of

Israel. Joseph was angry at Jacob’s enemies, who accused hint

without reason, ar~d he called on God to pay them according to

their evil deeds.

At the end of his remarks Joseph stated that his grand

son, Neh~emiath, was now also ready to take his rightful place in

the war of Torah, so as to fulfill the sentence ~ will not

be wanting from you, your children and children’s children 1’ or

,,223ever.

In this second volume of his Responsa Shebut Ya’akob,

Reischer included some summaries of Halakic principles belong

ing to the HoshenMishoat which he called K’lale V’dine Kim

Lee and K’lale5. Miggo.”’~ In a brief introduction to these

I

IVT 1V7~7 ~tT1 ‘~ flt ..Jit’ X~’ IrK 1’? p1K fl~1P ~V

223 . .wnm~ni rTb lED ~ VT’ fltll ‘~i’i’T~ 7~fl
....flDlb ‘In ~fl’Irr •I~”flfl K~’t7 t7b’~ flflD~t ~n i’~tnti ‘m~

,fl fl’fl’ fl’bflZ lb~ ‘~X~31 7’fl ...Db’?V’ D~E~1 ~fl”T’ flflb~ Dfl~ p1’

fl ‘, i~ n’p3~’l..n~iyn’~~ niith pit ‘~ ~nn ‘~ ntna~’

22I~The word Miggo is made up of two words mm go--from
its midst——see Talmud Babli, itetubot 111 and Kiddushin ~i~t. It
is usually understood that it is like an alibi for the accused.
~~ubot 22, “The mouth which prohibited, he is the mouth which
can permit.” We believe such an individual, because he had the
opportunity to give a better answer or argument. Therefore,
why should he have told an untruth. Since he is using the weak
er answer, it seems to prove that he is telling the truth.
This method of Mi~go has, however, many restrictions.
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summaries, he mentioned the fact that he intended to write

separate books on these parts of the Shulhan Aruk, but that

he now finds it impossible.

Seeing that my K’lalei Kim Lee have been printed
in my name briefly by the Lekat Hakemah225 at the be
ginning of Hilhoj5 Ribit, I shall reprint them now
with my Responsa in full, as well as the K’lalei
Miggo of section 92 of the Hoshen Mishpat.226

4. The Iyyun Ya’akob
IIn the year 1721 another work by Jacob Reischer was

published. It was a book on Aggadic passages of the Talmud

which had been collected by Jacob Ibn Habib according to the

Talmudic traotates in which they were found.227 Reisoher made

a lengthy commentary on this book. Ibn Habib called his volumes

En Yatakob; Reischer named his commentary Iyyun Ya’akob, He

stated in his introduction to the work that he actually began

his commentary as early as 1713 during hin period of exile

from Prague due to the epidemic.

Since I had to travel ~frona town to town without my
books, I did not want to waste my time completely.
Therefore, I concgntrated on Aggadah, and what I con
sidered new, I wrote down.228

One can also notice the apologetic attitude toward Aggadah, the

22SAuthor of Lekat Hakemah, Moses Hagiz, who is dis
cussed in this thesis, Chapter V.

introd. at end of Vol. II, Shebut Ya’akob.

.~‘~p: fl’2’~i Wl~fl ~7’1 1”’ ~ fltpfl tfl”? 1ED~ ‘bt7~ ~bEtZ ‘~D~1
...m”n~ :~ ‘‘nb 13.~ ‘~‘~ p1.. 3i’3~ io’rin~ ‘flibic

2271bn Habib, 1460—1516.

228fleischer’s introd. to his book Iyyun Ya’akob.
‘im~ ‘~‘~‘~ ‘mnzl..tl K~’~ ~ ~‘D1t7 ld’l.,b’fl ~ T~’~ T’~ ‘~

* . ..T1t1~’ “2 ‘fl~1i~ ‘rivrinti flbl fl’TZK
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study of which at that time, was not considered important at

all.229 In his explanations, Heischer avoided being compli

cated or far-fetched. He made much use of his great knowledge

of Talmud and Midrash in order to explain and to throw light

on difficult passages. He remarked that all his previous books

were well received and this fact encouraged him. Heischer ex

pressed the hope that he would shortly publish his third volume

of Responsa, thus dating the Iyyun Ya’akob exactly between

Volumes II and III of the Shebut_Ya’akob.23°

The publication of the Iyyun Ya’akob was delayed on

account of Heischer’s temporary blindnesb in 1718; as he stated

in his introduction to the book that he was afraid that it was

perhaps a punishment for the curse he placed upon his enemies

in bhe introduction to his second volume of Responsa.231 How

ever, Jacob was completely cured in 1720, and he was able to

pay his vow (neder) namely to complete his comments on the

En Ya’akob, saying “Ayin taint Ayin, I am paying eye for ~y6•”g32

229Solomon ~de1s—Maharsha in his introduction to his
Halakic commentary justifies himself as follows:

‘D 31VDK11 I11~flb TflK 1’I~’fl IV~ .l,bt?Jlfl ‘b~flb nfl fltfll ‘ZZfl fl~K~1
fl~)ETI Ibib ‘ZVi fl1Z~1 fl~?b 3111131 fl1131 ~‘~? flWi1’? 113? l~’fl llflK W1131

~“fl 31VTIKb mn’ti ‘j’131b 11Z’P z~K’~1’ 1WlV flvb 3111131 ~ nrnni
‘V71~flD X”fl 1Z’~flT D’~’2fl ta)? n? Vlfl’fl ‘11~’?1T’27 fl’IZWKlfl ‘fl

Reischer’s introd. to IyyunYa’akob.

2 1 “a p’?n nfl’ Yfl~D ‘lED liP D’~Tfl’? ~1)TK1Ibid.
~ 211131 ~‘P ~

2321bid
Since God restored his eyesight Reischer named his book eye—
Opener in gratitude to the Almighty. The book was completed
in Metz and published in 1729 at Wilhelmsdorf.
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5. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III

Reisoher’s last book was the third volume of his famous

flesponsa, Shebut Ya’akob, which he completed before his death,

but which was never published by hint. It was published post

humously by his great-grandson Zalman Reischer of Metz.

Zalman indicated that his father Nehemiah had wanted to pub

lish this book, but that he died before he could undertake thts —

task. He, therefore, was taking the place of his father and

was not going to delay this matter any further. Zalman also

intended to publish two other books written by Jacob, the

Mishpete and Yeshuat Ya’akob, but never succeeded in doing so;

these books have never appeared. ~)

In Jacob’s introduction to the third volume, he com

plained once again of his enemies and how they had heaped

severe but false accusatft,ns upon him. The result of this

bitter onslaught had been the immediate danger of his imprison

nient. But God saved him from this fate and, in thanksgiving,

he published the third volume of the Responsa. Since he was

getting old, Reischer explained, his replies would not be as

complete and lengthy as before, and he would restrict himself

to short notes only, indicating his previous comments on the

matter or referring to some of his earlier books.2~4 The last

233latrod. by Zalman Reischer to Reischer’s Shebut
Xkob, Vol. III.

23L~Rei~cherts introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III.
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dated reply in this book of Responsa was from 1731,235 the year

in which his father died.

Reischer?s literary activity would not be complete with

out a list indicatir~g the most important correspondents with

whom he exchanged information. This list will give the names

of the Rabbis according to the Hebrew alphabet as well as the

number and volume of the Responsa,236 thus indicating the wide

extent of Reisoherts correspondence

At the end of Vol. III Rejecher published the pamphlet

“to Hibitir a defence against his antagonists.237

LIST OF NA1~ES OF CORRESPONDENTS IN EEISCHER’s
SHEBUT YA’AKoB, VOLS. I, II, AND III

TeshubahName Vol. Number

Abraham Sasoon (or student) I 94
Abraham, Dayyan of Glogo ____ 67
Abraham of Gedung 76,100

II 100,155Aaron of Metz II 88
A. Dayyan of Koe].n I 95,127
Aryeh Leib of Cracow I 107
Anshel of Pinchow - I 107
Akiba of Worms II 188
Baruch, Ab Bet Din of Fuerth III 82
Ben Zion Wengrovi I 91
Benjamin Kabri of Trier II 115
Benjamin Katz of Cracow II 64
Gershon Koblenz of Metz II 14, 41,48, 105
David Oppeniieimer I 14, 39, So

II 98
III 31,65

2~5Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubaj~ #100.
Dealing with question of Reisoher’s mourning for the death of
his father.

2~6Many of these respondents are mentioned in the text
of this thesis and further identified.

2375ee pages 59..éo of this thesis.
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David Eibeshitz
Heshel of Trier
Wolf Setzel, son of R.Heze4ah
Wolf Spira, father—in-1aw230

Wolf Spira, stepbrother, son—
in—law of Simon Itlich

Wolf Setzel, son of Ber
Zanvil of Alsace
Yechezkel Katzenellenbogen

of Hamburg
Judah Miller

Ylsachar Berman Halevi of

Joske of Hilsum
Jospe of Ansbach
Jacob Segal of Kreiznach
Judah Leib Katz, son of Nuta

Rosnitz, Chacham of Prague
Leib, son of author of

Shaar Ephrajm
Leib of Phersjiej and Schwaben

Meir Bun
Man Dayyan of Worms

(also Menachem Man of Una)
Moshe Ohagiz

Moshe Zanz
Meir of Prier
Mendel Ginzberg, Dayyan of Prague
Nathan Katz, son of H. Zalman
Pinchas of Worms
Zebi Hirsh, son of Benjamin

of Berlin
Simon of Hosnitz, son of Reisoher
Samuel of Fuerth, Bet Shemuel

2~8W~lf Spira- -father-in-law and
Elijth Spira, Heisoher’s brother—in—law

81,173
105
112, 151
114
34,174
134(addition)
34
112
81

ill
46,59,60, 71,
80, 132, 133
80

98
22, 914
18
99, 102
116

104, 85,138
57,87
118, 148
107
110
7
108
153

174
26,66,55, 129, 155
70
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LIST OF NA~S OF C0RRESP0ND~Ts IN HEISCHEH’ S

SHEBUT YA’AKOB, VOLS. I, II, AND III
Tcontinuea ) ——

Teshubah —

Name Vol. Number

Fuerth—Westofen

I
III

I
I

III
I

III
I

III

III
I

III
I

II
III
II
II
II

II
I

II
I

III

185
137
3
59.
93, 161

3

-I

II 46

II
I

II
I
I

II
II
II

III
I
I

corresponded with him, but is once mentioned advising on Get
Procedure, Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #93.

teacher of Reisoher.
did not seem to have
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LIST OF NAMES OF C0RRESpoND~j~5
SHEBTJT YA’AKOB, VOLS. I, II,

IN REISCBER?S
AND III

Teshubab
Name — Vol. Number

Samson of Duesseldorf i so
III 121

Simon Spira I 81,88
Sho’ul Apta I 107
Solomon of Rotterdazu II 75

III 28
Simon of Bamberg III 61
Samuel Zenvil Weil, Ab Bet Din

of Alsaoe III 119

NAMES OF CORRESPONI3flTTS~ IN TI~
18 TESHt.TBOT ADDED TO MINI-TAT YA’AKQB

——--

TeshubabName - Number

Leib, son of Ephraim of Ofen iS

Liptnari of Switzerland 3

Menachem Mendel of Hamburg 1

Mendel, son of Rabbi of Tribetch 6

I



CHAPTER IV

REISCHER’ S I€THOD OF TRMTMENT OF HALAKAH AND AGGADAH

A. Rejscher’s Method of Treating Halakah -.

Reischer’s main field was Halakth. His works became

famous immediately upon their appearance and have continued to

be guides in Jewish law to this very day. ~‘that was his method

in dealing with problems of Halakah? Why was his approach con

sidered superior? Did he really ignore completely later author

ities on Jewish law and ritual as some have charged? Was he

lenient or severe, meikil or mahmir, in his final decisions?

It appears that Reischer had a systematic approach to

his studies. The two outstanding qualities and traits were:

(1) he was not satisfied to accept an opinion unless he himself

had re-examined all the sources; (2) he felt that study must be

systematic, beginning with the earliest sources available and

then moving forward, maintaining the chain and proper sequence

of the Jewish histori1 tradition. Reischer would look first for

a Mishna or a Tosefta, then for the Halakic Midrash. After this

he would turn to Talmud, Maimonides and other early, post-

Talmudic authorities. Finally, he would continue to investigate

the Shulhan Aruk, its commentaries and the responsa literature

and only then make his conclusions. He refused to merely discuss

decisions based on summaries, hair—splitting distinctions, or

77
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sole interpretations of contemporaries.239

Reischer was blessed with the rare combination of

having been well-read and of a keen and logical mind. He would

win his arguments by employing both of these gifts at the same

time. He could find a Talmudic passage to substantiate his

point of view which his opponent did not recall or had over- -

looked. Again, he was able to make such fine distinctions in a

given case which his opponent could understand, but was unable

to imitate.

These two important qualities were recognized by his

contemporaries as well as by later authorities to have been

possessed by him, thus, making his works superior to many other

books of this kind. It is for these reasons that Reischer?s

books enjoyed popularity among scholars and that they are being

consulted to this very day.

There were oter reasons why Reisoher was considered as

one having made special contributions to Jewish jurisprudence.~

He was extremely cautious and responsible with regard to final

decisions. For example, once he was requested to interpret the

meaning of a loca~l Jewish ordinance CTakanah) and the text and

circumstances were explained to him. Reischer refused to give

an opinion, until he had seen the text of the ordinance in

black and white.2~4° -

2391n order to substantiate my findings three Responsa
summaries are given in full in the Appendix indicating Reischer’s
application of system and logic.

2)tOshebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #135.

...flbfl n~pa~n ~ifl j,,no fllflK ~K fl flW~b? ,flT ~‘~flfl~? ‘Jl’Xl K~
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Again, we often read in Reischer’s Responsa that he re

fused to give a final opinion, unless he could find another -

authority to share his view in the matter, especially in ques,

tions of Niddah,2~ Agunah,2112 or in a case where other author

ities held a different point of view.

As to the accusation made especially by the Hok_Yoseph2~

that Reischer treated lightly later authorities and his contem-.

poraries, and that he only respected the opinion of early masters

of the law up to the Shulhan Aruk this seems to be somewhat exag

gerated. It can only be said that Reischer respected the early

teachers (Rishonim)more than he did the later authorities

(Acharonim), but he did not ignore them. This attitude is not

unusual and was accepted by many students of the law. To gener

alize and to claim that Reisoher ignored all later authorities

and that he acted disrespectful toward them, is an exaggeration

and cannot be substantiated.

Reischer did take issue more consistently with the

2~Laws of menstruation were complicated and severe.
Jewish family life and morality were believed to be dependent
on their observance. Reischer’s careful attitude is expressed
in these words:

up ,tp D’~O’W flit fll’flfl’2 ‘~ ‘fl’2t in
Shebut Ya’ akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #65.

242Laws of the deserted wife, where husband is separated
from her without bill of divorcement; or his whereabouts are un
known. Marriage and divorce was considered the cornerstone of
Jewish existence. The laws were strictly upheld even to the
point of harshness. Rabbis avoided acting as individuals, they
preferred meeting as a group of three, with the jurisdiction of
a court, i& these difficult cases. As Reischer remarks:

...fl3lfl ~‘1~ ~‘Vfl1’2 PU&2 ‘~VTD ~)1t
~ebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #99.

2113see page 61 of this thesis, ft.nt. 197.
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following books: Bet Shemuel, Olat Shabbat and Olat Tamid, Magen

Abraham, Nahiat Shivah, and Bet Yatakob.2~ Jacob Reisoher

opposed in his writings some younger authors and especially

those who composed summaries, kizzukm, without sufficient notes

and sources. He was not in favor of the Perah Mate Aharon,
2’5

Be’ er Heteb and the Kizzur Sheloh. ‘F Reischer was outspoken

in his criticism against younger scholars who published books

without sufficient knowledge for such undertakings. In his view

they were just bold and irresponsible or many times just looking

for honor and fame.2116

At the same time, however, Reischer sought the opinion

of many contemporaries, and he acknowledged even their superior

ity, apologizing and retracting his own opinion when necessary.

Thus, he said for example2~~ that he would not be ashamed to

admit that he made a mistake, if that should be the case.

In most cases, we find a healthy give-and-take attitude

in Reischer’s correspondence with his colleagues, where he will

claim victory once and acknowledge defeat in the next case.

Reischer had great respect for the following authorities which

2~For the names and dates of these authors see page
Author of Bet Ya’akob--Jacob b. Samuel of Zausmir (Sandomierz)
first edition Direnfurt, 1696.

2)tSAuthor of Perah Mate Aaron--Aaron ben Chayim Peraohya,
published Amsterdam, 1703. Author of Be’er Heteb-—Isaiah ben
Abraham, book on Orah Hayim, published at Amsterdam, 1708.
Author of Kizzur Sheloh--Yehiel Mihel ben Abraham, Amsterdam,
1707.

2l46Reischerls introduction to his Shebut Ya’akob, Vol.1:

bbzwfl lEflfl’ 61fl ..DDIX ‘fl Wb’~ 1t~27 ‘~ I~”2fl t2’ZtTfl ~t’Ei1W 1~

2’ ~‘ . .D~’?P~ ,nn’, nX~p’ nnw“Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #22.
..)fl fl1~ tJ1~7ZKV7 D’tl IblaPt ~ ~‘ l<~? TX 3Th~fl 1?fl fl~’D D)PD21

S
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can be classified as Acharonim: Joseph Colon, Chacham Zevi

Ashkenazi, Moses Hagiz, David Oppenheimer, Yair Bacharach,

and Ezekiel Katzenellenbogen.2148 He criticized the Maharshal2~~

occasionally, but on the other hand, he would rely on him and

base his opinion upon Luria?s decisions.

Reischer kenw only one authority, the law of Torah.

He bluntly remarked that he would refute the word and decision

of even a friend or relative, if a question of Halakah were at

stake. He was true to the law and impartial.250 He claimed

further, that some contemporaries had taken bribes and that

he, on the other hand, had never succumbed to this temptation.

On the contrary, he used to suggest that law suits should not

be encouraged at all, but that differences between individuals

be settled by reconciliation. He also stated that he always

supported the established court of the city, turning away from

2Lt8Ashkenazi.~born 1658, died 1718 at Lemberg, Rabbi at
Altona, Amsterda~~, Ham~urg. and Lemberg. —

Hagiz——see pages ic3—l2
Oppenheimer-—see pages 21—25.
Colon--Joseph ben Solomon, born 1L120, died at Padua i1j80,
Responsa printed at Venice, 1519.
Bacharach——see ft.nt. 163
Katzenellenbogen——see ft.nt.96

21~~Solomon ben Jechiel Luria, born 1510 died at Lublin
1573, Rabbi at Ostrog and Lublin.
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #179.

1K ~K’?~ t’’fl 1Z’K lflfl ~X ~‘1K tpIIfl ~ tI~ #~ ‘~

fl~r ~ ~%‘ T3’~ fl~lt sri’px~ ntn~ nt
Kt’ lT’fl~M’~ 1flflDfl~ ~‘fl’ fl’flD 312V2 ~ ~

iñ~i ‘,~mj, 1’~~T flThKä~ •~“D~1flZ~ 11& T~t~ TP fl’~’xfl Dl~ rTI’ ‘Th’T

250 •..fl’3’tt ~P’~ j~’ Xfl btfl 3fltO~ fln~

fl~ K~’Th ä’Wfl~? ‘SilK ~‘tfl ft ~fl’~vt ~‘1~fl TflSi nfl”? JlbKf inriK’? m”~

This comment is based on Micha 7,20. But references to himself——
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #80.
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any matter which would increase division or strife.251

True excellence and superiority of a judge, the Rabbis

of the Talmud said, can be established by the attempt of the

individual in authority to seek the lenient decision in any

given case.2$2 Reischer doubtlessly qualified for this dis

tinction. He always tried to make the law less difficult and

cumbersome, unless greater authorities before him had made it

impossible. 253

Another reason why Reischer’s works were considered

outstanding and more influential than others, was the fact that

he had a sound attItude to the modern problems of his day. He

felt responsible to answer the questions of his generation and

was unafraid to delve into new issues and render decisions. He

believed, for example, that a physician can be relied upon in
2514certain questions of Niddah, as well as in matters concerning

the saving of human lives. He permitted the administration of

harmful drugs to humans, if expert doctors considered it a

fifty—fifty chance.255 Reischer also permitted animals to be

*

2Slshebut_Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #96; Vol. III,
Teshubah #119.

....‘?lfl27’~ flpi~?flfl flfll’ flW “fl

lñVJ ~‘1Th flT’2~ 1b~ PXfln ‘InK fl~I) ~ZK 7’lfl flpp”? nThK~17 On’? 2

2 2
Talmud Babli, Hulin 58A 9’fl ~

2S3perhaps this was another reason why Reischer’s books-
were quite popular. This aspect will be further elaborated in
the chapter on Reischerts attitude to Jewish life.

25)1Shebut Yatakob, Vol. II, Teshubah #76.
•...U’aD •I’n’v ‘J’1~ d’Ktfln~

255Other Rabbis did not agree since the drug might hasten



Although Halakah was the basic authority for Reischer,

KT1fl 7’fl’Th WITh’ ‘KTIV 7’’Z
...K~’ii’i’ ~t?llc ~ThOfl 7’b~1fl~death. But Reischer explained:

Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #78.

See appendix at end of’~s~r’~ fl~ lIZ ~1VT~ ?7Zfl~’ ~ 1~ P ~

2S6others objected because of cruelty to animals.
Reisoher received such an inquiry from the son of the Dayyan
Una of Worms.
~~but Ya’akob, Vol. III, Teshubah #71.

2S7shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #126.
7’~flhl ‘Wifl ~‘!R D’~Vl’fl flb t’3p~~ b’ThZn nmn ig’i~

•D’3’~? ‘3m ‘‘I;

2581bid., Vol. II, Teshubah #1.
.IE7R 7’3fl ~flK ‘~ bE ~l’Th IX 1Z’bo~ l’~ t~l~ DWD ~ T~

25~Ibjd., Vol. III, Teshubah #5.
I’t ‘Xli flT VVfl EZ’~l 1C~’fl V”Zb bfl’n~ fliZfl l’bfl l~7~ 7’~’pb ~‘

See also appendix at end of thesis. fl’in

256
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used as guinea pigs for scientific research.

Reisoher permitted the innovation of wearing glasses for

the administering of the Halizah ceremony, although most rabbis

required the use of the naked eye.25~ For similar reasons

fleischer did not disqualify an aging priest from blessing th’e

people simply because he was unable to do it standing up as was

usually required; in this special circumstance sitting down
258seemed to Reischer permissible.

In another inquiry Reischer permitted the Jews to remove

their hats in the Syna~ogue out of respect for an important

gentile who had come to visit there.259 This indicated a

modern outlook and an independent judgment of Reischer, making —

his works more valuable. Some of his decisions appear as

current and as courageous today as they must have been two

centuries ago.

/

C
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he also recognized religious acts based on local custom——

minha~,260 as well as customs based on piety__chasidut.26l

However, the former must never oppose the law and the latter

must not be considered obligatory or ever take the place of the

law. Reischer was very outspoken on the subject of wron~’cust5m_..

ginhag shetut, and made use of the well—known play on words,

The only criticism of Reischer’s approach to Torah and

life is perhaps the fact that he based this relationship exclu

sively on Halaka.h, without due regard to moral implications, some

of which may not be explicitly expressed in the Talmud, but seem

to be implied. For example, he permitted Jews to trade with the

tanned skins of enemy soldiers by basing it on the strict legal

opinion in the case.263 One would expect here some reference to

the moral and aesthetic aspect of the case, which would oxplain

that this transaction, although legally permitted, was however

against the spirit of Jewish law. Reischer did not add such

sentiment. Of course it should be realized that the severe

26OIbid., Vol. II, Teshubah 6.

•.. • flilJm &‘Y 7O~’~ fl~flZ~ ~fl ~1K

26llbid Vol. I, Teshubath #177.

2 2 •~D~ .j’.)z flfl’onb ~X ~ fl X3’~7i~ ~‘~flfl~ 7~p6 If the letters of the Hebrew word MNHG——custom, are

read from right to left the word GHNN-—Gehenna is formed. This
was used to indicate that from an improper custom evil will re
sult. Reischer quotes this in Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubab
~6. As to the history of this use see Ozer Yisroel, David
Eisenstein, editor, New York, 1913. There we learn that Rabbenu
Tam used it first~r0 ~1t~ 90Th’ ~~ flbZ~1 ~ ~

26~Shebut_Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #89.
~V2”? ~‘R1’?Y’~, 13110 Div ...D’Kllvniz ~~I11Pfl 1L2’~Dfl 31lXllcfl ‘0~b 3~xp

‘?~ 1010fl1 •.flRafl~ 111101 911t1 ~‘ap •n~i’, ‘iap ~:y .j111l~ 7311K DP

~ K’? ‘?pnt? Dfl~t~
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restrictions imposed upon Jews in commerce and all other branches

of earning a livelihood, particularly in war time, may have

forced Reischer to this har~h attitude. However, the lack of

mentioning any objection on grounds of ethics or aesthetic

feelings is conspicuous in this particular responsum.

B. Reischer’s Method of Treating Aggadah

Although Reischerts main field of study was Halakah, we

find him deeply interested in Aggadah as well. What importance

did he assign to the historic, legendary, and theological dis

cussions of the Rabbinic literature? What prompted him to con

tribute to this special field of literature? What new approach

did he bring to it? ~1hat urged him to write a full commentary

on the Aggadic portion of the Talmud, collected in the En Ya’akob?

After examining a goodly number of examples of Reischer’s

Aggadic comments in his book .I$uun Ya’akob, certain conclusions

can be reached which can assist answering some of the above ques

tions. The consistency in his approach, coupled with a clear

methodology, seems to display a characteristic all his own. It

was stated earlier26~ that Reischer considered the Aggadic por

tions of the Talmud of secondary importance. He himself tells

us, that he indulged in this study only because he lacked suf

ficient books at the time as well as the tranquility to discuss

265the more serious legal portions of the Talmud.

This attitude was universal and continues to be held by

26I~in Chapter III, Reischer’s Literary Activity.

26SReisoherts introduction to Iy’?-un Ya’akob.

I
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Jewish Halakic authorities even to our own day. Reischer, felt,

however, that studying and making contributions to this branch

of Torah would be a pious occupation and a way of serving C-cd.

In his preface he indicated,266 that only significant comments

deserved to be written down and published in a book form, and

he felt a need to justify the publication of his own book. He

stated, therefore, that he would only put down in writing such

comments as he felt were new and novel. It is also possible

that Reischer gave weekly instruction in En Ya’akob, and thus the

Halakist became occasionally an Aggadist, although this is not

explicitly indicated by Reischer.

It appears that Reisoher did blaze a new path in Aggadic

interpretati0~ in many instances which will now be indicated.

It is quite evident that Reischer, in his commentary Iyyun

Ya’ akob, was usually quite rational, clear, and original.

He indicated that all his comments would be simple and

plain_~eshat,26S and that he would refrain from far—fetched

and obscure explanations wherever possible.269 However, there

were some exceptions in Reischer’s comments as far as plain

and rational interpretation is concerned, but these may rather

2661bid.

267 Ibid. T1t’?~ ‘~ ‘n~nz ....‘nnnv flbl

268The simple interpretation of a passage based on the
~-anguage, idiom or grammar as used in every day speech is called
?peshattt Any other explanation based on hidden meaning, rules
of rabbinic interpretat~~j~ implied, but not stated in the text,
Is referred to as Itderashfl

26~Introduetjon to Iflun Ya’akob.

...I~v2~ni ~ZVfl ~ ~‘iipn pi fl~C~’~31 S1,~’Vtfl ‘fl~’fl K~

86
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Ya’ aRab, Pes achim 109
Based on Nishnth Aboth, Chapter I.

~ b~?flfl ~1~1 flfl7~2 fl
Based on Mishnah Pesachim, Chapter X.
.lnZzl flzD,flO~ ~ 1’~”fl lflflfl ‘ST’ KS’ K~’ flDt~ D’t~ flCI~W .1~ K’?D ‘?~

271
Reischer suggested that Pesach was the equivalent of

Service (ritual or Temple); ?Iatzah to correspond to poverty
connected with Torah; Moror to point to God’s Loving-Kindness
for He redeemed the Israelites from slavery.

In Halakah a connection of two sayings by the same Rabbi is “~

sought even if the subjects are not related. This method is~
known as Leshitato. This could have prompted Reischer to apply
it in the field of Aggadah, thus, we see the Halakist adapting
himself to Aggadic matters. Did Reischer believe that the
author of both statements mentioned above was the same?
Reischer is being accused of carelessness with or poor know
ledge of the history of the Tannaim and Amoraim elsewhere.
See J. Slotnick—Avida. ~j,~, ~ ~

272 PAGE 1&~9 n~ ritin 2”’ flZW~ !lTh~fl’?

The rules of Aggadic interpretation are appended to the first
Talmudic Tractate Berachot, the rule quoted is #17.

•1UK D1j’b~ fltJ~~1 1~1~b2 flEflb fl’ZC~7 irm

prove the rule. The temptation for abandoning the simple ex

planation was too great even for Reischer when he noticed that

the Mishnth teachers (Tannaim) emphasized the importance of the

number three. There had to be some connection between all such

sayings.27° Thus Reisoher said rather forcefully that Pesach

and service, Natzah and Torah, Moror and Loving—Kindness were

corresponding one to the other.27~-

Reischer in his Aggadic comments relied substantially

on his great store of Talmudic knowledge and explained most of

the obscure passages by drawing on that sourcve. His method,

most often used, was to illuminate one Talmudic passage by means

of another, as one of the thirty-two Midoth of Rabbi Eliezer,

272son of Rabbi Jose Haglili, suggests.

Jacob Reisoher was most skillful in pointing out those

I
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Talmudic statements which seemed to supplement one another.

Thus we find a passage to the effect: “One who holds a Scroll

273of the Law naked, will be buried naked.” Reischer supplied

the comment which connected it with another passage, ~in which

the human body was compared with the Scroll of the Law. 2714

On the Talmudic dictum:

Whosoever partakes of the wedding meal of a
Bridegroom . . . if he does gladden him, what is his
reward? Rabbi Joshua ben Levi said; he is privileged
to acquire (the knowledge of) Torah .

Reischer, after having searched for a connecting link betwreen

Torah and a wedding feast, finally found it.275

Reischer’s logical method of interpreting Aggadah was

demonstrated most clearly in the following commentary on HillelIs

famous words: “What is hateful to you, do not to your neigh—

276bor.” Why did Hillel use the negative form in stating the

Golden Rub? Why did lie ucU say, “Love thy neighbor as thy

self?”. Reisc,her answered, that this rule is followed more

277readily if taken ira the negative side. In commenting on the

273A11 English translations of Talmudic passages are
from the Babflonjan Talmud, translated into English by Rabbi
Dr. I. Epstein, Soncino Press, London, 1938. This passage is
from Shabbath 114k.

2~4Reischer’s book, Ijyun Ya’akob, Sabbath 14k.

~b3 tlKfl 911~ DtHT.,.D~1y YI”b ?nWfl

2~5Ib1d., Berachot6B. r~ ~ ~ fl~ fl,Th

~ ~ Z~flK’l ~ flfl K~1

~ ~2b’1

2771bid.
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Talmudic passage:278 What is (the reason of) Charnilcah?”,

Reischer suggests that perhaps the eight candles of the festi

val are indicated here.27~ Again, as a comment on the Talmudic

text:280 “He who habitually practises (the lighting of) the

lamp will possess scholarly sons,” Reischer quite originally

remarked because his household will be able to study by the

light.28~-

As an expression of almost modern thinking on the part

of Reischer, which was typical of his sound attitude to the en

tire field of Aggadah, the following seems to stand out. To

the Talmudic,passage282 “Jerusalem was destroyed only because

the Sabbath was desecrated therein . . . the reading of the

Shema was neglected . . . they neglected the education of school

children . . . .“ Reischer, in commenting on this passage,28~

seems to have implied that the teachers of the Talmud did not

disagree as to the reasons for the destruction of the Temple,

2781bid., Sabbath 2lB.

2?9Others had used the word of Chanukaju as an abbrevia
tion, see Naharsho, Sabbath 2lB, who quotes Rabbenu Nissim, who
in turn quotes: “Someone wrote Chanukah means, they rested on
the 25th.” Reischer suggested another abbreviation, eight
candles on the 25th. ~ •~fl 1%flflfl ‘cnn “;~~ •lzfl

Iyyun Ya’akob, Sabbath 31A.

2SOivv.an Ya’akob, Sabbath 23B.
flflfl ~ ~hZfl W)~ ~flfl

2BlIbid •izn ~‘xK n~’~’: rim~’~’ 7’~’’~~’ ti’~ ‘~v ‘~n

flfl 1’’~ ‘~‘ ‘13lflDljl ~1bfl TflK ~‘~I...’3”fl3 it’?
~ ~ l’flV

-I

I.

I

____ Sabbath ll9B
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but everyone emphasized the sin which was most apparent in his

~ particular time, in order to teach his generation an import

ant lesson.

It also appears that Reischer was particularly inter—
4

ested in those passages of Aggadah which were relevant to

Halakah, trying to explain the origin or reason for various

commandments. The following examples might be pointed out:

“Jacob instituted the evening prayer . 28L1 is it compulsory

or optional?”. He replied, “it is optional;!??8S upon which

Reischer commented286 that Jacob was free from the duty of

prayer since he was always occupied with the study of Torah;

hence, his evening prayd was optional. Again on the passage287

“Great is knowledge, s’ince it was placed at the beginning of

of the weekday blessings.’! Reisoher commented288 that this

order of prayer must not he changed as some have suggested

lately.

Reischer demonstrated: his great skill in harmonizing

28~Berachot 263, ...n’ni~ i~n ~pn np~’
Based on Genesis 28,11 ~‘P~ ~
Based on Genesis 25,27 ~‘ ~ n1’~’i

28SBerachot 273
..niun n’n,p i,’~~n

286iyy,jn Ya’ akob, Berachot 263.

•nnin z~’i Y~W1 3i’~~31 ~ 1flIt12~ ~Ii1I13W tñ’~iin ~ ~ ~ nfl’
287Berachot 33A.

•~‘in ~‘27 nrin j,~~’nirn 1~3UD flfl
2S8ivyun Ya’akob, Berachot 33A. Reischer is apparently

alluding to Jonathan iEybesohutz and his followers, thus reflect
ing some problems of his time.

flT?EJ1 770 3ltZV’7 in ~i1~Th D’flfl~ ~i...flflVfl 3,l’fltP ]~,x nn
.
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conflicting Statements when he was asked by Rabbi Gershon

Coblenz to explain the following paradoxical sayings:289

A) Had not Israel sinned only the Peritateuch and
the book of Joshua would have been given them.

B) The Holy One blessed be He desired to make
Israel worthy, therefore gave He them the Law
(to study) and many commandments (to do).290

Reischer:

If we had not sinned, all of us, would be like
Rabbi Akiba who was able to deduct all laws just
from the passages of the Torah.

If we had not transgressed the Law, we would still
be in the Land of Israel and had no need except
for the Five Books of Moses and Joshua.

Finally, the Torah compensates for suffering; ir we
had fewer sins we would have less suffering and less
need for Torah.29l

Reischer, in his Aggadic commentary, made use not only of

the Babylonian, but also of the Jerusalem Talmud, the Hidrashim

and commentaries to the Talmud.292 He quoted frequently the

Maharsho293 and he referred often to his own remarks which he

made in his novella on various Talmudic tractates.2914 In this

289Makkoth 233.
...fl1i3~ ~~t2 fl~Ifl fl’~ ‘1W’ 3W

~‘rw’ iittn fl
290 fllfl’l Wblfl R~nt Dfl~ ~

Nedarim 22B.

29~-Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #182.

292 .~ap 9’T 3lflW CDfl~t~fl,

, 9’? niz’n ‘b..V’Vlflt
z~ i1’I~t ‘D•.•D’~’fl3~ øWz?~

293Samuel Edels, Rabbi in Posen, Lublin, and Ostrog,
died 1631. He also wrote a commentary on the Aggadic portion
of the Talmud, called Chidushe A~adoth, Frankfort 0/H, 1682.

29h ~izt ~ ‘1Km
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connection it is interesting to note that our labbi refers some

times to his own collections which are no longer extant. Thus,

~e mentioned his commentaries to tractate Sanhedrin, Menachot,

Nedarim, Yebamoth, Abodah Zarah, and Megillab, none of which

came down to us.2~5

Jacob Reisoher was fully aware of the distinction be

tween the literal meaning and the homiletic interpretation of a

Biblical passage. When deviating from the literal meaning, he

stated it clearly arid introduced it with the remark:2~6 “And

by way of Derash I said . . .“ to indicate that this is not

the true meaning of the passage.

It appears that Reischer tried to avoid Cabbalistic

interpretation in his Aggadic commentary. In rare occasions,

where a Talmudic statement would call for mystic exposition,

Reischer tried to lend to it an historical garb only.297 On

the other hand where he had the opportunity to speak out against

Cabbalah, he would do so. To the Talmudic statement:298 “Keep

your children from meditation,” Reischer added significantly——

295
.~ t1•1 wI~1~ Th~ . . 1’; “np 9~T 7’VlflZD rvfln

1~ 9~T flfl1~ ‘b ......~ ~

~T 311t1z b “~ 9’t D’i’ia ‘~zfln
.fl ~T J11V1~ ‘D •..I31b~’ ~?y Itln fl1b~

2~6iyyun Ya’akob, Berachot 55.

~ VtT 71T~1
2971bid., Erubin 53.
•.fltlKt 1311’ ~1t1fl flKb~fp rra~ t3R ‘.z’t’n 1~a~ ~ ilUb

I

2~8Berachot 28B.
..~~‘ann ~ ~‘n lflbl
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Gabbalahl 299

Reisoher tried to be exhaustive in his comments, giving

more than one reason for a ritual or a passage. Thus, he gave

two explanations for the Sabbath meals,30° four different rea

sons for the Passover wine30~- and many expositions for the

passage: “Our forefathers instituted prayer.”302

One must especially appreciate Reischer’s scholastic

honesty when he admitted that he could not explain~ a certain

passage. In such a case he added: “it is better to remain

silent than to add to the spurious comments of others which do

not satisfy. ,,303

Finally, Reischer would always try to teach a moral

lesson related to his own time and needs, while commenting on

Aggadic sayings. Every lesson which was applicable to daily

life, Reischer passed on to his generation. I’Ihile discussing

the Talmudic statement concerning the possible exclusion of the

book of Ezekiel from the Bible Canon, Reischer was quick to point

2991yqun Ya’akob, Berachot 28. • fl’ri, Tb

I have referred to ano~ther attack of Reisoher on Cabbalah in
ft.nt. 288. I shall discuss Reischer’s attitude to Cabbalth
again in connection with the Eybeschutz controversy, page ll8~

300The three Sabbath meals, Shabbat 117.
,fl•u,, n~z nz~ wino i~ ,w’1,mn~pn,zn~ ~ ~nno v~

cups of wine, Pesachim 109.

zlnfl ~ ~ ~ r.7 L~ ~ ~ c.~ ~ ~ e..~ ~

•fl,lfl 311Th’~ ‘1

302Berachot 26.

303Pesachim 5L~. x’r, nn ~ b’b~ fl~1fl ‘fl’fl
•‘Tfl’Ib fl~’ ‘31p’2W flfl KX~I’~ ½ ‘iin~t ~ ainz on~



out, that one must not destroy books today just becairse some

stitement in them was unusual, or difficult to comprehend.?

Reischer admonished his generation to learn to be cautious

with the remarks of Rishonim and blame their lack of knowledge

rather than the words of their predecessors. He warned them

not to imitate some young scholars who condemn quickly.~~~

In another remarkable comment Reischer displayed clever—,

ness and great insight. To the Talmudic passage:305 “Hillel

said, my son you have asked a great question,” Relscher justi

fied Hillel by- stating that if Hillel had not replied in this

fashion, this man may never have asked any other question.

Hillel teaches our generation to respect any inquiry, lest

people be afraid to ask a second time.306 Finally, Reischer

had a profound statement on the subject of sickness and its

relationship to repentance and spiritual life, when he offered

307the rollowiric5 thoughts:

A) Do not consult a doctor immediately, rather look
at your spiritual condition first.308

3°~Sabbath 30. 1Z’K 3.flbfl lflpt ‘~‘Th...TIflb 31l’fl~’ 7’~’~
.1K~ ~i1pt n’rin inn fl1~Vfl 3~tTb 7W?2 ià ‘2~ ‘inn 7’2b

30$Sabbath 31, the question was very silly, thus Hillel’s
reply seemed strange.

...21~’tt~!2 rñ’fl3 1~K~ ‘~ •~‘“K

3O6iyyun Ya’akob, Sabbath 31.

.p’nw~ ~s,i~t riui’i’ K~’ i~ rib ‘n ~ ~ ~flt ~WIW~7~ fl?b ‘Tib’?’? vy’

3071bid., Berachot 5A.

•‘~‘flb~ Vt~t’ i’i’~’ T’fl ~ D~T1~ fllfli ~t

3OSGeneral practitioners claimed that 50 per cent of
their patients had no physical ailment.

4
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B) Learn from the ph~sician, just as he must seek
the cause of the ±llness, so must you seek the
reason for God’s dissatisfaction with you.

a) However, do not look for any significance in
an ailment brought on by obvious human causes,
overeating, or exhaustion.3O9

I

6

309 vE~’ p’1,.KE1~ ‘PR 7’t TI~7’1 ripb vrnz irni n~n’ R’P
1’W,b, ~E~’ UEZfl 21K’1~~ D~ .,V2Dfl’? 3’l! 1 flflW ~ flhp’flJ,

,flz?~~K ~ ~ T’’’D’ 1tX~ ‘2)? K’riflV K’P~..fl1~)? flT~2~b

Text in Iyyun Ya’akob, Berachot 5A

r,.



310Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #87.
ønp’nwi D’3’VT fllflifl T’~fl ‘?‘?~ tTL? T’’fl 7’~ fl?fl 7t12D D’Ofl~ ‘flflt

Tesh #11 •flE~’T~ llfl” ‘1K~i D~1 ‘flu ~ Jli’flfl’7 flfl’•lt flE~’
T’br1~b nifltl 1K2? ‘Ki t’b~fl ‘I’Th~’n ~Ti~ WYt21~ i2p2?n riiiVifl fl”2?2

•v7”~ E1? fl”fl t”Kt

3~Ibid., Tesh. #87. Reischer reminded the lay leaders
of the Talmudic opinion (Sabbath ll)4A).
...fl~2fl 1~T 1fli~t T’2?KW~? 717 1i~fl ~ DZID iniK T’abbv TT”J1 ifl7’l~

212 •••~1 ~ 7l~fl ri’flifl’? ~ 3Th’ D31p’~Di
-~ -~Ibid., Tesh. ~ Reischer also mentioned that he

discussed this question in his Torat Hãshlamim.

b2? &rn ny,t ~n’2?; o’ni ~‘InbThw i’;n ‘~i~i Wipn ‘yin ~ n~ ~‘,

•~npn r13p112 ‘in ‘inv 71D ti

I I

CHAPTER V

JACOB REISCHER AND CONNUNAL LIFE

S

A. Regarding Jewish Leadership

It seems that a fierce struggle was in progress in the

communal life of Reischer’s period, regarding the powers of

the rabbinate and lay leadership. How far-reaching was the in

fluence of the Rabbi in a community? What was the authority of

the lay leader in relation to the Rabbi?

Reischer entered the controversy by trying to uphold

the dignity of the rabbinate,31° by insisting on the absokute

authority of Jewish law as expounded by experts3~-1 and by

underlir4ng the unquestionable right of the local Rabbi to be

the only one to decide all questions involving Jewish law.312

At the same time, however, he recognized the need and place for

lay leadership,313 but he pleaded for an intelligent and learned

96
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Jewi9 ~ay government.31~ Rei:cher fought relentlessly against

form of intimidation of Rabbis by rich and influential

jews.315 At the same time Reischer was also critical towards

Rabbis and he urged them to increase their knowledge and iMprove
316

their actions.

Jacob Reischer was convinced that the dignity and res—

pect for the rabbinate should be upheld under all circumstances,

even by means of the rabbinic excommunication, the Herezu, if

necessary.317 This did not mean, however, that he endorsed

high-handedness of Rabbis or false pride. On the contrary,

there is sufficient proof that Reischer himself was a very

humble man, respecting most of his colleagues and fellow Rabbis.316

One is also able to detect, on the part of Reischer, a

jealous guarding of the Rabbi’s position vis—a—vis other religious

functionaries. He insisted that a Hebrew teacher (melamed) should

3lLtIbjd
7’~%t1~1~ fl1~1ThXfl ~ 031t ‘1ab~’ ~‘iX’1fl fl”fl fl7’lC (,‘p j•j~) 0~i~

itin z”nic ODD llt2E 17”JW ~~lt ‘lfl fllt’llfl t1~D t7~ ~flt7fl .~y ~3i.~lc
,~t?b, ~ ‘~ 1111! lflpDfll ‘l’Zbflfl ½’;

3l$Tbid., Vol. III, Tesh. #lL11.

“In ib~ flø~ 1’~ lflit n’;”; ~p ‘;izn O’~31~fli tfllfl ‘;V fliitxifl 7fl~Ki
titi ~n~~’l V7~’;~ n’n’ itifli fllit ifliTh~ ‘b ilt rTli’D p”pn ,“xic

... mn ‘;w in’tit’; ~
3l6lbid., Vol. I, Tesh. #16. ,..‘;pfl’; ~ ~ ‘;“~ P’;

Reisoher criticized Rabbis who gave decisions in law suits with
out proper learning and qualification.

Tesh ~ 19 ~1tTit ~~3IO2LC’fl331b D’IilflK D’K’~) ½i ~Y1’lt1 7~t0 IJ~ •%“;t D’~i~1~1 D’fltlb Dfl’t’T ~

3171bid., Vol. III, Tesh. #99.

•.fl’;’fl7Z ¶SThb fl~’~ 37”fl’; O’~’V2 fl iD’ltTfl’;i i1lVflt? W~i
3lSlbid., Vol. I, Tesh. #107.

w’i’;pn ~i ‘~ait ‘ti rnn in’ it’; in nit nm ‘~ ‘rr nmTD zn’in ‘n’;nti
S.. Q”;’fl~fl b’iiflfl ~ ‘~7Ki D’Z~fl’;
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not perform marriages 319 Thi~ was only to be done by a Rabbi

Furthermore, a ritual slaughterer (shohet), who was unwilling to

j show his knife to a Rabbi, or anyone who challenged the authority

of a Rabbi, should be removed 320 At the same time, he cau

tioned the Rabbis not to abuse their powers and not to suspect

all shohtim of disloyalty to the rabbinate 321

Finally, Reischer made it clear that the position of a

J Rabbi must receive public recognition Thus, a learned man was

entitled to preference in a law suit,322 a talmid hahan should
refuse to sit together in a Bet Din with unworthy or simple

members.323 He also suggested that a permanent court of Rabbis
be established in every community and be in charge of legal

matters wherever possible.~24 Reischer attempted to restrict

3~-9Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #121.
~ “a’ fl 7’D’fl T’~,’P T’~~ 31l~D~11fl 1?Z ~bfl ~‘b~ l~? il’fl’ it? ~l&?C

•..VTbbfl lit

i n,n~ ~4~-tfl~ ‘w~ic1 ‘I1~~fl’? ‘lfl ~ PTflW1 ~“11 ‘K fl~fl ~ri ~ nzn
JCVIbid., Vol. I, Tesh. #51. Reisoher insisted or~.1 ~

carrying out the Talmudic law of Rabbinic supervision of the
shohet to all questions of religious law.

3211bid, Vol. II, Tesh. #58. 7bK~ ‘711K ‘1~ ~“7FT limit 1~l
P 1’fl~’~ W’fl~ ‘~fl 7’1X7Z ~l1l 7’,lb’K~1

Ibid., Tesh. #55.
•..17~ PEt 1’7’’~ K~ ltt?D ifl?~? fl!i31 DKV fiflbl~ ~nvab ‘fl~flz~1

3221bid., Vol. I, Tesh. #144.
~z ‘~ Kri’ifl ~cfl~ fi’Kl 31!P ~“3 Pl ••D~Z1T i’b’?Jl JllZfl ~lEfi’? fll!ti

- ~“‘p ~
3231bid., Vol. II, Tesh. #137. Reiseher insisted on

the Talmudic requirements
.3.~ 9i T’,.Tfl~t

py~’i,’ i’n ~“it it~’z~ pin n~’~ it~v 7’n ~‘~n y”~ 7’i’bfl~ l’fl Ilflfl ~‘i t’~t~
W~

~24With regard to city of Metz, for example.
Jbid., Tesh. #1143.

. . ~ ~‘i Y1’~ fll.3&?
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the takanah bylaw against appointing a Rabbi who is a relative

by demanding that it must not be construed so as to disqualify

even distant relatives who have become candidates.325

Reischer also became involved in the question of salar

ies for Rabbis.~26 The negative side had strong support, Since
327

no reward was to be received for instructing in Torah.

Reischer, when asked about payment fo~ Pesak Din (legal de

cision) made a very fine distinction, permitting acceptance of

remuneration for such an effort. He said,

since Torah knowledge today has decreased
and we are not completely clear in the true Torah
application, therefore, all a Rabbi really does now
is to find a suitable settlement, a compromise, and
f or this, one may surely take salary.328

He strengthened rabbinic authority by insisting that the offi

cer of the Bet Din (Jewish Court) could use force, if necessary,

and a rich and influential party in a law suit could be required

to plead before a court in a neutral town.329

~25Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #83.

326see S. Osaf KE~’~fl ‘‘2Th’T3~fl~ ni~~n nrnp’?
in Reshumot, A.Droyanov (editor), Vol. II, Tel Aviv, pp. 259—300.

327Mishnah Behorot, Chapter IV, Nishnah 6.
,,“~ ~ tfl~ l~ 1pM~fl

Talmud Bavli Ketubot 1O5a. J
....T’, ~ ½x ~ ~ ~.Izw ~ ~

Maimonides, Aboth 4 who opposes vehemently acceptance of
salaries by Rabbis. However, the TashBaZ (Samson ben Zadok,
first edition, 1556), permitted it.

328shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #142.

1” i’~’ 1’~” fl’~~ niin ‘j’i 7’Tfl~’? ~n’~tn rr’, ii’’rT
••~t~2 ‘IZbt ~l~’’? ~3flD1

3291bid., Vol. III, Tesh. #141.

•.•rni’i~ p”p, ‘r”~ ~n ~ ,“i ‘IRK j’~’~
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The top lay leaders of the various Jewish communitie~

during Reischer’s time were frequent subjects of controveties

in his responsa. On the one hand, every Jewish leader whether

learned in Jewish lore or not, deserved a certain amount of

honor and recognition. On the other hand, ifhe was a talmid

habam, additional recognition was in order. Furthermore, if he

was not learned at all, some Rabbis and laymen refused to

recognize his leadership and would certainly not permit his

interference in matters of ritual. Finally, there were many

occasions where the lay leaders over—stepped their power and

used their influence and wealth to intimidate rabbinic leader—

ship.

There seems to have been a tradition in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries for community leaders to have been

elected by virtue of their ability to contribute large amounts

of taxes.33° Reischer was asked about the validity of a new

takanah,331 stipulating that either payments of high taxes or

Jewish learning without such payments be made the pre—requisite

for appointments to the Jewish Community Council. Reischer

answered that the takanah should be enforced, since it was a

common custom 332

3301bid., Vol. I, Tesh. #71f

33~-Ibid. A Takanah is a regulation adopted by a Jewish
community for the benefit of its members. The text of this par
ticular regulation was as follows:

~K ~ ~ °~‘ ~fl’ ~D T11’~2 K~’ OK ~ ~ ~Ifl)

t’~ ‘‘fl’ KtflZ 9K 11’TID ~Vfl flflZD 71b’? fl’fl’ ~K’1 jD ‘fl~ 7~~’ K’?t?
. .

332Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #714
tin om ~‘~m i’v;n pm’ ~~ ~ fl’T ~ ~“3

~..fliTh ~‘Ki~?’ ~‘V~ K1’~7 ‘t
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Reischer was also called upon to give a decision with

regard to honoring poorly educated Jewish officials. Could

these individuals be given preference in being called to the

Torah as was the custom with other leaders of Jewish comrauni—

ties?333 Reischer insisted that since the ~i~dividual in ques

tion had attained such high position of Jewish lay leadership,

he deserved this honor whether learned or ~

Another interesting correspondence throws light upon

Reischer’s attitude to Jewish lay leadership. Moses Hagiz

addressed a question to Reischer regarding a matter of disin

terring the dead and re-burial elsewhere, so that another

relative might be buried in the vacant plot. This request was

based on a will which was referred to the local Jewish leaders

of the community (Amsterdam). After having asked the Amsterdam

Rabbi (hacham) the leaders permitted removal of the remains

(al tenai) with the stipulation that it be buried in Israel.

It seems that this was not according to the Rabbi’s advice,

for when tioses Hagiz was visiting Amsterdam, he was asked the

same question by the local leaders who were not sure of their

actions. Neither was Hagiz, for he relayed the inquiry to

Jacob Reischer. In his reply Reischer had this to say about

his lay leaders:

But the leaders of today are not qualified to
give an opinion on matters of Jewish law at all,

333Based on Talmud Gittin 60a. •lrTfl ‘DZ~1~

~~4Teshubah #1 of the “eightee&’ responsa printed at the
end of the Minhat Ya’akob.

w’ri 1’P’3~ ~flZ?z ft DK R7VT...fl”Sl T’K tK DrI&? 1fl~ nfl’? ~
,tbl fl’)fl •I~
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1 102 ,and their silence would be better than their speeches
in which they attempt to give ritual decisions in the I

I very presence of their Rabbis It is advisable to re
j buke them sharply for this

I He then gave his opinion on the ritual question indicating that

I no removal should be permitted at any time, except where it was

i customary to remove bodies after a certain period of interment 335
Finally, there was the case where Rabbi Ezekiel Katzen—

elleribogen of Hamburg (l670—l71j9) requested the assistance of

I Reischer to impress upon a wealthy and influential man the fact

that Jewish law was strongly opposed to bribe, intimidation, and

I influence. A certain Rabbi was afraid to give an opinion locally,

in a case involving a rich man.33 His reason was the fact that

I all the local leaders were prejudiced in favor of the wealthy

individual. Both Rabbi Ezekiel and Reischer agreed that the

rich person could be forced to stand trial in a neutral place,

so that justice would be done. Reischer agreed to make his

views known to the wealthy individual by letter, as requested.337

Reischer showed courage and sincerity which is greatly demon

strated in this responsum. He was not a man who could be bought——

he was a true Rabbi in Israel.

~~5Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I, Tesh. #87.
• .t3’~”T1 flKllfl T’~~ ‘ñ~ tT’? T’~~<~ T’~ ~ 7Ot~ b’OZIE ~‘~K

336 ...fl~’7fl mn~ nfl~
Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #141.

33TIbid. intc ~~vjoi ~nz niiii fln ~ n~ irr~ ~t~cs,’ fl&?1
...,n~ tipt~ 1K flTfl D1pb~ T1~ DK ¶‘bl’ fltl T11’ flbl fl171~1?

‘DNIl ‘r’i 1’2 ~~~t?v2 JllWfl ‘31Z~~? X3 723V7’ ~“Y
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B. Regarding Religious Observances

It was mentioned eariier,~~8 that in his treatment of

Halakab Reischer endeavored to find the more lenient opinion

if possible. It appears that he continued this trend with

practical questions of ritual observance as well. With restric—

tions pertaining to mourning Reischer was lenient;339 in laws

and customs referring to priestly families (Kohanim) he ea~d

the restrictions preventing defilement because of health rea

sons;3~O in laws of soaking meat he showed special consideration

in difficult circumstances;~~ and he excluded vermouth wine

from the prohibition of Gentile wine.3~2

Reischer tried to make observances easier for the

individual as well as for the community. In special hardship

cases he permitted a widow to marry before the usual period of

waiting, and he allowed the adding of warm water to the

~~8see page 83 of this thesis.

339Reischer made liberal use of the Talmudic tradition
of leniency with laws of mourning in line with the rule:

~ ~‘p’tn ‘,riz n~nIbid., Vol. I, Tesh. #90.

;fl t.~T ‘23)2 Dfl b’)D’~t1 D~t?1n ~flfl 2111
3L~OIbid Tesh. #85.

•... D311t K~’fl iii’12fl ~T12~ ‘?Vtll
34Ibid., Tesh. #58.

... ,tj~ ‘11~rl~v D’bfllZ flK’13 tlflt 7D1V2 ~ZK

~~2Ib1d., Tesh. #63.

••• nltn l’bnM’ ~ IIC’7t 1’K ~ itt?

~~4~Ibid., Tesh. #98.

i’~ 1~’.’ K.nt?’Z itifli fljfl”? ‘b’ ~Iflit it’ll”? ~‘3ifl’? VV2 ,‘~IX ~‘~7 i~’t?..
... ‘ltfl fln n~ ~1’Dflfl’?
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10)4 -ritual bath (mikveh) so that the women would find it more pleas

ant.3W~ Reischer permitted the painting of the Lulab to make it

look green and fresh at a time when the prices for new ones were

prohibitive.~~5 In case of rain he permitted eating indoors on

Sukkoth, without requiring a lengthy period of waiting for the

rain to stop.~6 Reischer was also against the introduction of

additional fast-days because of local misfortunes. He did not
-

believe that one should burden the Jewish community with addi—

tional fast-days and restrictions, merely for local difficul

ties.~1~~ He permitted the reading of the newspaper on the Sab—

bath, restricting it, however, to the news part. Any other read

ing would detract from the holiness of the

Reischer, however, agreed that there were some categor

ies in Jewish observance where leniency would be out of place.

(1) When the lenient opinion would be an apparent violation of

a well—founded tradition. (This he made clear in his opposition

to the Prague custom of drinking coffee on the Sabbath in a local

~1414Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #82.

...1~lt ~ ~ I’bflfl~ T’~ DWD ~
~45Ibid., Vol. II, Tesh. #28.

•.. flZb 11’l’fl p’~i Kifli ~P1~’i 7K~ fl”fll T”?bTh T3’K flX

3~6Many.expressed the opinion that one must wait with
Kiddush and meal even till midnight. Reischer’s opinion, see
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Tesh. #LjS.

l’bflfl’ ~ fl’D~flD 13,1’ D~flhlfl~ p lKt?b j’R fljflS ~

... In_u,, ifliblEfi
~ Vol. II, Tesh. #10.

any ~ ii~’x n_nt ~ ‘‘I~K D’byI, n~ i~”pfl O’b~flW O”W~ fl’Ztl
... ‘‘flhi~ ~fl’~fl 3H~ 1Tflb~2

3~48Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #23.
... i’iri “w~ tin nit’,p iio’~ nn at~’~i ~“aSee also Orah Hayim, Section 307.
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I restaurant.)~11~ (2) When the stricter opinion was based on an

I old and well—e~ablished custom. (Thus, Eeischer held that the
I Hadassim of Prague should not be used,~5° and a wedding during

the prohibited period of the counting of the Omer should not

take place, even if after the 33rd Day, ]~ Be’omer.) (3)

When most early authorities (Rishonim) insisted on strictness in

the case, or when all later authorities (Acharonim) and the_current

custom was against the easier way. (It was for these two reasons

that Reischer was strict with the butchers in Amstetdam who had

I neglected laws of Nikkur which early authorities had enforoed,35a

I and he prohibited the prayer for the sanctification of the moon

I (Kiddush Levanah) on Sabbath and Ho1idays.)~5~

I , Finally, there was one other category where Reischer re
fused to be lenient, namely, when the leniency, in his opinion,

could be abused, thus leading to a deterioration of the entire

law. (For these reasons Reischer remained uncompromising with

I ~1~~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #12.
fl”K’?~I 31flW~ 1fl1flh7~’ iy’aa~a in~a n*a fl nri’v ‘b flK~’fl1 flflfl 0~’n 1~’

••• o’ñ ~W1t D1Vb~~Wi3ifl 0S1~’? ‘~1fl ~‘X ~ ‘fl KV KlnV ‘b

3SOIbid Tesh. #36.
,.Cfl’t’T ‘7~’ ~‘O1fl~’ 11’? 7flt 13’llflK iinavi ô’pv’i’fl D’D’Tflfl 0’KZb~WZ t)~lc

..flDK fliti fl~11 ~
3SlIbid Vol. ii, Tesh. #35.

,,t?P~ b’Viz nm n’flW ¶K 1~’K~ 0’b’~ 7’K1V2~ ~tfl’ ~)fl~ 1bW1 L?112 7~

~52Ibid., Vol. I, Tesh. #57.
H? 01K 0KW •. ~DR ox~n ~1i~ 7’rflDrfl T’~’~fl ~

... ~31113~ ‘1K~

~5~Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #31.
~flZ1 ~‘K127’ n~z1~ ~ tlVSn ~tflb ~ P iwfl i~ ~ fl~’ ‘bi

• • fl?fl nfl T’KW TflltZ D~”fl o’pomvi o’~nn~nIn this he cfisagreed with his famous brother-in—law, David
I Oppenheimer.

J
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the que~stion of Sirhot, and warned butchers and shohtim to

interpret the law of Kashrut as strictly as possible, since

they might be lenient for business purposes•3514 He was strict

with fatally purity laws (Niddah),~55 fearing that the family

would take the matter lightly and finally, he was severe with

carrying a watch on Sabbath, thus preventing the laws of not

carrying on the Sabbath from disappearing.)~56 t 4

C. The Social and General Conditions
of the Jews at His Time

Reischer’s Responsa can also assist in the study of

Jewish life, both religious and social, during his time. They

can assist in answering the following questions: How widespread

was Jewish scholarship and learning at his time? How strong and

pure was Jewish family life? What difficulties were encountered

in social life due to gentile environment, influence of Christ

ianity, wars, persecutions and expulsions?

In addition, how did Jacob Reischer try to alleviate

the suffering and strengthen the hands and minds of the Jewish

masses? In what way did his decisions and leadership help

stabilize Jewish communal life and thereby bring about a certain
j~1

tEl

~5~Ibid., Tesh. #105.
1 tfllD ‘?Z2 T”K? T’fl’b D’~flW ~tY1~W fl

... ~X~)V’~ ~1E’1~ ~fl’zi~m p ~‘~i;~ b~3~ Dfl ‘ix

~55Responsa #13 of the “Eighteen Responsa” at the end
of Ninhat Ya’akob.

~56Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Tesh. #26.
•.. b’~ 7flOfl J1blTb flzflb~ ‘ifl~ ~iibfl Dyt

Reischer’s attitude to practical Halakah was lenient except in
matters where laxity was feared, he adopted the stricter view.
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measure of inner peace and tranquility7

There is testimony to a healthy, religious life in which

the entire community used to share All of Reischer’s male con—

gregants could not only recite Hebrew prayers, but could chant

them and act as Cantors Jewish learning was widespread even

among laymen; it was appreciated and publicly recognized. Thus,

we are informed in Reischer’s Responsa that a wbaUhy man made a

will to increase the share of the inheritance for one of his

sons if he would distinguish himself in learning.~58

Reischer was always sensitive to Jewish unity and Jewish

security and was mindful of his responsibilities of leadership.359

In dealing with the government or ruling power, in war or peace,

he was most cautious.360 Finally, Reischer acted as protector

and champion of Jewish women, defending them against all accusa

tions.36l

357mid., Vol. I, Tesh. #6.

••• n~’nn ‘as~ ~ y’K’p~ ~
~58Ib1d, Vol. II, Tesh. #lL~6. See also the appendix

at end of this thesis.

‘~‘ V”~ 31D3~fl fl’~ D’flt V~1Vt’ DZW 1’~~ •~ tfl7 flU flKflzfl ~11i1
~ ~,%‘y 13?’~tfl ~ip’fl ~ 1Z~’ 1Zflt~~

3~9Ibid., Vol. I, Tesh. #96.
... ~‘arw’~ flpltflb rn,~ tc’n~ “iz

36OIbid Vol. II, Tesh. #82.

Ibid., Tesh. #155. ~•t~T~ flZ~O ~fl fl~fl, fl ~h1~ ~~3j12 fit

1~3~ flD~3’1 ‘flO~b fl?’ICD YlifiK flVIWt 7’~ iii’~ti ~pfl iii 1~’~fl wriwn

6 ... rw~ 1”fl~ ~‘~1 •~Dfl’3’2~ 1lbid., Tesh. #112.

1~ flDfl ~‘p~ni ~fl’VYfi 31’~ ‘3~ Dfl’S’~ 1331’ 31’~~ fl1fl~fl ~1

Ibid., Vol. I, Tesh. #10L~.
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On the negative side of the picture, Reisoher indicated

•0that the içfluence of Galut, war and oppression had begun to

make inroads in the otherwise peaceful and strictly religious

life of the Jewish community. Some religious organizations ha~

deteriorated,362 people were plagued by collectors and were

tired of givi’flg toM’~shnach1m.~6~ Occasionally, Jews converted

although returning to the fold from time to time)64 Finally,

Reischer’s perioc~ was not free of the Mosur (the Jewish informer

who spied on his co—religionists for payment))65 The compas

sionate Reischer pleaded for mercy with respect to the Mosur’s

children, if they were good. They should not suffer just because

their father turned to this contemptible pursuit.

Jewish family life was morally Sound and of very high

calibre. Hàwever, because of constant contact with peoples of

lower morals, Jewish family life was also affected adversely.

366 . 367There were cases of intermarriage, wife beating, light

~62Ibid., Tesh. #72.
..~ ri~z D~~n l’n K~’v, irnn~ ‘~‘as1K D9u~ 1K flW

~63Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #85.
•. D’DTh’fl fl~IS’V fl~’1flfl V~~1..flb’w1 K’~fl1 ‘K P’~’t7 7K~’ itñ’w ~ii~n p”P

Probably while in Metz, See A. Yaari, Pinkes Shlohej lEretz
Yisroel, Jerusalem, 1951, pp. 479 and 493. Reischer’s Responsa
is not mentioned there.

~64Shebut Ya’ akob, Vol. III, Tesh. #90.

... ~w1 1tfl~7 ~t1b
~65Ib~d., Tesh. #97.

•. nxflnn yo ~ n~ b~D ..nz’~n~ fl~1p7D hOD ~D

~66Ib1d., Vol. I, Tesh. #20.

n~z in ~WK ‘W3 rK ~Kh~’

~6~Ibid., Tesh. #113.

•,• ~nn nzw .. fl7fl ‘K TVK
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heartedness, such as mock_marrjage,36~ and illegitimate Jewish

children. 369

Reischer was asked about a son who refused to pay &j~ral

expenses for his father and who had to be legally forced to make

such payment.37° A brother requesting exhorbitant parents for

performing Ehe required ritual of Halizab in behalf of his sist~

in—law, had to be brought to court where it was finally settled.37~-

Again, there were evil sons of a Kohen who had disgraced their

family. The public demanded not only punishment of the children,

but of the father as well. Reisaher suggested that the father

must not suffer further disgrace on account of his sons, but in

stead he should be accorded all the privileges of the priest

hood.372

There is evidenc~ in Ftejscher?s Response. of the hard

ships of the Jewish communities due to unfriendly laws, restric

tions, and even outright persecution at the hands of non—Jews.

One of the best illustrations of the latter is the question of

martyrdom, kiddush hashem. Thus, Reischer was consulted concerning

~68Ibid., Vol. II, Tesh. #118.

... “2 nriipi~ 31K ‘In n’2 IbKl •. lYtTh ilflDfl K’rln
~6~Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #108.

1~ 7’K DK fltl$’b )t’flv fl’lfl nnt ‘2~ n”’i’ nvi~t ;‘i2p nZ’il V”# Ji,ip~
“pi n~ifl~ ‘2xui’i nfl 31fl 7’Th flYIIZV ~JpD 13’Xl )tIfl llbD ~T’2ifl~ flT1ThV V’K

... tpin’2 llilK 7”2~3.b1 flhI&7 ~‘2’n y’npi’2 tic

370flesponsa #8 of the “Eighteen Responsa” at the end of
Minhat Ya’akob.

•.. ~Kfl bfl~ DlWt jfK T’Dfl

371Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Tesh. #28.

2 •.. tlX”2fl ~ fl?’2 ft T31”2 billic T’EI~1Ibid., Tesh. #2.
7WK1 iniifl ~‘ icin K’PIV ~ ~ T’~ ~
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a Jewish commurdty which was forced to transgress a law for

which Jews were required to give thet~r lives. Several members

of this community had the opportunity to leave quietly. Must

these people flee and save themselves (so as not be accused of

suicide), or must they remain in order to share the fate of the

majority in this great sacrifice for Judaism?373

Reischer carefully avoided a one—sided reply to this

question of grave responsibility and far—reaching consequences.

He stated that the people may leave, since they were able to

avoid the terrible transgression and live; but they were also

permitted to remain and serve as an example of courage to the

others in performIng the holy duty of the sanctification of the

Holy Name. In the latter case, they would not be:considered as

guilty of suicide.

Other evidence of outrages committed against Jews during

those days is brought to light by the careful observance of a

fast day in the city of Worms since lO96.~~~ On May 18 of that

year, the Crusaders attacked the Jews of that city without mercy.~75

This sad memory of 1096, as well as the constant insecurity and

danger of recurrence of such outrages, compelled the Jews of

____ Tesh. #106.
~ 1’mnn~’ irri D1~ b”D ~ ~ ~k nina J1~Yfl ‘?VTZ ~

‘~fli ~it2” ~Ifl7 iiivfl b’~flK i’Tb~’ 1flb~2 D’flt bVfl lrTfl ‘ma iioz~’i

ibZY T~lCb ,ipt K~’

37~Ibid., Tesh. #6.
~•• i°znn iiita wi’z~ x~e~~fl fls nia~nn~ ~

~~5Siegmund Salfeld, Das Martyrolqgiu~ des Nurnberger
Memorbuahes (@ellen, Zur Geschichte der Juden inpeutschland,
Vol. III, Berlin) Leontiard Simion, 1696, pp. 3-12.
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Worms to continue the self—imposed fast day

There were also cases of cemetery desecration m.entiCned
/

by Re1scher,~~6 and he was forced to permit the ~uj’ning of

dilapidated Holy Books-—Sheimot--,377 lest they be desecrated

by non-Jews A Gentile law restricted not only the building of

synagogues, but also the size of cemeteries for Jews, so that

Reischer had to decree that the usual required distance between

one grave and the other might be diminished, due to exile

(Galut) and thus accommodate more people In addition to

these peculiar Jewish disadvantages, the Jews were not immune

to the general adverse conditions of the seventeenth and eight

eenth century Two great conflagrations occurred in the city of

Prague in l689~~~ and 1713380 playing havoc with the Jewish

ghetto and causing great suffering and distress. Another fire

destroyed the Jewish ghetto of Worms in the year 1689 during

the French invasion of that city 381

Reischer, when asked about the ritual of mourning for

~~6Shebut Ya’akob, Vol II, Tesh #103

... ~ 31K ‘lt’WZfll D’11b fl?’1~ lUtfl3laV

____ Vol III, Tesh #10

~~8Ib~d , Vol II, Tesh #95
•,. fl’3E~’ O’7’ fl~flI ~ fl~’~ ti’? K’flY ‘&p

Also Vol I, Tesh w87.

379I’oid , Vol I, Tesh #158

~ j~ ~ nrwn InK in rn~v flflb
3801b1d , Vol II, Tesh 4’~136

fl~fl1 flDW 1Km fl’fl~ VTK VT1fl~ 1”flI 31~V~
3Blsee ft nt #301, also Wolf, Zur Geschichte der Juden

in forms, 1862

I
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the burned Torah ~crol1s in Prague, tells us in moving words how

he himself witnessed the destruction of untold numbers of Tora

Scrolls, and how he himself carried several to safety. In his

reply he insisted that Keriah (tearing of garments) was not re—

quired, except for the destruction by willful intent.382

The war of the Spanish succession of 1701—1713 caused

very great economic distress to the Jews, so that some were

forced to deal with the skins of the enemy,~8~ accept temporary

currency which could become worthless overnight,~814 and trade in

- 3S~stolen goods. -j Reischer was asked, regarding the latter case,

whether a refund could be legally obtained from the thief, where

the rightful owner had claimed his belongings. Reischer agreed

that no refund was necessary, since the buyer knew that he was

_buying stolen goods in the first place.

In the path of poverty and war, followed sickness and

plagues——epidemics which swept through entire communities.

Reischer was asked in this connection about the use of chemicals

on Jewish bodies3 for the purpose of disinfection; his answer

3S2shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #8L~.

~zo ~p’i O~z~ fltlt ‘J1~fl~ tlK fl~’~K ‘1’20 D’~~Dfl ‘P’Zfl’? ‘poin
a •~flZfl D’TK ~“ trv7zD ~it~ 3,Vlp’? 7’~CD..a’1~Ofl1 viip3 ~ Tesh. #89.

iflhlY fl2r hfl~ ~ VTfl’Yh D’tC3hwflb flhhhYfl ID’VEfl flhXhKfl ‘On rizp
~‘7fl %~tt~ ~ .. ~ ~P p’~i1 ic~i’~’ tflflvyfl 11110 ~lC flOfl~

•..~‘D~fl ~t’? ~pfl’? Dfl’1~T ~‘ ,flOfl~

~8~IbId Vol. II, Tesh. #155.

~85Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #181.

~h31Z~ ‘Ifl fll’hiiZt fl5 3~Z iñi ~1t 7’~t2~’t~t nflv lflK

386 ~ ~ ~ ,‘~j T’~t~tfl ‘7~K..7’hT1fl nipo’i n~’ini~
Ibid., Vol. II, Tesh. p197. •~novz nai,o ~inn

D’1;’~ h.i~p’ ~c~1 intp i~n ~np in’n~i r’o ~ imv~~
...1fl1911’ ~‘~~flv hD~ltv flh’b~ Dh~7 ‘~‘~ hhtn 11hh~~~
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was in the affirmative, perhaps because he had lost.his only son

I during such a pestilence in Pra~je.

It appears further that robbers of all kinds frequented
I

the highways and Jewish merchants were an easy target for prey.

I Reischer was asked concerning a wife of a traveling merchant who

tried to protect her husband’s life from robbers by giving her

4 25self freely into their hands, relying on their mercy.~

Reischer permitted the wife to return to her husband and con-.

sidered the transgression as forced upon her by the circum

stances.

:‘~ I

~8~Ibid., Tesh. #117.

... flIW~fl lflVltD V’fl V’i~fl~ 1~?1 ~t11 D3 3fliI’? D’ 1~1

I—



CHAPTER VI

4

JACOB REISCEERtS RELkTIVES, ASSOCIATES, AND DISCIPLES

A. His Son, Grandson~ and Great-Grandson

Jacob Reischer had only one son,~88 Simon, who enjoyed a

very fine Rabbinic reputation on his own account, who corresponded

with his learned father regarding ritual questions,~8~ and who

wrote a commentary and notes on his father’s books.39° Simon had

great love and affection for his father.39’ He stated that his

father was humble and even after a clear decision with underlying

proof and documentation, would end his statements with a refer

ence to further study and varification by other means.

Simon also insisted that the knowledçe of his father was

well—known and that all books of ~ewish law lay open before him

like a well—set table.392

‘a~ Introd. Shebut Ydakob, Vol. II.

389shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #66.
... y’n’ri p”fl .T”~1t 1”’~ W’MflD K~’~Thfl rin ~

... ~1 ‘~1 ‘~l~ ‘nat 2l~ flflV’I pEJlbTh ‘1191

390Simon’s notes on his father’s Minhat Ya’akob are called
“Shemen Leminha” and added to the Hok Ya’akob. (See p. 52)

391Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #66.

D~Z &‘t b’pOThl O”~b 3flI11~ 311’l(l flZb tj’tilZlb j’,rw ~K’)
•. ~ 3t1fl ~

.. ~ j’3&? ~‘rT1J1Efl ~ ~‘pb1Efl ‘lED ~

llLj.
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Simon was First Rabbi (Ab Bet Din) of Rosnitz, Poland and

after this, Associate Rabbi (Darshan) in Prague.393 He must have

been a very busy Rabbi in spite of his youth, since he apologized

for his imposing upon his father’s time in seeking advice by

stating that he had no time to give the matter too much thought.~~4

Jacob’s affection for his only son was very great, and he praised

his ability and good judgment in his Rabbinic duties.~~5 Jacob

attended Simon’s wedding3~6 and was heartbroken at the early loss

of his only son in ~ -

Simon’s son, Nehemiah Reischer, was Assistant Rabbi of

Metz and Rabbi of Lothringen.~~8 He is best known in Jewish

history for the part which he played in the famous Eybesohutz
399Emden controversy. The main issue of the strife, in short,

was whether or not Eybeschutz was sympathetic to the Shabbethai

Zebi1~°~ movement and whether his denial at various occasions was

393fleischer’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

.MV1D ~“p~ ~rrr~ &~‘Y~ bfll ... 17fl3 y,3?~1 P”P~ ~ ~T”~K’? •.‘.l’n, ‘~

~914Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #155.
... p•i;i ~t’n ~‘~fl ‘?~~flt flu’ ru Tt~7 JWWV ‘E~’~

~95Ibid.
~ ~‘w t~tTv ¶bZ 3i’fl lC~’1 tiT 7’~2 T~J1~ ~ T~ ~ t~ fl1fl fl3fl

... t’313fl DZ’~D ~‘3”7
Reischer was also Simon’s first important teacher.

~~6Ibid., Tesh. #182.

... V”lnD flFibi ~fl ‘fl J1fl~ ‘?3P ‘31fla~
Introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

.,. p ‘fl’Kb nflz 2fl~b 9’bl’ Jtfl 9’b’I’ n~n
398Zalmarj Reischer’s Introd. to Vol. III, Shebut Ya’akob.

.rt p”p~ ‘a~~t ,ni p~’’~~i~ JU”xb~ r”~ic n’riw ~“z~ n’~na i”init

399Literature on controversy, see Bibliography of thesis.

4°°See Graetz, History of the Jews, Vol. V, pp. 260-262.
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genuine. Enaden and those on his side believed that Eybeschutz was

a follower of the false Messiah; the friends of Eybeschutz denied

this vigorously and blamed Emden for inventing a myth to disgrace

Eybeschutz, who had been called to serve in the same community of

Hamburg in which Emden lived.

Nehemiah Reischer was on the side of Emden and against

Eybeschutz following the Reisoher family tradition in this mat

ter.4~l However, a peculiar development resulting in a complete

turnabout of Nehemith, makes this episode complicated but very

fascinating.

Jacob Reisoher, Jonathan Eybeschutz, and David Oppenheimer

were all well-known Rabbis in the city of Prague at the beginning

of the eighteenth century.1~~2 In spite of the fact that they be

came related to one another through marriage into the famous Rab

binic family of spira,4°~ sharp disagreements developed between

David Oppenheimer and Jonathan Wbeschutz, with Jacob Reisoher

siding with~

It appears that the initial disagreement had its origin

in the question of final authority in Jewish law in the city of

Prague. David Oppenheimer had been appointed Chief Rabbi and felt

L~OlJacob Reischer and his wife were reported to have been
against Eybeschutz. See also Emden’s book, Sefat Emet, p. 11.

4°2fleischer remained in Prague till 1714. D. Oppenheimer
became Chief Rabbi of Prague in 1702, in 1713 over ha)! of Bohemia,
in 1718 over all of Bohemia. J. Eybeschutz came to Prague in 1710.

40~Both D. Oppenheimer and Jacob Reisoher had married
daughters of Wolf Spira. ~Eybeschutz married the daughter of Isaac
Spira, a nephew of Wolf Spira.

for example in the case quoted, see also next
footnote.
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that~ hiss decisions in Jewish law should be final. Jonathan

Eybeschutz, the younger of the two, thought that at different

times Oppenheimeç’s decisions were not legally correct. Since

Eybeschutz was, even at that early time, a recognized Talmudic

genius, a clear and sharp teacher, and a very prolific writer,

he had many admirers in spite of his youth and the stature of

his influential opponent. The matter of disagreement came to a

head when Eybeschutz permitted a certain meat after both Oppen

heimer sAid Reischer had prohibited it.14°

From this day on, Oppenheimer opposed Eybeschutz in all

matters, particularly in the printing of the Eybeschutz Talmud

edition~6 and the question of a Takanah, a stipulation by a com

munity not to hire a Rabbi who is related to a member of the con—

gregationi407

Jacob Reischer supported Oppenheimer against Eybeschutz

in all these matters f or reasons which are nowhere clearly

stated, but which can be conjectured to be the following:

(1) Jacob Reisaher was against mysticism (Cabbalah); Eybeschutz

stressed it to such a degree that he must have been considered

)tOSshebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Tesh. #65.
... ‘~flfl p’i~n ~‘~fl ~“i ‘~b ~‘t ~‘Iflh1 lbbfl

See also Tchernovitz, Chaim, Toldot Haposkim, Vol. III, p. 239.
Also Greenwald, Rabbi Jonathan $ybeschutz, pp. 314—35.

)406Graetz, op. cit., Vol. 5, p. 251.

1~07Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III, Tesh. #83.
½fl ~‘nripn ~z~avii’ ~t~v ‘,z npin~ n~np ~ ‘‘rnc ~, D’Z~IIThfl ‘3~ZT ~“‘pi
... fl~t~ D’tl lflI 31bK~ ,WK~ 7flfl ‘I~’1tw ~“~K Dflb nrnp ~,‘:tin ~ ~i

Also Greenwald, p. 39. It seems that the Eybeschutz election to
the pulpit of Hamburg depended on the decision of this question.
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a heretic by Reischerj4~8 (2) There ~st have been some pro

fessional jealousy between the two men, and it was aggravated by

the fact that Eybeschutz was elected to the very position which

was vacated because of the sudden and tragic death of Reischer’s

promising son, Simon. (3) Jacob Emden, being the son of the

famous Hahain Zebi, Ashkenazi of Hamburg, who was greatly respected

by Jacob Reischer as well as being considered a close rriena,4°~

had at once Reischer’s sympathies in this controversy, particu—

larly~ince the fight against Cabbalth was Reischer’s from the

very beginning.

It is therefore quite strange that at the beginning

Nehemjah Reischer, Jacob’s grandson, should have been on the

side of Eybeschutz)~ However, Nehemjah was attracted to

Eybeschutz by his great learning and his new approach to Talta~dic

discussjons.Ull In addition, he was drawn to him by his radiant

personality which won him such great popularity and an unbeliev

able great number of students and admirers in a short time and

over a wide area.~2 Nehemiab Reisoher was so impressed with

Sef at Emet, p. ll.Frorn Zlehemiah’s letter to Ernden0
‘I”l? ~ ~ ..‘T1K!~z ‘~ 1~J flblfl ‘?“~fl T~~Ufl T”lThK ‘t3~ no

•~‘3O~’ flWtT) rnltri fl’~ t’bop ‘~..t31t7’fl izWi at~’~ ‘R1~fl~ ‘~o liflii t~n’v

Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #8!~.
~ ~ ~ ~

1~~~&aden, op. cit., p. 11.

I ‘zt~ ~ ii,o’ini ~ ~1 ‘Itil Ylb&? m”nn ~“y~’ “r’ ~J~fl3fl ~V’P fltb 91fl

.•• 1~’1p~ Y1b~ flflkfl ~Vflfl nfl’? ‘~‘½ T’Y’~flW

... ‘~,bZ ~rn~c ~in~czi ~‘n&’ in~it nm, ~ ii~t~’ 1’~ ‘srrnw,
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Eybeschutz that Oppenheimer was forced to warn him not to attend

3ybeschutz’s lecturesI4l3 and Rabbi J. Falk, author of Petiei

Yehoshua, had to warn Yiim to forsake the cause of Eybeschutz.4~14

Yet Nehemiah campaigned openly for the candidac~r of Eybeschutzl4lS

to fill the vacant Rabbinic position in Metz, to occupy the place

of Jacob Reischer, his own grandfather, whose opposition to

Eybeschutz was well known to him.

It may have been the dramatic appeal of Jacob Reischer’s

widow to the leaders of Metz and her insistence that Eybeschutzts

election would be an insult to her late husband’s memory,~6 that

caused Nehemiah to change camps, or perhaps it was on account of

some reported irregularity of a transaction by Eybeschutz which

occurred at that particular time.417 In any case, Nehetuiah made

41~Ibid ~31X’flt’ ~ .‘~ ~ ‘~ ‘~ ‘“~ ~ T~flV7
‘~‘in~~ ‘nfl in ‘p n~, ~ p”pn nE~ ~“xi “mm 7”ThK i’b’~’ ~zn~i

... ?n~,’ ~

Also Graetz, pp. cit., p. 341, ft. nt. 15 and p. 394.

)4l4Greenwald, op. cit., p. 84.

4lS~den, op. cit., p. 11.
1flfl3~?Z1 ‘~‘ZT “iflTh ••3fl ?“itX D’p’?K 7Vt~ ~t11Ct flp~?3 p”&~ ‘nni 3iw:i
,‘~tn~’ 7flai’ ~ib ‘~‘lt m’~n~ ifi bn’~’P K’vl 71fl in~’m~ iz’M’np ‘VZK

.p’pn i”&’ ‘n’in’~’w ‘~,‘ni n:’irn nn ‘wTfl ‘iflmz~ ~3fll~ ‘n:n~t~i ~tv

~~bt7’ ‘?K17 T3flfl~~ pflpfl ‘lip, fl~~? fl~’?fll ~7”fl ifl’bflfl ‘napt ‘bfl ‘irj rriz~
.Zb 7~fl ifl o’a,~,ic’~’ flDifl n’n’ ‘~ D”e~’ifli ZtD~ ~‘Y fllfl ibib ~“2iHñ’ ‘mrr~
~tI3~ ~ IDKZ K’7l ,~7fl YpflLfl (Km’Dt )73u1’ ~l flVYR ‘flY flhliVJ fl3%’flW ‘pt
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a complete turnabout and became one of the fiercest enemies of

Eybeschutz.418 Perhaps the excommunication of ]Eybeschutz by the
famous and revered Rabbis, all friends of Jacob Reischer: Arye

Leib of Amsterdam, Samuel Hilman of Metz, and Joshua Falk of

Frankfurt contributed as well to Nehetni’ah’s change of mind.

Whatever the reasons, we find that Nehemiah’s friendly attitude

to Emden was so intense now, and so well known, that he ‘was ax

communicated as a friend of Emden by a supporter of ‘Eybeschutz,

Hayim of Lublin, together with Linden himself and another supporter,

J Moses Majo.~~

The last member of the Reischer famil~ who is of some im—

portance to an.acoount of Jacob Reischer is the son of Nehemiah,

Zalman Reischer, Jacob’s great—grandson. He lived in Metz and

must have been of means, since he was able to publish the last

volume of Jacob’s nesponsa,420 a feat which Nehemiah was not able

to accomplish. This book was published in 1789 and contained

also an introduction by Zalman and a recommendation by the well—

known Pjthas Halevi Horvitz, Rabbi of Frankfurt o/MJt21 As far

as the importance of Zalazan Reischer to this thesis is concerned,

)4lSEmden, Hitavj~t p. 2.
.IrT ~•)~ JvI7’b~, in,1 ;npt ‘D’? 1’~’1O1p •ip’~~n fl fl~ nanv o’w ~ flT~1

,~,t ‘n•Ilfl:lt.n’;flwa st?: ,3WThTh ,wi’b~ b’bY’S~ fltZl i2fl~i T~’~ ‘~‘~

1K~V2 1117x fllCaVYn fl ~~..1i33%’ , fl’~ 31’Kl ~.1t2p1 n~~pL?,pbn

~ i,n~t tn rinnit~

)1l9This information comes from Emden’s book Hitavkut
which was also the source for Graetz’s History, Vol. V.

)420lntrod. to Reisoher’s ~ebut Ya’akob, Vol. III.

~2lAuthor of Book: Sefer Haphla~, Off enbach, 1787 and
others, died about 1805.

j
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it is mainly because he disclosed the burial place of Jacob to

have been in Metz, that Nehemiah died before 1789, and that he

was in the possession of the two manuscripts of Jacob Reascher’s

unpublished books, “Mishpetei Ya’akob ~ and Ityeshuot~
22

which were quoted quite frequently by Jacob.

There were four other people who had a closer contact

with Jacob Reischer. They were: Moses Hagiz, Judah Iseib ben

Ephraim, Gershon Goblenz, and Judah Miller of Deitz.

B. Moses Hagiz

Moses, the son of Jacob Hagiz, was born in Jerusalem in

1671. His father died while he was still a child, and he lived

a hard life. Moses was a poor but well-educated man and tried

to make a living by teaching and publishing books. He was sent

as an emissary from Jerusalem and wandered through Italy where he

had friends and to Amsterdam where he taught until 171)4. Here he

made the acquaintance of the great Rabbi Zebi Ashkenazi, and he

became involved in the Hayyun controversyjt23 Because of his

zealotry against the Messianic pretender, Moses Hagiz was forced

to leave Amsterdam. He went thereupon to Altona and finally

~22Zalman’s introd. to Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. III.
‘tul ~ 131)11373 Dfl fl~b ‘7’27 ifl’V’~’ Vp~31Z flThfl ~ )r’z p”p ,“,ic
Dfl D’rip3n lt11it tflbfl t~fl ‘lfl’fl ‘iji’ ~“rt it”it 311’IS1K~ ‘flflD 1fl~ ‘flit

.. ~Pr nvw’’i ~p~’’~v~

detailed account of Hayyun and the part which Moses
Hagiz played in this episode are documented in P. Beer’s volume,
Korot Hakitot Beyisrael. I.M. Jest, Toldot Yisrael Hearukh
Vehakazer. Isaac Marcus .Tost, Geschichte des Judentums und
seirfer Sekten, Vol. 2-3, Leipzig, 1857—59.
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returned to Palestine in 1738, where he died about l75O)~2~ His

most important books are the Leket Hakemab on the Shuihan A

and his Responsa collection, Shetei Ha1echem.1~25

The relationship between Jacob Reischer and Moses Hagiz

must have been very cordial, since Moses requested Reisoher’s

support freely and solicited his opinion regardibg matters of

Jewish law. Jacob Reischer, in every case, replied with courtesy

and showed great respect for his erudition, saying in one qase at

least, that~Moses Hagiz need not rely on Jacobts learning or rea

soning power.1~26

Noses Hagiz must have felt that the Amsterdam community

was lax in some aspects of Jewish observance, and that he should

try to remedy the situation. In at least two of such cases Hagiz

sought the opinion and support of Jacob Reischer. The first case

involved the carelessness of the kosher butchers with regard to

the laws of Nikkur.1~27 Reischer heartily agreed that Hagiz áhould

try to correct the matter, and he deplored the situation as

112~~See also A.L. Frumkin, Toldot Hakmei Yisrael, Vol. II,
Chapter on Moses Hagiz

LI2SLekat_Hakemah--responsa collection on Shuihan Arult
subjects, Amsterdam, 1695. It was an addition to an earlier
responsa collection by Isaac ben Abraham Hayim Yeshurun author of
Panim fladashot, Venice, 1651. Lekat Hakemah, Il-—a commentary on
Nishnayct, Warisbeck, 1726. Shetei Halechem: Wansbeck, 1733.

iIa6shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #87.
,.. K~1 ‘~T’T lrIb3.~ &7 ~j’lZ ~ñ lb ‘K’ri~ run

427The removal of prohibited fats and veins from meat
to make it kosher.
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #57

,.. ~?pn~’1 0~~t2, p.1t~t s1~t2 flm’ ‘bi
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rervent~1y as Ragiz. The other case was a complaint about the im

proper use of cemetery lots where the lay leadership tried to

arrogate for themselves the right to make decisions which involved

questions of ritual law.428 Reischer again supported Hagiz in the

case and deplored the independent action of the lay leadership.

A very interesting inquiry was made by Hagiz with regard to

a betrothal in jest, kiddushiri Bitzchok. Moses Hagiz must have

been on one of his many travels, since the question came from the

city of ICassel, Germany. A married man betrothed a widow in jest

and since there were witnesses, Hagiz was afraid that it might be

a valid betrothal and that a divorce would be required. Reisoher

429did not think so and advised that no divorce was necessary.

In another case where a ICohen had married a Haluzah,4~~

without having had knowledge of her status, Jacob Reischer an

swered the inquiry, but added that since this was a new case for

him and sirio& he was most cautious in his replies, he would not

rely on his own decision, unless other Rabbis would agree with

him.431

Here one can notice Reischer’s greatness, seeing that he

was selected by Hagiz to answer such a new and difficult question.

4281bid., Tesh. #87.
flWya flZ JVWt ‘4’b ft 7’~ fl’t~f ‘OZIE 71Z’1 S”Y P flfl~2 fbi

flKVIf fl1~VZ ‘in i’~ ‘b~fl ~i1i ~T”2 fliDj

____ Vol. II, Tesh. #118.
... flbo’w nt ~‘3? ‘I’? V’i ‘i~b~n ~ 1’~”Pbn ~‘Y ~bibi ~P’bf 1~
4~~Based on DeuteronZmy 25,5; A woman released of the

need for levirate marriage through a religious ceremony.

4311bid., Vol. I, Tesh. #93.
w’~o’ti ~7y flWPb~ ‘~‘Y libbK K’? ‘ZK f~ttlfl ‘Kl’bi tWTfl KM’b inn p’~ p~

~‘? ‘ipn ~t:,,.fl ttt’K
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~hieré is~ also a solemn testimony here to Reischer’s humility, when

he admitted to Hagiz that he would not entirely rely on his own

decision.
I

C. Judah Leibtm ben Ephrairn

Another frequent correspondent and friend of Jacob Reischer

was Judah Leib, son of Ephraim the author of the Shaar Ephraim.

Judah Leib is best known for editing and publishing this volume of

Responsa.1432 Judah also added some original responsa under the

title Kuntres Acharon, the last pamphlet. Otherwise a resident of

Jerusalem, Judah came to Europe for the purpose of arranging the

publication of this book.

Judah Leib began his correspondence with Reischer from the

city of Jerusalem,1~~~ and at the outset, it was not in an altogether

friendly tone. It seems that Reischer’s commentary on the laws of

Passover, the Hok Ya’akob was criticized by some Palestinian schol

ars and Judah found also, on his own accord, some irritable habit

in the book)~~~ Judah, in his first letter to Reischer, complained

that Reisch~r dismissed well—known and distinguished Jewish author

ities, such as the Magen Abraham, for example, without sufficient

proof and respect.

Jacob Reisoher replied politely, without any signs of

1~~2Ephraim ben Jacob Kohn of Wilna, author of Responsa
collection Shaar Ephraim with an appendix by Judab Leib, Sulzbach,

~~~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #22.

b~~tC 1~V ‘~fl tiflbfl ‘flY 1~.2 i’~ 1”~Ult ~1fl~

1~31~Ibid.
An apparent lack of reverence on the part of Reischer for the
opinion of well-known Acharonim.
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anger and in a very- gentle manner.14~5 He insisted that his dis

missal was based on careful considerations and only after having

ascertained that his own opinion was the correct one in each case.

He added, however, that if he was wrong, he would be the first to

make his apologies. Reisoher continued to say that this has been

his custom always, not to rely or insist on his own good judgment

against the opinion of others. In other words, if he be proven

wrong, he certainly would admit his mistakes J436

This first frank encounter of the two Rabbis seemed to

have established very cordial relations between them for the re

mainder of their lives. For from then on, the exchange of cor

respondence was only on a friendly basis. In the next exchange,

Reischer explained that he submitted to Leib a decision in an

adultery case for support and agreement.1~~~ Another time, Judah

Leib made inquiries about a difficult passage in Maimonides,

which Reischer clarifiedi~~8 Finally, when Judab Leib was about

to have his father’s book published, the Shaar ]Ephraim, he came

upon a doubtful case regarding a Sefer Torah written improperly-.

Judah Leib turned to Reischer for clarification, and he answered

k3Slbid.
~‘‘nan 11’I~ 91V ‘,fl m nir~’ fl

1~~6Ibid.

~‘ I7~ ~‘t’~fl~ r’i~fl x~i n’t’n “z ‘~TT nt ~Z •JTil11 ‘fl7 31T~ fl~l~ “12~ ~
•~ 11bl~fl ~27 ZflVIfl~’ fl ‘flfll “7~’~?

hI37Ibid., Tesh. #9k.
~ 1~ tflbfl P ~ Vinw fl”fl ~1fl ~ ‘~pZfl b~

1~38Ibid., Vol. II, Tesh. #18.
.““~ ~ ~Zfl b~ •~D’~1flK lfli ‘ETtfl ~‘1fl

By the way, Judah Leib asked this question in behalf of another
Palestinian scholar whose name was omitted.

:3
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/ j to the best of his ability.1~~~

0. Gershon Coblenz

Rabbi G~rshon Goblenz, son of Isaac Moses Seligman of

Metz, was a student of Jacob Reisoher and became one of the

Dayyanim of Metzj~~ He lived in the first half of the eighteenth

century and must have died as a fairly young person. The corres

pondence between Coblenz and Reisoher began and ended in the

second volume of Reischer’s Responsa and indicated that it was for

a comparatively short period only. Again, since Gershon’s book

Kiryat Hannah1~~- was printed by his son Jacob in 1785, it is ap

parent that Gershon Goblenz lived a short life. Finally, we are

told .that Gershon was very ill, so that ~the name Jacob was added to

his own. However, he soon died of the severe sickness)~42

In his correspondence, Gershon addressed Reisoher with

great reverence, referring to him as “Man of God,!’ while referring

to himself as the youngest of his students.1~~ Reisoher was al

ways very polite, friendly, and happy to answer all his inquiries.

U39Responsa 18 of the “Eighteen Responsa” printed at the
end of Minhat Ya’akob. It involved a question of Haser or Yeter
(with letters Y—~—or without).

..lflb ‘J’lfltfl ~‘I~t< flfl ‘31b3~Z1 ~‘°P1 ~“? 1’~K 1~O ‘OE?Tfl~ ‘j’D1~ 11’I’fl flfl?
4 ... m”p~’i T1~Z 31fl1~fl flMfl

Ll•)1Oshebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Tesh. #131.

Lti4lResponsa collection, Metz, 1785.

Chonez, Toldot Haposkim, p. 565A.

• pr;’ pvrn inpai ~p~’ ~vn i~’ tjoTh~ i: 31D ‘fl!2K nic ~3?I~2flfl
Ya’akob, Vol. II, Tesh. #lL~.

•.. O’pl’?Kfl E’K

4~Ibid., Tesh. #131.
D~Z1~ ‘l’flfl
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However, it seems that some of the replies were unduly delayed and

Reischer was compelled to excuse himself Once he remarked that he

was very busy and must be brief;~’5 another time he blamed the

a pressure of the holiday season for his delay

a: In Gershon Coblenzts opinion, ~eischer rated very hi~ly

as a legal authority in Jewish law. 11€ stated that he had asked

many Rabbis first, before turning to Reischer and that because

they could not answer him satisfactorily, he now inquired with

himJl~17

In addition, three important questions of Jewish law were

discussed by these two respondents which are recorded. One was

the question of making use of the public mail on the Sabbath, re

ceiving or sending mail which had to be transported on that day.

Reischer was able to permit it.~8 Secondly, there was an inquiry

regarding a movement emphasizing the custom to have midnight ser

vices, Tikkun Hazot, especially in the city of Netz. It was stat~

that the masses were encouraged to come to the synagogue for that

purpose and Gershon was afraid that this was not proper. Gershon’ s

reason was that no ordinary individual should arrogate for himself

14141bid., Tesh. #lL~.
1Z~’2t K11W flThflD~

~6Ibid., Tesh. #150.
~ fl !nin 1U’lfll xrrrn ‘flbl

____ Tesh. #lL~ regarding the f oUr cups of wine for
Passover in case of insufficient wine for both Seder nights.

.. o’p~’i~ V’K ~‘Z K3 flZ1IR ‘fl’lbZ ‘~‘ D3Vfl~ ~ ~ D’~fl~ ‘31~’lW ft

____ Tesh. #b2.
•, K’llb’K It~’~’ ‘~t’T’i~ ~ 1~T ~fl’ T1~ ‘?ltD’2 flb~I
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the importance of a saint, for whom such services were usually

designed. Reisoher agreed that such sertrices should not be en

couraged, but for other reasons, namely that it would adversely

effect attendance at regular daily services, and it would keep

people away from the study of the Torah.41~~

Reischer was asked to give a decision on the importance

of all laws classified as ~danger” but not “forbidden.”45° The

example in this particular question was, whether foods or drinks

kept under a bed were permitted. Reischer was lenient and per—

mijted it, making a distinction between law and custom. Gershon

Coblenz also addressed a lengthy question of Aggadah to Reisoher

which was earlier discussed in detail

E. Judab Miller

Another student and disciple of Jacob Reisoher was Judah

Miller of Deutz.1452 Like Gershon Coblenz, Judah Miller had the

highest regard for his teacher, Jacob Reischer. In several

Responsa, Judah indicated that this particular question was asked

of other Rabbis, but that no satisfactory answer was received,

~‘~Ibid., Tesh. #44. ... ~t’? ~fl~’!’ ~ P ~

It appears that Cabbalistic influence encouraged this new custom
and Reisoher opposed any such influence.

45°There were a number of prohibitions classified as
Sakanah--dangerous but not outright prohibited. It appears that
renewed emphasis on these laws was due to Cabbalistic influence
for which Reisoher had no respect.

•. b’pnlEl D”W~ 1fl~b 7’l .T~S’1fl llb’R ~ 7K~ ~‘ri ~ ~“z

Ll5lsee page 92 of this thesis.

l4S2Deutz is near Cologne, Germany-. Miller held several
positions in the Rhineland of Germany.
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whereijpon he turned to Reisoher for guiaance.145? -

Reisoher’s remarkable erudition was particularly evident

in a responsum involving a difficult passage in MaimonidesjtS4

‘Judah was convinced that there was an error in the text and that

the reading ought to be changed. He asked such permission of

Reisoher. However, Jacob Reisoher argued that since he had no

books with him which to consult, being just on a visit, he did

not feel competent to settle the question from memory. He did

suggest, however’,- that it seemed to him that Maimonides was cor

rect and. no textual change was necessary, since Maimonides relied

on a certain Tosefta. After Reisoher had returned home, he veri

fied his opinion and as suspected, Maimonides was based on a

Tosefta and some other sources.1tSS

Another time, Reischer was called upon to decide whether

Judah Miller or Samson of Duesseldorf were correct. The inquiry

dealt with a question regarding a Sefer Torah which had been re

paired improperly. At first, Reischer hesitated to mediate,

seeing that-his close associates were involved. In the end, he

assumed his responsibility as Senior Rabbi, but at the same time,

he had his decision verified by David Oppenheimer of Prague)~56

Judah Miller called upon Reischer in many other instances,

1~5~Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I, Tesh. #146.

454This occurred at a meeting of the two Rabbis at
Duesseldorf where Judah inquired of Reischer.

115SSjiebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #59.

456David Oppenheimer at the time was visiting his father-
in—law at Hanover, Reischer tells us. Oppenheimer agreed with
fleischer.
Ibid., Tesh. #80.•1

~.I.
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usual~rto clarify difficult passages, emphasizing the fact that

the older authors of legal works such as the TaZ, Avodat Hager

shuni,1~5~ Mishne Lamelech,1~58 and Kesef Mishne1~5~ could not be

easily dismissed, even if they seemed difficult. ~to comprehend.

Rather than accusing them of mistakes, one must delve into the

Talmud and earnestly try to find justification for their state

ments. With Reischerts vast erudition, it was perhaps easier for

him to follow such a path than for his students or colleagues.

Another very interesting comment in the Reischer—Miller

responsa exchange is also worth noting. It regards the reliabil

ity of an author of the book Yerioth Izim which was supposed to

have been written by a great man according to Miller. Miller in

quired pf Reischer with regard to a difficult passage in Maimonides

and seems to have suggested that based on the Yerioth Izim the

Maimonides passage seemed almost impossible. Reisoher made this

interesting replyl~60

I never heard of the book or the author, unless you
refer to a book written in the style of religious poetry
(paitan) which certainly cannot be accepted as authori
tative in Jewish law. Furthermore, it appears that the
author is never quoted by any other legal authorities of
importance, he therefore, is certainly not significant
enough to challenge and displace such a legal authority
as our great Maimonides.

LlS7nesponsa by Gershon Ashkenazi of Metz, Frankfurt o/M,1699.
See Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #71.

14S8Author Judah Rosanes--commentary on Maimonides Code,
Constantinople, 1731, Hamburg, 1790.
See Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #131.

~5~Author Joseph Caro, printed with Maimonides’ Code,
Amsterdam, 1702. See Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I, Tesh. #132.

L~60shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #59.
fl flflT ‘~ VrIfl ‘21’fl t’flV Q’7~ fl’~1’ ~ ~V”Tfl~’ flb~ 31”~7Z ~“D1

1”p t’l’Tfl 12,7W P”’ lED ‘fl 111aW~ ~K ltflb Klfl ‘DI Klfl iat ‘~‘ ma
... tVIfl K~7Zb l~Z l~’ ‘WTfl b’~D~Efl



CHAPTER VII

REISGH&R’S PLACE AND INFLUENCE IN THE
JEWISH COM?IJNIT~ OF HIS DAY

All indications, from the primary and secondary sources

whIch were consulted, point to the conclusion that Jacob Reischer

tried to.be a responsible Jewish leader who successfully upheld

the dignity and effectiveness of his high office and important

calling. Although it appears that Reischer did not seek out any

controversies and definitely tried to keep himself removed from

conflict, yet in the battle for the dignity and influence of the

~j Rabbinate, Reisoher did not remain silent. In many places we

hear him defend the Rabbinate and rebuke the lay leaders who were

encroaching on flabbinic duties and responsibilities. Over and

over again did Reischer stress the fact that communal leaders must

not interfere in religious questions, but must uphold the ruling

of the Rabbis and Rabbinic Courts.1~6~

In another instance when the Rabbis were accused of charg

ing too much for their legal advice, a complaint also voiced in

the Memoirs of Gluckel von Hameln)~62 Reischer justified the

Rabbis. Their time and effort should be compensated.46~ It seems

Ilblshebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #87.
4 Also in Moses Hagiz, Lekat Hakemab, p. 103.

)4628ee p3O~ edit, Marvin Lowenthal,flew York ,1932

1~6~Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh, #lL~2.
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that Reisoher realized that ‘there was more at stake than the legal

fees of the Rabbis. It seemed to him, and perhaps rightly so,

that the laymen tried to discredit the reputation of, all Rabbis,

so as to weaken their position and eventually take over the leader

ship of the Jewish community. This, our Rabbi could not permit to

happen, for he was dedicated with all his life to the furtherance

of the traditional Rabbinic Judaism of his time.

It appears that Jacob Reischer had most of the traits of

character and certainly the scholarship of a great Rabbi, worthy

to lead the largest and most important community of his day.

Although he did serve important congregations, yet he was never

called to the most distinguished ones such as Humburg, Berlin, or

Frankfurt. One suspects that his occasional poor health, his

temporary blindness, and the wide influence of his enemies, about

whom he complained so often, were probably contributing factors

which prevented Reisoher from rising to the very top in communal

Jewish leadership.

Reischer, over a period of years, must have acquired a

reputation not only of profound scholarship, but also of complete

honesty and integrity, combined with a passion for justice. He

himself complained of the acceptance of bribes by some colleagues,

which he considered outrageous. It seems that he had many oppor

tunities to succumb to such temptations. Jacob Reischer was asked

many times to settle or assist in the settlement of inheritance

cases, some probably involving large fortunes and wealthy parties)1é4

such case came before Zebi Hirsch Berlin, who con—
sulted David Oppenheimer, Hirsch Halberstadt, Naphtali Katz of
Glogau, and finally Jacob Reischer. The attention given to the
case indicates that it was no small matter.
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Reisoher appears to have been beyond reproach and seems to have

adhered to the highest ethics and morals.1~65

There were also many questions concerning Nadon 1466

Reisoher was consulted in these matters repeatedly, indicating

that he had a reputation for complete honesty and impartiality.1~~

Rabbi Moses of Zanz1468 consulted with our Rabbi regarding such a

case in which the courts of Cracow, Apta, and Pinczow were in

469

Finally, Reisoher was called upon for Halakic decisions

which necessitated ethical considerations and which were of a

difficult nature. Business transactions for Jews were always

cumbersome during these years, especially in war time. In this

connection Reischer was asked among other inquiries the following

questions.

What should Jews do in case the gold standard was changed

suddenly on account of war? What constitutes unethical or illegal

business practice under such circumstances9 What would happen to

former business transactions and money loans affected by these

1~65Shebut Yatakob, Vol. III, Tesh. #174.

itafl tñi ~1~fl~V2 ~Z”fl ~ flDRVJ ‘bt ZlflKfl ½fl ~
•.. 3ibI~fl ‘fl3 1”fl

466Money which the wife brought into the marriage union,
which had special status in the financial arrangement of the
couple which became important in case of a divorce.

46~Shebut Yatakob, Vol. I, Tesh. #107.

town near Gracow.

46~Thi~ was the only responsum of Reisoher in which a
Rabbi suggested that the parties settle their dispute at the
meeting of the council of the four lands in Jaroslav.
Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Tesh. #107

... 2~’Dl~’~ ~ 19’DR T~



134

changes? Is it permitted to trade in stolen goods or in other

illegal merchandise, if these were the only m~ans of sustaining

life?

Reisoher was not only called upon to voice his opinion in

such matters, but he seemed to have been one of the greatest

authorities in these questions. He advised always patiently,

cautiously, and with consideration.l~I7O

Reischer’s Responsa Shebut Ya’akob received additional

attention for dealing with unusual questions. He once discussed

how Siamese twins would fulfill the law of phylacteries and mar

riage. Reischer delved into the Talmud and found the answer..471

Jacob Reischer tended to be more lenient in Jewish life and

rituals than marcy of his colleagues. His great mind realized that

the Jewish religion was not needed to provide greater hardships to

the already suffering Jewish masses. He att&npted to lighten the

burden rather than to add to it, to emphasize fundamentals rather

than to enforce customs. Above all, he was not afraid to decide

on new and modern problems of his day, but he was always prepared

to shoulder the responsibilities of his office, and to share this

task with like—minded leaders of Israel.

As a typical example of the result of this attitude, are

the following two cases involving the question of carrying on the

Sabbath by means of an ]Erub (a device to permit carrying on the

Ya’akob, Vol. II, Tesh. #175; Vol. III,
Tesh. #181.

____ Vol. I, Tesh. #4.
•IDK~ ~ •~fl ‘a~ ~ n’~i~p ~znzc ~Z •‘J’.lz 7’~D31 T’Z!fl’T

... K”lt 11b’K VV!T ~‘~i flVtt Ifl~”7
See Appendix at end of this thesis.
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Sabba1th). In both of these oases, eminent authorities had ques

tioned the legality of the Erub, but Reischer sided with the more

lenient opinion, against the Hacham Zebi of Hamburg in the case

of th& city of Toplin,1472 as well as in the unusual instance of

the ice Erub in Rotterdamj~73 The latter needs some explanation.

The city of Rotterdam, Holland has many canals and in the winter

they freeze over so that one can walk on them. Reisoher was asked

whether such streets on ice can be included in the Erub device.

Reischer replied that since the Talmud does not explicitly exclude

such a possibi1ii~y and since three other Rabbis permitted it, the

old arrangement of including such streets should remain unchanged.

There has always been one area in Jewish life where the

Jewish religion placed many restrictions upon the Jewish woman,

occasioning severe hardships. This problem of AgUnah~4Th became

acute particularly in or after war times, and during Reischer’s

time gave rise to many inquiries. In his Responsa we hear of

such cases based on rumors of death, accidents, armed robbery,

and war time incidents, as well as plain desertion or because of

conversion to another faith.
It is a well known fact that only the greatest Rabbinic

authorities were considered competent to give judgment and to

14~2Ibid , Vol. II, Tesh. #7.

1~73Ibid., Vol. III, Tesh. #28.
nn~ iz~ ~‘1~ 7Wfl ~DiE blVi ø”fl ttifl K~ fl~’1Pfl ~ Ti’z &‘D

... ~ ~ nipm~4~~The deserted woman whose husband had disappeared with—
out having legal witnesses testifying to his death, or a body
found without proper identification. In such cases the woman was
considered married until definite proof of her husband’s death was

established.
I

ii
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make final decisions in such questions Rabbi Reisoher, in many

I
instances, was called upon to solve such intricate cases, together

with other outstanding scholars of his day. Our Rabbi’s opinion

and legal advice was sought jointly with those of David Oppen

heimer)~~ Yecheskel ICatzenellenbogen,4~6 and Rabb Naphtali Cohen

of Frankfurt.1~77

In all these questions of great personal responsibility,

Reischer was humble, careful, and unquestionably loyal to Torah

Law, but at the same time humane, compassionate, and even lenient.

Another serious problem of Jewish community life at that

time was the occasional necessity for the individual Jew or an

entire community to make the supreme sacrifice for Judaism. Such

inquiries of the need to sanctify the Holy Name, Kiddush Hashem,

were made of Jacob Reischer. It goes without saying, that only

the greatest sages and scholars were consulted in such matters of

life and death His replies and demeanor in such heavy and criti

cal tasks were just, dignified, and responsible ~78 Such admirable

conduct was also evident in such other difficult encounters as

cemetery desecrations and the like.1~~~

There is one other test for greatness with regard- to

Jewish leadership, namely whether or not the individual partici

1~~5Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Tesh. #65.

h76fl,id Tesh. #111

____ Tesh #11)4—115.

~~8see p. 111 of thesis, based on Shebut Yatakob, Vol. II,
Tesh. #106.

14~9Shebut Yatakob, Vol II, Tesh. #103.
Also in Keneset Yecheskel of Katzenellenbogen, Tesh. #37.
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pated in Jewish world movements, ideological controversies, or

questions of Jewish ‘aeltanschauung. Of course, not all periods in

Jewish history had movements of such ciistinguished nature. How

ever, during Reischer’s time, there occurred the Shabbethai Zebi

movement, a controversy regarding the importance of Cabbalah and

the famous 3Eybesohutz-Emden conflict in which our Rabbi’s interest

and influence can be observed

With regard to the first movement of Nessianisni, no clear

statement taking issue with the sub3ect specifically could be

found in Reischerts Responsa. It is somewhat disappointing that

Reisoher, in this case, did not voice an opinion openly and un

mistakably, for Noses Hagiz, a contemporary of Reischer, spoke

out against the pretender Hayyun.

In the issue of Jewish mysticism (Cabbalah), Reischer did

voice an opinion. We know that he was against but even

here he was most cautious and never attacked any individual ex

ponent, nor did he mention any name of those who were connected

with the movement.

Finally, in the Eybeschutz—Emden controversy, although

Reischer’s sympathies were known from other sources~8l yet no

real declarations by himself were forthcoming. It is difficult to

give reasons for Reischer’s peculiar behavior in these matters.

Perhaps he was deliberately avoiding controversies, and instead

concentrated on his studies, students, and Responsa.

In addition to Jacob Reischer’s great Talmudic knowledge,

he was also blessed with great teaching ability and a burning zeal

~0see p. 9~ ofthesis.

Li.Sl~denI s book Hitavkut.
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to spread Torah. Wherever he became Rabbi, he immediately founded

a Yeshiva or carried on its activity with added enthusiasm. He

even gives the impression as if he would judge the desirability of

a post ‘by the availability of Rabbinic students and a Yeshiva insti

tution. Our Rabbi tells us how pleased he was to find good Talmud

student—material in Worms and in Metz.~82 His great devotion to

teaching was richly rewarded in that he was blessed with such im

portant disciples as his own son Simon, the famous Gershon Coblenz

as well as the illustrious Judah Miller and others.

All told, it must be admitted that Reischer’s fame rests

most profoundly on his literary output. This activity more than

anything else demanded his attention as well as his time. Both

the quantity and the variety of content testify to the enormous

amount of time and effort which must have been devoted to this

phase of Reischer’s work. It appears that the reward in this field

was also the greatest, according to the ‘Rabbirzic dictum “According

to the effort will be the reward,”1~8~ for it provided him with a

more lasting and more widespread fame and remembrance than any

other portion of his eftiinent contributions to Jewish life.

~82Reischer’s introd. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II.

8 •. T1t~”? D’IlSfl fl’T’bWl 1K1 ~“1l~ ‘npb,~4 3Mishna Aboth V, 23.

.. inn inn



It
o

o
2

ci
~S

a
c
i

UQ
F-2

’
P)

CD
0

C
o
•

ci
-

3 Co
I-

~
-
,

3
•1

W
I

PD
~

14
i-S

‘-
‘.

i-S
~.i

PD
I-’

.
Co

Co
“

CD
c
t

L
I

a
H

1±1
PD Co

Co
CD

—
i-
i.

PD
i-S

~
z

I-’
.

o
‘4

ci
-

CD
PD

~
0

2
~

ci
-

ci
-

C)
•

b~
tr

CD
•

CD
CD

•
‘4

i-S
F

-
”
”

Co
Z

i
‘0

3
c
i

:,
~

C)
I—

’
Co

0
0

-I
Lo

.S
ci

-
2

~
—

.0
U

H
’

~
Co

3
CD

-S
~—

J
a

L
i

CD
H

~
U

IFS
CD

4
CD

is
It

H
’

a
—

~

a
—

~
F-~

•
-3

~
2

PD
c
i

II
H

tzr
S

0
Co

CD
—

.
3

•
‘4

-
S

J
CD

.1
3

•
l

a
~

‘
I~1

~
~

CD
0

Co
a

~
ci

-
ci

•
CD

I.
4

•1

-
I

CD
CD

~
I-5
~

“
CD

-
H

’
ci

-
4

CD
CD

a
—

I
cc

4
ci

-
•
l

o
~

‘I
C)

Q
IrS

3
U

C)
c
t

~
o

PD
0

2
i-S

Co
0

CD
CD

ci
-

CD
-

i-S
~

CD
ci

-
H

’
CD

-
PD

ci
-

I—
9

H
’

PD
PD

3
I-

”
i-S

H
ci

-
Co

CD
‘-4

o
a

-
a

H
H

CD
H

’
2

CD
PD

0
PD

H
c
i

i-S
H

’
a

b’
2

~
CD

ci
-

Qq
CD Co

0
PD

~
ci

-
0

ct
H

.
H

’
ci

-
0

c
i

r~
3

CD 3
CD

ci
-

0
c
t

‘4
it

PD
0

i-S
3

0
H

’
~

0
2

CD
Co

~
CD

Co
ci

-
i-’

-
—

H
C)

a
a

~
‘

o
i-S

H
’

PD
3

CD
H

Co
2

a
~

It
H

’
c—

s.
‘4

o
H

’
PD

H
H

’
c-i

-
3

PD
2

1z
5

a
o

CD
ci

-
a

ci
-

S
CD

~
o

i-S
PD

0
Co

H
’

ci
-

H
2

CD
~

0
Co

c1
CD

c
i

rr
PD

Co
CD

a
CD

Co
H

’
Fd

b5
-

Co
PD

CD
1-5

PD
~

‘

PD
a

~
CD

ci
-

—
.

ci
-

Co
CD

c1
H

ci
-

H
’

1-5
2

H
’

CD
a

1-5
0

ci
-

CD
F~

CD
I

I-5
a

‘-5
•

=
H

’
CD

H
ci

-
a

•
it

CD 3
.

0
It

3
bi

ci
-

IJI
‘C

D
PD

H
’

0
Co

~t
0

~:
b~

CD
CD

3
PD

a
H

’
3

Co
Co

0
~

0
C)

it
C)

ci
-

3

CD
Cr2

0
c
i

I-S
c~ o

0
b5

CD
o

Y
2

CD
o

CD
PD

a
2

PD
‘4

a
H

’
o

Co
Co

H
i~

3
C)

ii
H

’
~

0
~

a
i-
~

Co
3

Co
CD

Co
ci

-
Co

Co
ci

-
t

H
’

a
’

0
~

0
o

2
H

2
i-S

CD
0

i-S
2

b~
H

’
-

@
2)

2
CD

H
’

0
it

-4
3

ci
-

a
H

’
CD

CD
b5

H
’

-‘1
CD

Co
CD

c
i

a
o

0
0

‘-5
~

0
CD

PD
Co

i-S
c
i

Co
~

-‘

Co
3

H
’

ci
-

CD
0

Z
o

CD
3

a
3

~
>‘~

CD
0

H
’

U
)

b5
i-b

PD
3

CD
CD

H
0
’

H
2

PD
H

ci
-

PD
0

H
’

-
CD

CD
H

’
i-
ti

3
‘-~

ci
-

~
F-S

..
~

H
’

1~
’

CD
PD

CD
CD

3
H

•
Co

3
ci

-
It

—
b’

0
a

‘4
ci

-
H

2
H

PD
0

PD
‘~

n
3

‘-5
0

—
j

a
ci

-
PD

ci
-

CD
ci

-
1-S

t35
CD

H
’

CD
CD Co --3

0 3 C-
)

1:3
’

PD 3 F—
’

0 co ‘a Cs
D

H
’

PD 3 CD CO CD c1 H
’

2 Co

C
,’ 0 H
’

3 CD a PD ci
-

c
i

CD 1:3
’

CD PD a ‘a CD i-S CD

ti H
’

JQ CD Co c
i

IC 3 Co CD [i-S a
.

Id IC
o

Ic
i

0 F-
b

C
)

CD Co c
i

‘- 0 3

o
~

‘

2
i--S

CD
0

‘4
QZ2

)
CD

3
PD

c1
I-S

c
i

o
0

H a
0 i-S c
i

1:3
’

PD
t

c-
i

0 ~
1-9

H
tr

a
CD ‘4

0
’

CD
~: CD

ci
-

1-5
~

‘
CD

CD
3

H
0

PD
3

:i~
I c-
i

H
’

CD

ES 1:3
’

H
’

CO H
’

Co PD a H
’

1-5 H
.

C) H ci
-

a CD Co ci
-

I-
”

0 3 0’ ci
-

H I—
’

H c
i

1-5 ‘4 c
i

0 PD 3 Co S CD i-S

U
)

CD 0
” c
i

PD PD 0 0
’

‘a I0 H 5 CD I I—



H
j

H
’

~
~

0
~

H~
I3~

CD
2

~
Si

t°
a

S
0

Co
H~

a
P

~
a

~
a

H
’

9)
0

P
o~

a
~

‘
H

CO
—

P
9)

0
a

r~
a

to
P

~~‘t
5

0
9)

c
i

~d
0

~2
CD

c
i-
~

4
L~

1
~3

H
’

H
a

P
.

to
~

F
l

~
I

C)
9)

C~
jH

CD
~r

H
-

ci
-

IS
CD

ci
-

a
—

5
c
i

F
~

H
’

0
i--

t
I-s

-
to

p
H

’
o

a
a

P
~

~
C)

t52
9)

GO
c1

9)
H

’
H

.
ci

-
a~

H
•

c
i

Co
Si

0
s—.

ci
-

a
ci

-
p

<
ci

-
GO

0
H

P
r\)

9)
C

l-
9)

0
\J

~
‘~

tr
ci-

“
—SSi

9)
ci

-
ti

—
H

ci
-

~
~

H
F~

9)
9)

~2H’
ci-

•
“c

j
~

Si
H

b1
a

to
ci

-
H

a
GO

0
tO

c
i

Fb
b2

i-b
tY

’
3’

a
9)

0
Ct’

to
~

Si
ci

-
H

b~
H

C)
H

t4
Q

i
Q

<
‘

0
H

a
p

~‘
‘t

a
0

a
P

cY
c
i

~
p

‘-s
to

a
i-
~

Zn
9)

~
0

5
2

~
H

.
~

a
0

Si
a

S
P

r~
H

G
O

ci-
a

H
’

.—
.

~
c
i

H
’

~
a

a
P

Si
0

H
’

H
P

i-b
5

9)
9)

H
’

S
~

c
t

P
a

S
—

~
a

a
0

a
H

’
~

[J
.

ci
-

9)
a

to
b2

c
i

9)
a

H Co H
’

i-b p 9, 0 c
i a a H P S 9) H I w P H H
’ a P 9) 0 c
i

—
3 9) .4

e
~

C)
’

a
H

’
H

’
a

0
Si

Si
19

c-F
Si

c
i

~
a

9)
$

H
~o

ci
-

p
to

[c
i-

c-I
-

F~
j

Id
~

H
‘S

a
CC)

t4
c
i

i’-~
to

S
‘d

I-’
-

0
p

a

2
~

a
a

P

~
‘,
-

a
P

2
~ 9)

1S
i

12
-~

Ha
~

i-b
ct

0
~

9)
2

~
o

w
‘-s

a
H

to
Ia

‘-
~

H
’

i-b
H

F~
5

to
p

Si
a

a
H

’
••

9)
t~

H
0

0
9)

CD
Zn

~d
H

’
a

to
c
i

I
CI)

c
t

ci
-

9)
a

0
a

0
~

a
i-b

ci
-

~
a

~)
‘

ji
~

c1
c
i

a
to

t
o

.
z’

~
a

a
a

a
a

ci
-

H
’

H
-

I—
I

CI
)

C)
0

—
ct

ci
-

Si
0

c-I
-

S
-

5
Si

a
s

S
)‘

a
9)

0
~)

Si
M

to
ci

-
p

a
‘t

a
p

H
H

’
S

=
‘-
~

9)
P

i-~
a

S
—

H
’

a
P

b2
•

~
‘d

to
ci

-
a

H
•

‘-S
c
t

‘
P

0
H

’
a

~
09

ti
-<

•~
9)

p
a

a
~

q
t4

ci
-

‘-5
a •-s

o
p

o
‘-s

:3
c
i

0
9)

o
a

2
2

~
~

a
a

a
~1

CD
H

’
Z2

en
9)

ci
-

H
’

~
H

~
c
t

0
0

P>
~

Si
p

H
0

H
ct

H
5

9)
i’r

1
3

2
2

~
0

~
Si

0
P

(0
H

’
i-S

ci
-

H
’

13
2

p
‘-5

‘-a
ci

-
a

H
’

t4
‘-S

S
9)

•
—

—
P

-

Co 13
2 ‘I

~3
c
i

~5
C

t
S

i-b
1’>

‘5
H

-
32

H
’

(N
a

0
a

a
H

P
P

H
H

ci
-

C
t

0
C)

)
a

P
0

0
P

H
’

Zn
‘-b

to
a

P
‘32

H
’

5
C

t
H

’
a

c-i
-

a
t-

a
-

a
I)

’
‘-b

132
a

0
en

a
d

a
H

’
a

0
9)

H
’

P
a

P
H

’
l-~

to
a

c
i

,
Si

a
a

H
’

a
)

c1
‘

‘-5
9)

H
-

~
I

H
’

to
H

9)
P

GO
H

’
ci

-
~

ci
-

to
0

i-
~

~
2

9)
i-b

9)
0

C
4

d
l-

0
H

j
5

G
O

9)
5 9)

a
3

CD
P

H
a

-
ti

‘-S
ci

-
‘-S

‘-5
9)

a
a

H
’

a
H

’
H

P
•

Fj~
i-b

Ha
oq

to
ci

-
9’

H
’

a
1)

’
0

132
P

‘-
ci

-
‘-5

ci
-

o
a

to
~

‘-s
o

D
ci

-
a

a
to

p
a

0
•

.
C4

02
13

’
~5

-
P

‘4
0

ci
-

a
‘t

t
Si

H
’

~
H

’
a

H
-

H
C)

P

~
-~

i-s
ci-

a
H

’
Il

a
a

13
i-b

eY
9)

a
~‘

a
’

ta
a

ci
-

5
en

a
9)

a
9)

~
‘-5

H
ci

-
H

-‘
~

P
H

’
13

’
H

’
a

to
a

s
~

13
’

10
c
i

“
13

’
a

1’
‘d

~
:

132
4

•
p

a
“

a
a

‘5
1:

rI
f-S

c
i

9)
%

I-b
>

H
’

H
P

~
H

-
H

’
to

0
H

-
3

‘5
‘

P
‘5

H
’

tO
CD

p
en

i-b
‘-tS

9)
P

~
‘5

ci
-

0
9’

13
’

‘~
c
i

.,
‘a

‘5
3

to
CS

ci
-

0
“

ci
-

ci
-

ci
-

—
a

13
’

‘~
~

a
13

’
‘5

‘
P

~
H

’
P

a
CO

CD
<1

P
H

’
S

CD
~I

to
CO

‘1
3

‘
•

a
a

0
:3

-J
‘~

-
a

a
~4

Si
~

H
a

H

U
9)

5
c
i

I
H

’
‘-d

13
’

cY
;

“
a

~
3

H F
— 0

ti 0
4



l[]~ 1

a different case. In the phylactery case, it was doubtful

whether the prayershawl would be forthcoming altogether, hence we

say that one should not wait, but in our case of the festive

branch, he was certain that in a couple of hours he could fulfill

the law more pleasingly In such circumstances one should wait

•~.1~Itfl ~ fist V7’~ K2’t~ i’? ‘mw ½ fllilb ~t~t ‘‘E~t rnw~ ~ZVID..

There are~three examples to prove this in the Talmud, Reischer

explains:

A) Talmud Babli, Yoma 6b

If one order of priests became suddenly unclean while
preparing the sacrifice, we wait so that another order
can be brought in, although we could rely on the rule
that uncleanliness does not invalidate a congregational
offering.

B) Talmud Babli, Sanhedrin l2b.

One may make a leap year or intercalate a month in
order to sacrifice the Paschal lamp in cleanliness.
And the fact that the animals for Lise off ering are not
fully grown can serve as an additional reason (saad) to
help postpone the holiday All this is done to assist
in fulfilling the commandment more satisfactoril~~ and
the setting of all the coming festivals is postponed for

H one month.

a) Talmud Babli, Baba Kamma 80a.

If one made a vow to marry a woman in Eretz Israel
one is not forced to marry immediately, but one can
wait for a suitable wife.

(3) Reisoher concludes that the man should wait for a

better Sukkoth branch and our case cannot be compared to the

phyla~teries, since there the quality of the commandment e1~ not

decreased by the immediate fulfillment of the mitzvah.
l2P ~ ~‘ fllfb 2flfl •t~t IC~i’ ‘Klfl ~ fl’3E~Y2 ~i~fl ‘?“3 ~fl

.~p;’ tç’;•; ~“zz ItT)itfl TO flZb
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C. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah #63

Digest of Q~uestion:

A Gentile brought a large barrel of Vermouth wine which

was sealed on the top, but only tightly closed and not sealed on

the side of the tap. Is this wine permitted?

•.. KTtfl ~ fli fl~’Utfl D’Ipb~ ~nn

Digest of Answer:

(1) Gentile wine is prohibited for two reasons, because

they use it in worship or because it can lead to intermarriage.

However, when wine is mixed with honey or leaven it is no longer

prohibited. (Isserles, Yore Deab, Section 123) Since Vermouth

wine does not taste like real wine it ought to be permitted.

(2) Two authorities will not permit such distinction and

claim that the mixture must be different in name as well as in

taste in order to be permitted. (Zemah Zedek——Menachem Mendel

b. abraham and Havot Yair--Hayim Bacharach.)

(3) Reisoher concludes: (A) The severe opinion is only

found with wine and vinegar because the taste is so~close, but

not with any other wine mixtures. (B) Fear of intermarriage

exists only with a commonly used social drInk, not with Vermouth

wine. (a) A tight tap is as good as a sealed one according to

Abodat Hagershuni, Responsa fl8. (Gershon Ashkenazi)

Therefore, in this case I do not hesitate to permit it and in any

other new occurance with regard to Vermouth wine some other

Rabbi’s permission would be required to permit it in general.

1’IC’ lflnl S”~ ~fl ~‘ ‘ipn fin fl1~iVTh ‘ZD 71Z 3~fl~ ‘~‘fl T’~ ‘T~
i~’3&7W ~ ~ ‘j)~ fl’2lfl i~’ ~‘i~fl’? ‘1~ ‘lfllfl fiiz ~~‘v iiit~Ofl~ r~ “~“ ~
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C Shebut Ya’akob, Vol I, Teshubah #63

Digest of Q,uestion.

A Gentile brought a large barrel of Vermouth wine which

was sealed on the top, but only tightly closed and not sealed on

the side of the tap. Is this wine permitted?

... lCTtfl ~ fli fl~13bfl ~ Wilfl

Digest of Answer:

Ci) Gentile wine is prohibited for two reasons, because

they use it in worship or because it can lead to intermarriage.

However, when wine is mixed with honey or leaven it is no longer

prohibited. (Isserles, Yore Deah, Section 123) Since Vermouth

wine does not taste like real wine it ought to be permitted.

(2) Two authorities will not permit such distinction and

claim that the mixture must be different in name as well as in

taste in order to be permitted. (Zemah Zedek——Menachem Mendel

b. 4braham and Havot Yair--Hayim Bacharach.)

(3) Heischer concludes: (A) The severe opinion is only

found wIth wine and vinegar because the taste is soplose, but

not with any other wine mixtures (B) Fear of intermarriage

exists only with a commonly used social drInk, not with Vermouth

‘sine. (C) A tight tap is as good as a sealed one according to

Abodat Hagershuni, Responsa ~8S (Gershon Ash~eqazi)

Therefore, in this case I do not hesitate to permit It and in any

other ne-i oocarance with regard to Vermouth iine some other

RabbI’s permission would be required to permit it in general

rnni v’x ~n ~ ‘‘pu ‘~rn fll2WZi ‘W iaa 3lVtb ‘Jlfl 7’~V jK

~vra~ ~ 1)t fl’1W~ T~ ~ ~ tK1~fl ‘~VT~ 1K21 Ziltzbfl ‘31’fl
•‘~flW~ ~ T~’fl ~‘~‘“ ~
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U Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. I, Teshubah ~

Digest of Question:

Since the law of Halizah demands that no participating

judge (Dayyan) must be blind even in one eye, may a judge who

depends on glasses participate?

Digest of Answer:

(1) In Talmud Babli, Rosh Hashanab 2Lia, a similar ques

tion is raised with regard to witnesses who saw the new moon in

water or a metal mirror reflection. This is not acceptable.

The Responsa D’bar Sh’muel (Samuel ~. Abraham Aboab) #2U2 men

tions also that one cannot bless the new moon by seeing only a

reflection or in a glass mirror; although he permits it later

for other reasons

(2) Reischer gives two reasons why in our case we can be

lenient. (A) Our rabbis were asked to be extra st’rict with wit—

nesses for the new moon. (B) Only reflections and mirror without

looking at the sky or moon are in question, but if a mirrbr or

glasses are looking at the real object, this is certainly valid.

Proof that such sights are considered real are found in the

Talmud Babli as follows Yeoamoth ~9, The prophet seeing the

glory of God in a mirage. Sotah 3la, Unborn children could see

the Almighty from the womb of their mothers. Also in Berahot 25b,

another proof
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prohibits it and is based on Tosafot, Hullin 3b. The condition

of the I4ikvah and of the Shohet in our case can be compared and

are very similar.
.‘Iflj’Yfl ~‘ Xb~ TDPfl1 ~‘a~’ ~1Dfl ‘U~~

,•,• no’g iiptn~ n~’rn nmn~ ~ ~

(2) Reischer concludes that there is a difference because

only the knife of the Shohet requires examination as does the

Mikvah, but not the slaughterer himself, who was in possession of

a valid permit. Shehita is only improper where the Shohet has no

permit, therefore, in our case the meat and utensils are permitted.

1tflfl’~ P1 ~ 7’K~ ~Z fl~”fl11Z~’ ‘1’~flt< np’T~ X”KW t~IT1’22 “3’ ~flW3D 7~’~
~~tD1? ‘Ifl’I D’Z’n7K’t ,t?rTl ~t1 b’~p~’ ~11~ ~“3~ rn’ ‘ia’~< ~ rtn

•.. nn fl~flb TDEfl~ Dfl’’?Y

F. Shebut Ya’akob, Vol. II, Teshubah #1)t6

Digest of Question:

A wealthy man had a stipulation in his will that one of

his sons should receive more than the others if he would deliver

a discourse at the local Synagogue. The brothers, however, re

fused to give him more because they claimed that his speech was

not good and that what he said seemed to have been copied from

others and was not his own.

Digest of Answer:

Cl) One should try to help the learned brother (honor of

Torah), even if his brothers would not recognize him as well

versed. The mere fact that his brothers felt that it was not a

good speech has no bearing on the case, because one can never
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please all. His father demanded only that he speak publicly in

the Synagogue, not that it should be well presented or on a spec

ial subject. Furthermore, we do not normally expect a deep or

difficult discourse, as is obvious from Talmud Babli, Kidushin

(al menat sheani Talmid) see Rashi there, also Naimonides,

Hilhot Ishut, Section 8, as well as Tur, Eben Haezer, Section 35.

(2) As for the accusation, that the brother used material

of others, if there are two witnesses to this, it seems to be a

violation of the father’s intent. And even if the father in—

tended to have his son say a speech of someone else, this is a

sin and deserves punishment rather than reward. Again, if. the

father just wanted his son to preach so as to instill confidence

in him and so that he would lose his stage fright, although the

discourse would not be his but his father’s. In such a case,

the brother who wants a larger share of the inheritance would

have to bring proof, establishing such intentions, since the

property is now in the hands of all heirs on an equal basis.

C (3) Furthermore, even if we were certain of such inten

tions by the father, we would not change the regular irtheritance

procedure because of it, as is explained by Rosh’ (Rabbi Asher)

Responsa, Section 84, Note 4, also quoted in Tur, Hoshen Nishpat

and Shulhan Aruk, Section 261, as well as in the Responsa of

Abraham Sasoon, #124.

(4) Finally, since there are no witnesses in this case,

but only the opinion of the other brothers, the will of the father

must be carried out and we cannot believe the brothers. No oath

is required, but one can use the ordinary ban (cherera) to ascertain
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Responsa of Rashba (Solomon b. Aderet) also mentions that one can

not salt meat which is frozen, since the salt cannot get at the

bibod in such a case. The Naharshal (Solomon Luria) also agrees

with this opinion.

(3) However, since I have not seen this prohibition

(Reischer) of ice before three days with any other legal authority

(Posek), and since the prohibition of three days without salting

is only a Gaonic decree (humrat hagonim) and not found mb the

Talmud, therefore, we do not have to add to the severity of the

decree. Furthermore, in the Responsa of Abraham Sasoon and in

the ShaK the lenient opinion is preferred.

(II) To consider it like water and to prohibit the meat

bocauso of soaking is not logical, since only water, salt or

brine are mentioned and not ice. Added to this must be the rea

son that soaking makes meat unfit because it is considered like

boiling, with water entering and leaving the meat, which is not

the case when lying in ice.

(5)This lenient opinion is supported by the Nordecai

(Mordecai b. Hillel Ashkenazi) to Betzah, Perik 2; the B’er

Shebah (Issachar Ber b. Israel Lizer) p. 7L~; and also in the

Responsa of the Masat Binyamin (Benjamin Aaron b. Abraham Solnik)

Section l0)~ in connection with Agunah, where the point is made

that ice preserves and does not change the fabric.

(6) However, even after three days, when the meat is

prohibited, it refers only to the boiling of it, but roasting the

meat over the open fire is permitted.

r’t~, ~U~? ~1Ol~’ W’ 7K ~‘b’ fl~1I~’V3 ~p T~T~7 OK PK ~‘Thfl~’ 7’1~ 1”flZ~
~ 131W ‘~‘X~’ ‘?22C
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