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<Translator note: blue denotes additions or modifications of the source text for clarity or style; purple in curly brackets denotes my comments and questions; yellow denotes two alternatives. Please feel free to be in touch with any questions or comments and/or to send me back the text if you would like me to make any corrections -Avi K.>

Chapter 4: On the Verge of the Promised Land

The Sermon – “Words that Please the Heart” 
As opposed to larger communities in which professional preachers (maggidei mesharim) were responsible for delivering sermons, most communities, especially smaller ones, considered preaching the rabbi’s duties. Therefore, regardless of whether the selection process followed accepted procedures, one of the main tests by which potential candidates were evaluated was their ability to deliver a public sermon. This was, after all, the only way for the members of the community to get an impression of a candidate’s talents, at least his rhetorical ones. Other talents, such as his scholarly prowess or halakhic acumen were not really testable, especially if the candidate was young or unknown. Therefore, it seems that the only skills put to the test were rhetorical. {consider omitting this previous sentence} 
Every rabbinic candidate was required to deliver a sermon. This would usually took place on Shabbat afternoon, when community members were free from other engagements. As one contemporary rabbi explained: “I sought to enter a city with no rabbi, to preach my message along with other young rabbis.” If a candidate lingered for some time in a prospective community, taking time to develop connections or find locals to intercede on his behalf, he would sometimes deliver several “trial sermons,” in a number of fora and to different audiences. {made new paragraph}
The candidate found himself in a delicate and complex situation. As noted by *** and ***, a preacher generally projects his authority to his audience in his sermon. In our scenario, the reverse was true. The candidate-preacher was actually subservient to his audience – it was his audience who would determine his financial and professional future. As explained by ***, this state of affairs clarified to the potential rabbi, practically and theoretically, where he would be situated in the communal hierarchy in the future. Because the sermon mediated between two cultural discourses – higher rabbinic culture and popular culture – and because most of the audience lacked any significant scholarly background, it behooved the candidate who wished to demonstrate his skills to build his sermon from less rigourous or scholastic texts, such as the Midrash and Aggada. This allowed him to highlight his rhetorical skills as opposed to his scholarly acumen. Candidates who were naturally eloquent tended to wield their talents. For example, in a certain suburb of Vilna: “the masses chose for themselves a rabbi who came from afar and who won their hearts with his sermons.” A similar episode took place in 1882 after the death of the rabbi of *** in Lithuania: “before the High Holidays, Rabbi ***, head of the court of ***, arrived in our city and delivered some good and precious sermons in the beit midrash. And the members of the city convened and decided to appoint him rabbi over the community.” This emphasis on eloquence and rhetorical skill could inspire a deep sense of disillusionment among young yeshiva students. During their years of study, a time they considered a prerequisite for ascending the rabbinic throne, they had not paid any attention to the rhetorical element of the rabbinical vocation; they certainly had received no official training in this regard. The extent of this disillusionment is evident in the following two texts. The first was written by ***: 
In the small towns, the masses have the upper hand, and those who select the rabbi are the tailors, shoemakers, and the like. If the rabbi does not know how to deliver a public sermon, even if his stature in Torah be as tall as cedar trees, he will not be accepted as rabbi. The tailor or shoemaker will not engage the rabbi in the dialectics of [halakhic] responsa. They will not listen to trenchant analysis or logical argumentation; and if they listen to the rabbi, and he speaks words which please them {המתקבלים על הלב} – good. But if not, then his fate is fixed; he will go back the way he came. 
Likewise, Rabbi *** writes:
Preaching has become the pinnacle {ראש פינת} of the rabbinate. And if the rabbi lacks the tongue to teach or speak publicly, his fate in all cities will be the same – he will be rejected in favor of a lesser man. Sometimes, there will be a man lacking in Torah [learning], with neither fear of Heaven, nor good deeds or virtues, who is, however, well versed in Perek Shira and the [aggadot] of Keitzad Merakdin. He will prevail over those whose little fingers are wider then his loins in their [knowledge] of Torah. And with what [shall he win this victory?] With the sound of poetry/songs which captivate the hearts of simple people, the majority of the city’s population. This is the practice in many towns – that the primary evaluation of the rabbi is the craft of preaching – and who is not skilled in sermons? –
Thus, for example, when *** arrived in the town of ***, he delivered “a sermon on Aggada with the purpose of receiving the rabbinate.” 
It should be noted that this emphasis on rhetoric was not limited to the Jewish milieu. Rhetorical abilities played an even more decisive role when it came to the selection of the region’s rural priests. This is the basis of ***’s appeal to the students of theological seminaries to bear in mind that their audiences are usually comprised of simple people not scholars, and that therefore the art of speaking should have a central place in the seminary’s curriculum. We further learn about this requirement in the description of Father *** who explains what took place in a church in which the priest, who was not a talented speaker, began to deliver a sermon: “xxx”. {The English translation of Belliustin should be consulted for this; no point in back translating} 
These considerations notwithstanding, in many cases several scholars and yeshiva students would attend a candidate’s sermon. These were sometimes the local dayyanim or morei tzedek and their impression of the speech could influence who would ultimately be selected as the community rabbi. They, for their part, expected a scholarly sermon revolving around a complex talmudic passage or an intricate halakhic problem. They wanted the candidate to demonstrate his scholarly and intellectual abilities – not just his eloquence. Because they saw themselves as members of a scholarly elite, and did not feel beholden to a rabbi-preacher – they certainly did not need his intercession to access canonical Jewish texts – such an occasion served as an opportunity to demonstrate to the entire community their own scholarly abilities. Moreover, it was also a chance to send the candidate a clear message to the effect of: “if you are chosen as the community rabbi, your halakhic rulings will be subject to our constant criticism.” 
The dilemma facing the rabbinic candidate as he prepared his sermon was a consequence of the two competing models of the ideal rabbi that circulated in many communities – the “scholarly rabbi,” a halakhist with the ability to rule on challenging halakhic issues, versus the “pulpit rabbi” who could rule on the only the basic issues of kashrut or financial disputes but was primarily an eloquent speaker. Naturally, most community rabbis were situated on a spectrum between these two poles, depending on their own personality as well as the character of the community in which they were active. When, however, time came to contend for a rabbinic position, when various powers in the community would categorically define the types of rabbi they were looking for, one’s ability to attain the position was heavily dependent on the power relations between the respective supporters of these two models. This being the case, a candidate had to navigate carefully between these two approaches. Over-emphasizing one aspect of the rabbinic vocation over another could drive one group, who had a different set of priorities, to not support one’s candidacy and even to actively seek to scuttle it. To a considerable extent, a contemporary Jew’s attitude towards these sermons was a means of signaling his intellectual-social status. {did I understand this?} This can be seen in the account of *** who served as the rabbi of *** in North Lithuania:
Those who hold the Torah dear consider it a disgrace and a dishonor to listen to words spoken from a man at a pulpit. Even those whose knowledge of Torah and Halakhah is doubted by their acquaintances believe that it is unbefitting for them to listen to sermonizers and preachers if they wish to be considered Torah scholars. Thus, [they hope] to cultivate [among others] the belief that they too belong to the faction of scholars. Therefore, when a rabbi comes to speak from the pulpit, the only ones to attend are the course people, people from the street. And the rabbi’s heart will grieve when he sees for whom he labors. 
In sermonic literature, trial sermons are very rare. For reasons known best to them, most community rabbis chose not to include in their works the sermons they had delivered to the community as a test – or at the very least they did not bother to characterize them as such. As a result, we should be wary about reaching sweeping conclusions based on our discussion of the few trial sermons on record. 
One rabbi to leave us an organized collection of public sermons, both those he delivered as a rabbinic candidate as well as those he delivered upon his appointment, is *** (1823–1868) who served as the community rabbi of *** from 1859 to 1868. He opens his works Nidvot Fi by with a sermon, which he delivered “when I stood before the community to be tested.” Well aware of the inherent difficulties of delivering a sermon to a diverse audience, *** chose to be open with them about the dilemma: 
I have been called today by you to teach the people knowledge. Sometimes, a preacher will stand and teach people the ways of life [orhot haim], and sometimes he will demonstrate his prowess in Torah and wisdom before the eyes of the community. There are those among you with wisdom and [knowledge of] Torah, who come [here] not to learn but only to judge. [However,] there are [also] humble, innocent people who wish to hear the word of God from he who speaks it. 
*** adopted a unique strategy: he split his sermon in two, employing two discourses addressed to two separate target audiences – the masses, on the one hand, and the local Torah scholars, on the other. To justify this tactic, *** chose to open his first sermon with a quote from the Midrash Shemot Rabbah:
and behold the Sages have said that a person who wishes to speak his discourse, {פרקו?{ his Aggada, or his Midrash in public, should begin with a parable. Therefore, my brothers and gentlemen, when I stand here today to speak to you about dialectics of Halakha and homiletics, {דרוש} I consider it an obligation to choose my words {לסדר אמרי פי} to the best of my abilities.   
By citing this midrash, *** overcame his primary obstacle. He presented himself as willing to accommodate both those interested in Aggada and Midrash as well as those who wished to hear halakhic dialectics. Nevertheless, ***’s first sermon is directed specifically to the intellectual-scholarly elements of the community, showing, it seems, that he considered them more influential. In this sermon, he discusses the caution and responsibility a sage must adopt when he wishes to deliver a sermon or offer rebuke. As befitting the public audience to whom the speech was delivered, *** adopted a scholarly discourse, sometimes employing a dialectic method and citing a wide range of sources. Among other things, this was meant to showcase to the local scholars his extensive expertise in all genres of Jewish canonical texts.  
In his second sermon, delivered the following Shabbat, *** directed his words at the “people.” It seems that the latter had complained as follows “we have seen this man’s honor and prowess in clever speech and the dialectics of Halakha and Aggada; but this avails us not. Indeed, the High Holidays are approaching, and the people wish to have their hearts uplifted/awakened with ethical and moral rebuke.” At the beginning of this sermon, *** explains to his audience why he specifically chose to direct his first sermon to scholars: “for a person who comes from afar should not open with moral rebuke, and it is unbefitting of the community’s honor to receive rebuke from every claimant.” The use of this justification was meant to appease “the humble and innocent” that is, the masses; it was meant to raise their self-esteem as individuals and as community members. While this may have been the real reason for the order *** chose, it is not impossible that practical considerations dictated it: perhaps he was aware that those with the most power to select a candidate in that particular community were the local scholarly elites – not the common people. Regardless, it is clear that *** considered it important to open a dialog with masses, hoping that this would make it easier for him to serve as the local rabbi if and when he was selected. As he says: “today I have come to fulfill your requests.” *************************
The majority of the sermon was dedicated to ethical rebuke. *** discussed  man’s obligation to choose between good and evil, and, in the spirit of the High Holidays, urged his audience to dedicate their time to prayer and to take pains to attend public prayers with a quorum. However, while ostensibly presented as rebuke, it is clear from the content and focus of ***’s sermon, that he made every effort to remain neutral – that is, to adopt a discourse which was vague enough so that no individual could construe the rebuke as personal. Nevertheless, Rabinowitz was aware of the fact that some of the members of his audience did not approve of his candidacy. The ideal tactic in such a situation would be, one would think, to appease them with a conciliatory tone, perhaps even resorting to flattery; perhaps he should have ignored them entirely. However, in our case *** adopted a different strategy, one quite risky for anyone looking for wide public support of his candidacy – he chose to confront his detractors openly. “Within this great community,” *** said “it is inevitable that there be those with an evil eye, who have different opinions, who seek a pretext [against me].” It seems that his willingness to publicly confront his opponents head on stemmed from the knowledge that they were a minority with marginal influence over the selection process. 
It behooves us to reiterate that for every rabbinic post there were several competitors. Every candidate meant another sermon. Thus, while the candidate himself may have ascribed great importance to the success of his sermon, it is likely that (unless he was already a favorite, or unless the protentional group of selectors had yet to hear several sermons already) their attentiveness to an individual sermon was somewhat limited. Unless he was a talented speaker they would be difficult to impress with words alone. 

From the rabbinic letter to the rabbinic writ of appointment
The sermon was usually the second-to-last stage of the journey towards the community rabbinate. However, even if the candidate had cleared the hurdle of the public sermon, and even been formally selected for the position, it was still premature to celebrate. At this point there was an additional obstacle – negotiations over the terms of his employment. Naturally, the sources documenting these proceedings are limited. Most of the details we do have come from earlier periods in which the communal institutions still operated in an official capacity and thus left behind relevant documentation. However, as the power of these institutions waned, and certainly after 1844, when the Kahal was official disbanded in the Russian Empire, negotiations became far less formal. Nevertheless, it is possible to reconstruct, at least in part, this stage of the appointment process and it cannot be overstated the concrete influence these negotiations could have on the rabbi’s future relationship with his community and his ability to serve it. 
A rabbi learned that he had been chosen from an informative “rabbinical letter.” This letter, worded in flowery prose, represented an official offer which included several prerequisites and sometimes even a draft of the terms of employment. Some candidates would reject the offer outright, be it because they had already received a position elsewhere, because the opening conditions offered were, in their mind, unreasonable, or because they had learned from their own sources that the letter did not necessarily represent the voice of the entire community (a scenario described in the previous chapter). For those who accepted the rabbinic letter, the document represented a starting point for negotiations about practical considerations as well as terms of employment.  If both sides reached an agreement, a rabbinic writ of appointment – the community rabbi’s contract – would follow. In broad terms, the existence of a rabbinic writ, which was existed in some form in the late Middle Ages, represented an important stage in the professionalization of the rabbinate.  
Before dwelling on specific terms of employment, we should note that most extant rabbinic writs clearly delineate the hierarchical relationship between the community institutions and the rabbi. Naturally, the heads of the community were concerned that, despite the restrictions placed upon him in the rabbinic writ, the rabbi would, after his appointment, operate independently, perhaps even flouting the accepted norms of the community. They, therefore, would take extra measures to avoid such an outcome. Thus, for example, the rabbinic writ that Rabbi *** received from the community of *** stated that “with celebration, we have accepted him to tend to the flock of his people for six years. At this time {עת שמוע ישמע לדברנו} he must obey the words written herein, and if he violates even one of them his position will be terminated, and his salary discontinued!” Likewise, in the community of *** it was stipulated that “the rabbi who will, God willing, be accepted by our community must swear to uphold all the decrees enshrined in the [community] ledger, both those [directly] applicable to the rabbi as well as those pertaining to the community as a whole.” The rabbi’s total subservience to the powerful members of the community and to community ordinances was one of the reasons that some Torah scholars, even some of the most talented ones, had qualms about taking on a community position.  
The most prominent example of this trend was a clause in the rabbinic writ limiting the rabbi’s term to a specified number of years. Generally, the term was set to three years, in a few cases it could be as long as six years, and in some very rare cases, it could be longer. Judah Loew Ben Bezalel (the Maharal of Prague) describes this already in the sixteenth century: “the rabbis in these lands are all dependent on the heads and individuals of the community, for once a year or every three years they repeat [the process] of appointing him rabbi.” The Maharal further notes that the rabbi is completely reliant on the political establishment of the community: “and how can he not fear those into whose hands he is delivered; [how can he not wonder if] they will restore him as rabbi?!” Term limits were not merely stated in rabbinical writs; they were also enshrined in super-communal ordinances {yes?}, for example those drafted in Lithuania in 1623: “the head of court shall serve for a certain period. If, when his time has expired, they do not re-accept him, then he is removed from the rabbinate, and they need not inform him before the end of his term.” Likewise, we find numerous references to this phenomenon in halakhic literature, the letters of community rabbis, in community records, official ordinances, in literature {??בספרות perhaps belles lettres?} in news articles discussing the happenings in various communities, and, to a lesser extent, in scholarly literature. Thus, in the rabbinic writs examined for the purposes of this study, including those given to famous and prestigious figures such as ***, almost none offered the rabbi an unlimited term. While there have been many attempts in rabbinic literature to downplay the importance of this issue, some going so far to claim that it was the rabbi’s prerogative to end his term not the community’s, the historical picture tells a different story, and the communities would wield their power as they saw fit {והקהילות עשו בכך שימוש כהבנתן}. This being the case, the rabbi had to stand for “re-election” every few years, and, as we will explain below, this could have significant repercussions on this behavior. We should note here that a limited term was not unique to community rabbis. The crown rabbis also had to go through a re-selection process every three years. Even minor religious functionaries, such as slaughterers, were not allowed to serve indefinitely. The practice was so entrenched in the organizational culture of Eastern European communities that it was transported to new Jewish centers established in the United States and Australia in the nineteenth century. 
It was on the basis of this conception that the rabbi’s terms of employment were formulated. It was usually the community institutions who made decisions (though in pre-partition Poland the authorities as well as super-communal bodies had also had a say). Nevertheless, the community institutions left some latitude as to who conducted the negotiations in practice. Like any negotiation, supply and demand played a crucial role. Thus, as described above in the context of finding and choosing a rabbi, here also we must distinguish between cases in which a community petitioned their ideal candidate – which meant that the candidate had greater power to negotiate his terms – and cases of a young yeshiva student competing for the position with many others. Preferred candidates, i.e., famous rabbis, would carefully review the offer. They could do this by consulting with the community’s previous rabbis or by gathering details about life in the Jewish community through friends of family members. That being said, it should be borne in mind that it was usually large, well-off communities who would offer the position to famous rabbis. Because the rabbinic thrones of such communities were considered prestigious appointments, a community’s negotiating power remained relatively high. Still, their choice to petition a specific rabbi did leave him in a relatively good negotiating position. {you kind of go back and forth here (first the rabbi has more power, then the community but still the rabbi) perhaps this should be simplified} This can be seen, for example, in the rabbinic letter sent by the community of *** to Rabbi ***: “we call upon [you,] man of God, to be God’s prince in our midst and to be a rabbi and halakhic authority. However, we will only accept him if he is willing to uphold the clauses described in our [community] ledger {ספר זכרונות}.” This delicate balance of power served as the basis for elaborate negotiations, negotiations which sometimes floundered if the candidate or the community were unwilling to accede to the other side’s demands. As for the young yeshiva student, who had attained the position after a long and arduous process, he was usually forced to accept the terms of employment offered to him and was unable to engage in any real negotiations. 
As discussed above, if negotiations were conducted, they would revolve around both matters of principle as well as practice. In terms of principle, rabbinic candidates were concerned about the level of authority they would enjoy upon accepting the position. As we have mentioned, the selection of a rabbi often sparked contentious debate between different factions in the community. Therefore, the possibility that the rabbi’s opponents would refuse to accept his authority was far from a theoretical concern. For this reason, in various rabbinic writs, this issue is addressed explicitly. For example, in the rabbinic writ sent by the community of *** to Rabbi *** in 1860 it is stated: “we have all agreed to accept upon us as rabbi, head of court, and moreh tzedek the great leader, Rabbi ***. We shall act in accordance with his words. And God forbid that any man in our city should disobey his honor’s opinion, whether it be something large or something small, as required according to our holy law and as required for him to lead our city and oversee its needs.” Similar stipulations were made in regard to the rabbi’s areas of purview such as his authority over the cantor, the slaughterer, the butcher, and the dayyanim. To avert and minimize the effectiveness of such pockets of resistance, some rabbis would, already during negotiations, demand assurances that their authority would be uncontested in these areas. Thus, for example, in the 1870s, during the negotiations between the representatives of the community of *** and Rabbi ***, the latter required that “all those entrusted with the religious duties {כל שומרי משמרת העדה} from the cantor to the beadle, from the slaughterer to the butcher, shall be under his command for better or for worse. And if he [=the rabbi] finds any fault in them, he may depose them and grant their honor and glory to others.”  
As for practical considerations, negotiations would address the rabbi’s obligations and rights – both of which were expressly defined in the writ of rabbinic appointment. When it came to terms of employment, most rabbinic writs focused on the rabbi’s obligation to his community. A review of extant sources reveals a long list of such obligations. First and foremost, the rabbi was required to live within the community, a necessity given the the services he was expected to administer as part of his position. {perhaps elaborate?} Therefore, the beginning of the rabbi’s term, which was specified in the rabbinic letter or in the writ of rabbinic appointment, overlapped with his physical arrival in the community. In some cases, it was explicitly stipulated that the rabbi must live in the community with his family. Likewise, certain communities forbade the local rabbi to serve another community at the same time.
The rabbi’s regular duties included answering day-to-day halakhic inquiries; supervision of ritual slaughter and the kashrut of food products sold in the community; involvement in the community’s judicial system; and involvement in various aspects of community religious life (setting prayer times, delivering sermons at predetermined time, and the like); as well as being generally active in the community’s public life. In addition to these duties, the rabbi was expected to give daily classes to different groups within the community. As far as the rabbi’s educational responsibilities, a review of extant sources reveals two trends. In some communities the rabbi’s official duties included supervision of studies in the “Heder,” “talmud-torah,” and local yeshiva. In others, especially in the nineteenth century, taking an interest in the community’s educational facilities was seen as “a humanitarian {אנושי} obligation, to make an effort on behalf of the members of his community and to supervise the needs of the public, the talmudei-torah and the yeshivot, not as part of his position – for we have never found written in a writ of rabbinic appointment given to a rabbi in Israel that he must supervise and oversee the talmudei-torah and yeshivot and the like – but rather as a private individual whose words are heeded and who has the ability to object.”
As a rule, the smaller the community, the more the rabbi’s duties. As described by Rabbi ***:
In the large cities, the [rabbinic] position is split [between different individuals]: one person will rule on kashrut, another will rule on marriage and divorce, one will rule on monetary matters, and another will preach words of Aggada, teaching the people the path of God which they must walk, and every sage specializes in one subject. {מצוין בסוג עניינו} Unlike this is the rabbi who presides in small cities. For all details and issues which require judgment and ruling will entangle him. And occasionally he will preach words of Aggada or any matter that the city requires of him. {כל מילי דמתא עלי רמיא}
The rabbi’s rights were also stipulated in the writ of rabbinic appointment. In this context, it is important to distinguish between the rabbi’s right to receive wages for his work, a clause appearing in every writ, and additional rights resulting from negotiations between sides. If community rabbis regarded the statement in Ethics of the Fathers “make not [the rabbinate] a crown wherewith to magnify thyself” as mere aphorism, then the end of the mishnah “nor a spade wherewith to dig” was certainly seen as nothing more than advice, and not an obligation. During this time, a rabbinic position was considered the livelihood of the rabbi and his family. Therefore, great importance was ascribed to the size of his salary. This attitude is seen clearly in the public discourse arising from contemporary sources. That being said, our ability to provide precise data about the income of community rabbis is limited. This is because, beginning in 1835, community rabbis lacked any official status in the Russian Empire, and therefore the details of their position and the salary they received, were not entered into the community’s expense records. 
To reach as accurate an estimate as possible, and to contextualize data in relationship to other trades as well as fluctuations in the purchasing power of the local currency, the following discussion will focus on the Pale of Settlement between the years of 1795 and 1914, a time when the ruble was the only legal tender used in the region. When discussing the level of a community rabbi’s pay a number of variables must be considered: 
1. Time: this relates to fluctuations in the prices of basic products (housing, food etc.) as well as the level of salary accepted in other professions in the same time and place. 
2. The character of the community – a distinction must be drawn between communities of different sizes: salaries in cities were not the same as those in towns, which were not the same as those in rural villages. This division, however, is not completely schematic. This is because sometimes towns and rural communities would offer rabbis salaries far higher than the norm if they had large sums of money at their disposal. {from where? Elaborate?}
3. Experience and reputation – generally speaking, rabbis at the beginning of their careers would receive a lower salary than those who had previously served in one or more communities as well as those with a reputation. 
From the data at our disposal, we can conclude that in the last decade of the eighteenth century, a rabbi’s basic annual salary in a town community (without any other additions) ranged from 30-80 rubles {let me know if you have an English symbol for ruble you’d like to use}. This, of course, depended on the size of the town and the financial resources at its disposal. This statistic corresponds to the salaries received by rural priests in the Russian Empire during the same time. 
From the beginning of the nineteenth century, we have more data at our disposal and we can, therefore, provide a broader and more detailed picture, both chronologically as well as in terms of community sizes. Thus, from the beginning of the century until the judicial reforms of Tsar Alexander II (in the 1860s), the annual income of town rabbis was, on average, 120 rubles, depending on the size of the community. For example, at the beginning of his term in the community of *** in 1837, Rabbi *** received an annual salary of 40 rubles. When he received his second position, two years later in the town of ***, his salary was raised to 52 rubles, and when he was chosen in 1846 to serve as the rabbi of ***, his salary rose dramatically to 200 rubles. For perspective, we can note the growing disparity during this period between the income of rabbis and the average salary of rural priests which ranged from 25 to 75 rubles per year. During this time, we see a significant gap between a rabbi serving in a rural community or a town and a rabbi serving in an urban community. For example, already in the first decade of the nineteenth century, the salary of a rabbi in the Jewish community of *** was more than 150 rubles annually. By mid-century, the rabbi of the *** was receiving an annual salary of more than 450 rubles. From the 1860s, and especially after the reforms of Alexander II, the nominal annual income of town rabbis rose to 250 rubles on average, a 100% increase. This trend would only grow stronger in the period between 1880 and 1914 when the average annual salary of an urban rabbi was about 1600 rubles and in a town 450 rubles or more. 
To get an impression of the meaning of these sums, and assuming that the level of one’s salary influenced one’s social status, it behooves us to examine the salaries of other members of the population at the time. Thus, for example, we can compare the salaries of rabbis to agricultural laborers, a group that, during the second half of the eighteenth century constituted about 10% of Jewish wage-earners in the Baltic region. According to data published by ***, the annual salary of these workers was 190 rubles. Likewise, the annual salary of 60% of those who belonged to the three largest professions in Jewish society in town during this period (storeowners, merchants, and artisans) was between 100 and 300 rubles and 88% of Torah teachers between 150–250 rubles. The annual salary of a teacher in a Jewish public school in 1902 ranged from 250 to 500 rubles depending on experience and subject taught. We can conclude from all this data that the level of income promised (though not always given) to a community rabbi in a town was equal to that of the middle-class families in his community. Without a doubt, and as we will explain further in the second half of this book, this could have a significant impact on the rabbi’s public status as well as his ability to serve his community. 
As mentioned above, community rabbis in the Pale of Settlement (excluding Poland) lacked any official status. As a result, their salaries could not be paid from the community budget. To circumvent this issue, Jewish communities developed a series of payment methods, the main one being funding the rabbi’s income by collecting taxes from community members. The most common model was paying the rabbi’s salary from the meat tax exacted during the slaughter of any animal or bird. As one halakhist explained “for in most diasporas the practice is that the salaries of the public religious servants of the community be paid by [the tax] on slaughter, and the responsibility [for collecting] be placed upon the slaughterer.” The slaughterers and/or butchers who deposited the income gained from these taxes in the community coffers were required to separate a set sum equal to the rabbi’s salary and to pay him directly. In other communities, the rabbi’s salary was paid from income gained from leasing the bathhouse, leasing the flour grinding tax, or selling alcohol, candles, salt, citrons on Sukkot, yeast and oil. Another way to fund the rabbi’s salary was to grant him exclusive rights to sell certain products: such as candles, salt, oil, yeast, matzot and citrons, or by allowing him to lease the meat tax or the bathhouse tax. In some communities, the rabbi’s salary was paid from the budgets of various community institutions such as the talmud-torah. 
In most communities the rabbi’s salary was also supplemented with certain privileges with monetary value. Among these we can note: housing, materials for heating and light, funds from the Kimha Depischa charity, provision of four species on Sukkot, as well as supplementary income from officiating weddings, performing circumcisions, and administering divorces and the halitza ceremonies throughout the community. The rabbi also participated in judicial hearings, oversaw ritual slaughter, and was exempt from the taxes paid by other community members. His widow would also receive a pension upon his death. Additionally, the rabbi received certain privileges that while lacking monetary value still had social worth, such as a respectable seat in synagogue for him and his wife as well as the privilege of being called to the Torah on every Shabbat and holiday. We should reiterate that the sum total of the rabbi’s rights and privileges, in addition to his salary, were the direct result of his negotiations with the community, which was, in turn, influenced by supply and demand. 
An exception which proves this rule is the rabbinic writ of appointment given in 1859 to Rabbi ***, the Admor of Gur. According to this writ, the Admor would not be bound by any of the restrictions mentioned above (living within the community, limitations on hiring family members and more). This was possible, of course, because unlike other communities, the hierarchical structure here was reversed. Meaning, the community saw itself automatically subject to the Admor’s authority and therefore allowed him complete latitude to do as he wished. {shouldn’t you mention that the difference here is between hasidim and misnagdim?}
Generally speaking all the members of the selection committee would sign the rabbinic writ. This was meant to, among other things, give the chosen rabbi the impression that his selection was the subject of wide consensus and that no pockets of resistance remained. As a rule, it seems that, above all else, writs of rabbinic appointment evince the limits of the rabbi’s status both in terms of the length of his term as well as his authority. In summary, in most cases the power of the community was greater than that of the candidate, and the writ of rabbinic appointment generally corresponded to pre-determined principles. 




[bookmark: _GoBack]Epilogue – “To one who is great in Torah study”
At this point the selection process has come to an end and the rabbinic candidate has reached his destination. The length of this journey can be seen from the following chart:

	Age of receiving first rabbinic position
	Percentage of rabbis studied

	25 and under
	27.5

	26–30
	34

	31–35
	18.5

	36–40
	9.5

	41–45
	4.8

	46–50
	3.5

	51–55
	1.5

	over 56
	0.7



This table reflects the arduous and protracted path that candidates had to traverse before receiving their first rabbinic appointment. Most notable here is the fact that 40% of the rabbis studied only began their rabbinic careers when they were 30 or older (the most common age for receiving a rabbinical appointment was 28). This was despite the relatively short average life expectancy of the rabbis studied (that is, those who died before World War I) which was 62. We should still, however, bear in mind, as we will describe in detail below, for many this was only the first stop in their rabbinical journey. Sometimes they would “stop” at two, three, four, or even more communities. 
Once one of the candidates (or some of them) were chosen as community rabbi, the other candidates were required to search for a position and a source of income elsewhere. Some did not give up so easily and continued to wander the towns of Eastern Europe in hopes of realizing their dream. Others picked a parallel path which allowed them to actualize their yeshiva studies in different ways: they served as morei tzedek, as preachers, as synagogue rabbis in large cities, or as lecturers in various yeshivot. 
As a rule, it seems that in the conflict between a conception of the community rabbinate as a form of religious leadership and the market forces which determined who would fill the position (based primarily on very practical concerns), it was the latter that won out. Appointing a community rabbi solely based on his talents, character, or public profile was not a reasonable aspiration for most communities. As Rabbi *** explained: “the appointment of the rabbi is placed in the hands of the bourgeois selectors. […] They themselves do not know how to distinguish between one rabbi and another. They do not know what nepotism/bribes {not sure which is meant in this context: Protekziot} may drive certain honorable members of the community to favor one rabbi, or the exaggerations made by some “matchmaker” in favor of another rabbi . It is based on the presence of one or two of these [conditions] – and certainly if all three are present {only two are mentioned??} – that they make their ruling and hand over the highest of ‘thrones’ to the smallest people.” It seems that this issue, more than anything, else attests to the continuing decline in the authority of the rabbinic elite during this era. So far had the rabbinate deteriorated, that its own members lamented “for the hearts of all fearers of God and those who think upon his name ache for our generation which is not as it should be and in which the great leaders of the generation are unable to voice their protest.”


