Introduction
Throughout the 16th century and into the beginning of the 17th, in the days when England was considered a “Hell of Horses […] and the Paradice of Weomen,”[footnoteRef:1] Poland – “one of the most original civilizations of early modern Europe”[footnoteRef:2] – was regularly described by satirists as a paradise for Jews (paradisus Judaeorum) and a refuge for heretics (asylum haereticorum).[footnoteRef:3] Indeed, amidst a Europe fraught with religious wars, Poland’s “golden and silver age”[footnoteRef:4] boasted conditions that accommodated a multi-cultural, multi-ethnic, and multi-religious mosaic that attracted members of persecuted denominations and empowered the association of local religious groups.[footnoteRef:5] The unification with Lithuania (1569) and resultant territorial expansion from the Baltic Sea almost all the way to the Black Sea coincided with economic prosperity as the “wheat barn of Europe” and a cultural and intellectual boom. Concurrently, the aristocracy’s gains over the church and monarchy led to the emergence of a “democracy of nobles.” Together with a legacy of religious pluralism and discussions of religious tolerance as well as a fear of religious war, these factors enabled the coexistence in Poland of Catholics, Orthodox Christians, Armenians, Muslims, Jews, and Protestants of different denominations, with no scarcely any religious coercion.[footnoteRef:6] Shared churches of Catholics and Protestants, or of Lutherans and Calvinists, Mosques in the outskirts of Vilna, multipleseveral Jewish communities, and neighborly ties between the followers of various faiths, were a source of Polish pride at the time and attracted the attention of foreign travelers. Retrospectively, this legacy produced the idyllic image of a tolerant Poland in the eyes of numerous Polish intellectuals in the  end of the 19th century intellectuals, in the Second Polish Republic as well as in the Polish People’s Republic (PRL). Even today, when Poles look back on their history, many have a large, multicultural, tolerant Commonwealth in their mind’s eye.  [1:  Fynes Moryson, The Itinerary (Glasgow, 1907), 3: 462.]  [2:  Norman Davis, God's Playground: A History of Poland (New York, 1982), 1: 10.]  [3:  See for example Rps. Akad. 1046 kol. 180; or after 1669,  Stanisław Kot, "Polska rajem dla Żydów, piekłem dla chłopów, niebem dla szlachty," Kultura i Nauka (Warszawa, 1937): 255-282.]  [4:  Paweł Jasienica coined these terms for the 16th century (the golden age) and the beginning of the 17th until 1648 (the silver age). Rzeczpospolita Obojga Narodów (Warszawa, 1986.]  [5: Leading up to the Reformation, only 40% of the population were ethnic Poles, some of whom were Orthodox. Moshe Rosman, "Innovative Tradition: Jewish Culture in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth," in Culture of the Jews. A New History, ed. David Biale (New York, 2002), 521.]  [6:  The issue of religious tolerance came under discussion in Poland as far back as the Middle Ages, and found expression in a theological doctrine that opposed coercive religious missions. The most well-known pioneer of this approach was Paweł Włodkowic.] 

Given this image of religious tolerance and the relatively low number of victims burned at the stake due to religious persecution, interreligious violence within this period did not receive muchin-depth scholarly attention.[footnoteRef:7] Religious riots were studied either as a means of challenging the idea of an interfaith utopia, or as an unexpected, marginal phenomenon worthy of condemnation and totally out of place within the idealized world of a “state without stakes.”[footnoteRef:8]	Comment by Author: I think this is redundant, unless you mean they were considered worthy of condemnation by contemporaries, which should be made clear [7:   Up until the middle of the 17th century, 10-12 Lutherans and Calvinists, and an equal number of Catholics, were killed in Cracow in religious riots. See Tazbir, Reformacja, kontrreformacja, 66-67.]  [8:  An expression coined by Tazbir Janusz in his 1967 book Państwo bez stosów, referring to the lack of state-initiated religious persecution in 16th century Poland. This expression played an important role in propagating the image of a tolerant Poland.  A State without Stakes: Polish Religious Toleration in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (New York, 1973).] 

While top-down religious persecution was indeed rare, religiously motivated violence led by mobs,[footnoteRef:9] such as attacks on funerals, demolitions of cemeteries and houses of prayer, assaults on clerics, etc., was an inseparable part of the ‘“cConvivencia’” in early modern Poland.[footnoteRef:10] In an age when the meaning of the world tolerancja had not yet been acquired its positive connotation and still primarily evoked the decoupled from the explicit, lrather negative iteral meaning of the original Latin verb tolerare –, which means “to bear” or “to endure,” – the eruption of religious violence did not eliminate coexistence and pluralism, but rather constituted another aspect of it. While this aspect is less palatable to the modern reader, it was a natural part of Poland’s multi-religious fabric and is indispensable to a fuller understanding of interfaith relations in the Polish Kingdom. Just as anti-Jewish or anti-Protestant riots did not invalidate the existence of religious pluralism, neither was the absence of stakes in Poland an ideological or ethically motivated expression of this pluralism, so much as it was the result of a socio-political balance of power. 	Comment by Author: The English word still has this meaning, so I’m not sure this framing is suitable [9:  I follow the definition of religious riots by Nathalie Zemon Davis, …52.]  [10:  The term ‘convivencia’ was first coined by the philologist Américo Castro in his discussion of Christian, Muslim and Jewish coexistence in medieval Spain. Yet, it is used here in its broader meaning, which evolved in the historiography of inter-faith relations and implies a relatively harmonious multi-religious coexistence. See: Américo Castro, España en su historia: cristianos, moros, y judíos 2nd ed. (Barcelona, 1983), 200-209; Thomas S. Glick, “Convivencia: An Introductory Note,” in Convivencia Jews, Muslims, and Christians in Medieval Spain, ed. (New York, 1992), 1-10. 
] 

The nature of Poland’s religious tolerance during one of the most violent periods in European history[footnoteRef:11] is far more complex and ambiguous than the myths it inspired.  Geopolitical conditions often played a majorbigger role in producing Poland’s pluralistic mosaicthan the mutual acceptance of divergent views, while the lack of state persecution was often the result of local power-structures and not acceptance of divergent views. In addition, the practicalities of day-to-day coexistence were an intrinsic part of this reality, including religious riots. While interfaith arrangements temporarily achieved a degree of coexistence elsewhere in Europe,[footnoteRef:12] Poland’s religious tolerance did indeed stand out – not only due to this combination of circumstances, but most of all due to its endurance: [11:   Perez Zagorin……]  [12: Benjamin J. Kaplan, Divided by Faith. Religious Conflicts and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, 2007), part two.] 

Poland was not stained by the blood of Christian brothers spilt over differences of faith and did not imitate others’ regrettable zeal in this endeavor. [...] For long, it implored its religiously diverse subjects to exhibit mutual tolerance, a commitment anchored in sworn agreements.”[footnoteRef:13]  	Comment by Author: Please confirm [13:  Jan Amos Komenský (1592-1670) as quoted in: Stanisław Kot, Rzeczpospolita Polska w literaturze politycznej Zachodu (Kraków 1919), 120.] 

Despite religious turmoil, controversy, prejudice, and political struggles, Poland managed to avoid the escalations of interfaith crises into full-blown religious warfare. What made this system of religious pluralism work? This book investigates how Polish tolerance – which was not founded upon theological principles, nor embedded constitutionally – functioned and evolved before giving way to a more mere discriminatory approach towards religious minorities, who came to be regarded as  as destructive to the statea threat to the state in the second half of the seventeenth century, and to be treated accordingly. 
More specifically, tThis study’s innovation lies in its examination of the “workings” of toleration at the critical historical moments of interfaith conflict resolution. It reconstructs tolerance not just as it was defined legally or implemented in times of relative stability, but specifically in those moments of tension, in which other countries saw “stakes burn,” that is, in those moments of shock when the “smoke of the pogrom clears.”[footnoteRef:14] These important points in time did not receive due recognition in existing renditions of this period. Although they laid the foundations for the continuity and regeneration of coexistence, their significance is not reflected in the historiography.[footnoteRef:15] The main objective of this book is to reconstruct the coping mechanisms of minorities in the aftermaths of attacks initiated by the Catholic majority, and to demonstrate how tolerance was manifested and applied in processes of reconciliation and the rehabilitation of coexistence. This new perspective is meant to paint a fuller picture of Polish tolerance and thus deepen our understanding of Jewish and Protestant existence within a Catholic majority in post-Reformation Poland. [14:  Hanna Zaremska, Żydzi w średniowiecznej Polsce. Gmina krakowska (Warszawa, 2011), 477.]  [15:  Zaremska, Żydzi w średniowiecznej Polsce, 477.] 

In order to capture more fully the crisis management processes and the actspracticalities of tolerance in those times when coexistence was at risk, I employ an accumulative, rather than comparative research method and rely on two main case studies:  the Holy community of Kroke – at the time the “most important [Jewish] community in the Crown of Poland,”[footnoteRef:16] which resettled in Kazimierz (the royal city adjacent to the capital) in 1495, but continued to manage its affairs in Cracow and to see itself as Cracovian; and the Evangelist community in Cracow, which included devotees of the Augsburg Evangelical Church (also known as Lutheran) and the Evangelical Reformed Church (also known as Calvinist). Despite the religious differences between them, these two Protestant churches fully coexisted, sharing a church building and a cemetery and referring to themselves as “Evangelists” in order to underscore their adherence to ancient Christian principles, and as an affront to the names assigned to them by the Catholic establishment.[footnoteRef:17] As the book examines the relations between different groups and religious tolerance, the two chosen communities are defined as  ‘minorities with pluralistic aims’ that sought to be tolerated by the majority,[footnoteRef:18] or simply as religious minorities. The use of the term “minority” here is straightforward and refers to the quantitative ratio between the Catholic majority and the communities, each of which amounted to ten percent of Cracow’s population at the time.[footnoteRef:19] The model as a whole is trilateral, framing the relations between the described minorities as being shaped by the majority’s treatment of each group. 	Comment by ענת ואתורי: Perfect!!!	Comment by Author: Please confirm [16:  Adam Kaźmierczyk, “The Decline of the Kraków Jewish Community in the Early Modern Period,” in Transformation of Central European Cities in Historical Development (Košice, Kraków, Miskolc, Opava) From the Middle Ages to the End of the 18th Cnetury, ed. H. Hrehor, M. Pekár (Košice, 2013), 75 [75-83]]  [17:  Urszula Augustyniak, Historia Polski 1572-1795 (Warszawa, 2008), 177-178. The heterogenous character of the Protestant group is considered to the extent that affected post-conflict coping strategies.]  [18:  See Louis Wirth’s definition in On Cities and Social Life: Selected Papers. The Heritage of Sociology (Chicago, 1964), 253.]  [19:  The term “minority” here is meant locally and does not apply to the experience of Jews as a whole within the Polish Lithuanian Commonwealth. For more on the problematics in using this term, see Gershon D. Hundert, "Poland: Paradisus Judaeorum," Journal of Jewish Studies 48 no. 2 (1997), 338-339.] 

The book explores how riots were dealt with in the post-Reformation era,[footnoteRef:20] that is, during a period marked by tension and fraught with interfaith crises, beginning in 1572-3 and ending with the beginning of the “decade “reign of catastrophes’’ in the middle of the 17th century. This periodization follows, among others, Janusz Małłek in his study on the history of religious tolerance in Poland.[footnoteRef:21] Applying Heinz Schilling’s paradigm of confessionalization within the context of Poland’s history,[footnoteRef:22] Małłek  argues that this was an age of tolerance with some counter-Reformation elements.[footnoteRef:23] The examined period begins in 1573 when the Warsaw Confederation (Konfederacja Warszawska) was signed , circa 1573 – a year traditionally identified in Polish historiography as the height of Protestant achievement and the beginning of the Reformation’s decline.[footnoteRef:24]  Within the historiography on the Reformation, this year is seen as marking the end of “the Cracovian Protestants’ expansion efforts,”[footnoteRef:25] when, following the granting of a royal permit in 1572, they officially established their church in the capital. 	Comment by Tamar Kogman: For the sake of consistency I think this is better	Comment by Tamar Kogman: This rings awkward. I think “reign” works here even if it isn’t the literal translation. Catastrophe should in any case remain in the singular in this context  [20:  According to Brückner, the Reformation in Poland began in the middle of the 16th century and lasted till 1573. See: Różnowiercy polscy. Szkice obyczajowe i Literackie (Warsaw, 1962), 11.]  [21:  Małłek divided the history of Polish religious tolerance into four sub-periods: 1517-1548, the subversive growth of the Reformation in defiance of the monarchy; 1548-1573, full tolerance under the reign of Sigismund II Augustus; 1573-1648, the age of tolerance with counter-Reformation elements; 1657-1768, the triumph of Catholic confessionalization and Sarmatism. See: Janusz Małłek, “Tolerancjia religijna a konfesjonalizacja w Polsce i Szwecji w XVI i XVII wieku,” Przegląd Humanistyczny 43 no. 2/3 (1999), 25-29.]  [22:  Heinz Schilling, "Das konfessionelle Europa. Die Konfessionalisierung der europäischen Länder seit Mitte des 16. Jahrhunderts und ihre Folgen für Kirche, Staat, Geselschaft und Kultur"in Konfessionalisierung in Ostmitteleuropa. Wirkungen des religiösen Wandels im 16. Und 17. Jahrhundert in Staat, Geselschaft und Kultur, ed. J. Bahlcke, A. Strohmeyer (Stuttgart, 1999), 13-62.]  [23:  A French scholar, Ambroise Jobert, used a similar periodization, defining the period of 1573-1648 as the age of Catholic reformism and rejuvenation in Poland. See A. Jobert, De Luther à Mohila. La Pologne dans la crise de la Chrétienté 1517-1648 (Paris, 1974), Polish translation: Od Lutra do Mohyły. Polska wobec kryzysu chrześcijaństwa 1517-1648 (Warszawa, 1994), 122.]  [24:  Roman Żelewski, Materiały do dziejów Reformacji w Krakowie. Zaburzenia wyznaniowe w latach 1551-1598 (Kraków, 1962),VII; Wojciech Kriegseisen, Stosunki wyznaniowe w relacjach państwo-kościół między reformacją a oświeceniem (Warszawa, 2010), 49.]  [25:  Żelewski, Materiały do dziejów Reformacji, VIII.] 

Wojciech Kriegseisen suggests a sub-division of this period: the age of equal rights and a delicate balance of power between the Catholic Church, the united Protestants, and the Russian Orthodox Church from 1573 to 1606; and the age of relative tolerance towards non-Catholic minorities, who were gradually losing ground to the Catholic majority, from 1606 to 1648.[footnoteRef:26] The periodization’s endpoint, 1648, rushed in “the reign of catastrophe” (calamitatis regnum), named after the title Paweł Jasienica gave to the second volume installment of his trilogy dedicated to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.[footnoteRef:27] This point in history was a time of continuous hardship due to a series of events that also directly bore on the status of the minorities in question.[footnoteRef:28] In 1648, Cracow was in the throes of economic crisis, the result of destructive wars with Russia, as well as the political crisis of an interregnum following the death of Władysław IV Vasa. During this year, which was set to be, according to  Kabbalistic traditionseveral Rabbis, a year of salvation for the Jewish people, a stream of Jewish refugees from Cracow to Kazimierz was fleeing the terrible Cossack massacre of the Jewish communities in the East arrived in Cracow-Kazimierz. on the Jewish communities that followed the uprising in the east (i.e. the Cossack Riots). Bringing with them tales of horror, refugees continued to flow in as the Cossack rebellion, led by Bogdan Khmelnytsky, spread westward. In 1651-1652, Cracow and its densely populated suburbs were hit by a deadly plague. 1655 saw the Swedish Deluge, to which the Jewish and Protestant communities also fell victim. Even though they suffered lootings, famine, and bloodshed together with the other town residents, members of religious minorities were accused of collaborating with the enemy, which also undermined the communities’ legal status.[footnoteRef:29] As their fellow devotees were being slaughtered across Poland by Stefan Czarniecki’s liberation army, they found themselves at the receiving end of hostile outbursts from their Catholic neighbors. This process of marginalization of religious minorities reached its apex with a wave of pro-Catholic legislation, which led to the expulsion of the radical Arian sect (1658) and legally forbade the abandonment of the Catholic faith (1668). The ‘mutual tolerance’ that found expression in the Warsaw Confederation gave way to a ‘granted tolerance’ entirely at the discretion of the Catholic majority, which in turn rendered religion an element of group identification among the nobility as well as other social strata – one that was tied to the state and served as one of its mainstays. 	Comment by Tamar Kogman: Should be consistent with the previous mention [26:  Kriegseisen, Stosunki wyznaniowe, 49-50.]  [27:  Paweł Jasienica, Rzeczpospolita Obojga Narodów: Calamitatis Regnum (Warszawa, 1986).]  [28:  While different studies of various disciplines date the endpoint of the Reformation era in differently, most set it somewhere around the middle of the 17th century. Tazbir, for example, draws the line at 1658 in his study on the Reformation as an intellectual movement. Janusz Tazbir, “Reformacja jako ruch umysłowy” in Szlachta i teologowie. Studia z dziejów polskiej kontrreformacji (Warszawa, 1987), 31-52.]  [29:  See for example the high tax imposed on Jews by the king Jan Casimir as monetary compensation for treason: J. Goldberg and A. Kaźmierczyk, Sejm Czterech Ziem: Źródła (Warsaw, 2011), 70-71.] 

The book’s geographical scope is limited to Cracow-Kazimierz. While Protestant and Jewish communities resided in several cities across the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, with important Protestant centers emerging in cities such as Raków or Ostrów, Cracow was nevertheless the center where each community sought to gain a foothold. For this reason, Cracow saw its first anti-Protestant incident as early as 1557, becoming the most likely scene of violent outbursts over the latter half of the 16th century.[footnoteRef:30] Cracow was the capital of the kingdom at the time,[footnoteRef:31] the seat of the throne (until 1609) and of the Bishop; a publishing hub; a commercial, cultural, and political center with extensive ties to other states and a substantial number of foreign residents; [footnoteRef:32] as well as a university town with a large extensive ties to other states and with a substantial foreign and student population;[footnoteRef:33] and a commercial, cultural, and political center known for being “dangerous and prone to riots.”[footnoteRef:34] Due to the city’s diverse make-up, the intensity of interaction between the communities, the power struggles, and the frequent riots over religious disputes, Cracow was chosen as the most appropriate case-study for the purpose of reconstructing the coping mechanisms and the means by which coexistence was reinstated and fashioned in the aftermath of upheavals. In other words, because religious tolerance was continuously put to the test in Cracow, I chose it as a historical laboratory in which expressions and manifestations of tolerance can be examined in the context of coping with interfaith turmoil. The centrality of this city and its communities meant that its balance of power largely reflected that of the kingdom as a whole.[footnoteRef:35] Moreover, the examined riots made waves in Poland and beyond, which often entailed multi-dimensional, state-wide coping mechanisms.[footnoteRef:36] This renders the communities in Cracow as both representative of, and having an influence over coping mechanisms in interfaith crises across the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Despite the capital’s centrality and theWithout denying the singularity of its communities,[footnoteRef:37] and taking heed of the dangers of generalization, [footnoteRef:38]  using Cracow as a case-study it is an invaluable sourceprovides an invaluable perspective for better understanding the nature of both coexistence and interreligious crises.. In the process, more can be gleaned about what stands behind the terms “paradise for Jews” and “refuge for heretics,” with due awareness to the dangers of generalization.[footnoteRef:40]  	Comment by Author: unclear [30:  Żelewski, Materiały do dziejów Reformacji, VII.]  [31:   Although the seat of the throne had been moved to Warsaw, Cracow remained the legal capital up to 1795. See Janina Bieniarzówna and Jan M. Małecki, Dzieje Krakowa. Kraków w wiekach XVI-XVIII (Kraków, 1984), 2: 168.]  [32: In the 1670s, 19 percent of personal signatures in Cracow were in German, 10 percent in Italian, and 24 percent of foreign residents whose names had been translated to Polish. See Wacław Urban, "Skład narodowościowy mieszczaństwa krakowskiego w latach 1574-1660" in Społeczeństwo Staropolskie (1983), 3: 124.]  [33: ]  [34:  Stanisław Salmonowicz, Janusz Szwaja, Stanisław Waltoś, Pitaval krakowski (Kraków, 2010), 67.]  [35:  Żelewski, Materiały do dziejów Reformacji, VII-VIII.]  [36:  Roman Żelewski, “Akta i relacje dotyczące zburzenia zboru kalwińsko-luterańskiego w Krakowie w r. 1574,” in Z dziejów Odrodzenia w Polsce. Teki archiwalne (Warszawa, 1954), 2: 109.]  [37: Jacob Goldberg, “The Role of the Jewish Community in the Socio-Political Structure of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,” Polin 22 (2009), 144. [142-155].]  [38:  Gershon D. Hundert, “Some Basic Characteristics of the Jewish Experience in Poland,” Polin 1 (1986), 28.
]  [40: 
] 

There are also practical reasons to choose Cracow as the area of research: – access to archives and the availability of both Polish and Jewish sources. While the city’s Jewish archive may not have survived, 
Cracow was lucky in that more records of its Jewish community survived until the eve of the Holocaust than that of any other community in Poland, providing documentation of its institutional history from the early modern period. […] including various types of documents, ranging from the community’s regulations, whose first version appeared in 1595, to bookkeeping records, as well as records of various organizations, including a highly important account book of the chevra kadisha [(burial society]).[footnoteRef:41]   [41:  Elchanan Reiner, “Rechov ha-yehudim be-krakov: mekorot ve-mevuot,” in Kroke-Kazimizh-Krakov: Mechkarim be-toldot yehudei Krakov, ed. Elchanan Reiner (Tel Aviv, 2001), 299. ] 

The primary sources used in this study can be divided into five general  categories: official documents of local, and central monarchical, and ecclesiastical authorities, including Protestant synods of Lesser Poland; court documents; private and officials accounts of the riots; polemic literature; and various Jewish sources.
Historiographically, the present study follows a long tradition of research on interreligious relations in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, which began after the First World War with Stanisław Kot’s seminal work,[footnoteRef:42] and continued with numerous modern studies that sang the praise of Polish tolerance and popularized the image of “a state without stakes.”[footnoteRef:43] Building on this tradition, this book ventures to reconsider add a new perspective on post-riot reconciliation processes, thus reconsidering Zbigniew Ogonowski’s the concept classic trifold definition of tolerance of tolerance as (a) a set of social relationships, enshrined in law or custom, that enables the accommodation of religious, ideological, political, and practical divergence; (b) broad acceptance of the existence of this divergence; (c) the abstention from use of force in the context of ideological clashes.as defined by Zbigniew Ogonowski [42:  See: Henryk Barycz, “Stanisław Kot – Historyk polskiego odrodzenia i reformacji,” Biuletyn Biblioteki Jagiellońskiej 28 (1978): 3-34; Stanisław Kot, Polska Złotego Wieku a Europa: studia i szkice, ed. Henryk Braycz (Warszawa, 1987).]  [43:  S. Salmonowicz, "O tolerancji religijnej w "modelu polskim" (XVI-XVIII w.)," in: Kilka minionych wieków. Szkice i studia z historii ustroju Polski (Kraków, 2009), 23-24.] 

[footnoteRef:44] by complementing our image of early modern Poland with a perspective on reconciliation processes after riots and disturbances. For the purpose of revising and reevaluating the concept of tolerance, this book incorporates a number of basic research assumptions while drawing on a number of prominent studies in relevant fieldsrelevant theoretical literature.  [44: Zbigniew Ogonowski, Z zagadnień tolerancji w Polsce XVII wieku (Warszawa, 1958), 5-11. ] 

First, I make use of Benjamin Kaplan’s approach,[footnoteRef:45] brilliantly applied by David Frick in an East European context.[footnoteRef:46] Rather than “tolerance” as an intellectual or conceptual principle, Kaplan’s notion of 16th and 17th century interfaith coexistence is the day-to-day practice of “toleration.” While Kaplan examines patterns of interfaith coexistence across Europe, demonstrating how communities and individuals of different faiths managed to coexist within societies that in principle supported religious homogeneity, Frick discusses Vilna, the religiously diverse and multi-ethnic capital of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, providing an in-depth analysis of interreligious encounters and interactions within a single urban space. Frick examines interfaith relations in everyday contexts, as well as surrounding significant life events and moments of crisis. Based on his findings, he argues that religious riots were commonly conducted according to a pre-rehearsed script, and in a way contributed to maintaining the social balance.[footnoteRef:47] Both studies inspired me to adopt David Nirenberg’s thesis that violent religious riots were an inseparable part of ‘cConvivencia.’[footnoteRef:48] This theoretical foundation allowed allows me to understand interfaith crises as an aspect of quotidian violence within a pre-modern society,[footnoteRef:49] and thus demonstrate how interreligious violence in Cracow was immanently tied to toleration and manifested by all sides and immanently and dialectically tied to toleration – Catholics, “Jews, and Protestants [who] accepted tension as a basic condition of pluralistic existence alongside rivals.”[footnoteRef:50] [45:  Kaplan, Divided by Faith.missing year [it was mentioned before. should I add it anyway?]yes, the shortened version includes the year ]  [46:  David Frick, Kith, Kin, & Neighbors. Communities & Conventions in Seventeenth-Century Wilno (Ithaca, 2013).]  [47:  Frick, Kith, Kin, 405-411.]  [48:  David Nirenberg, Communities of Violence. Persecution of Minorities in the Middle Ages (Princeton, 1998).]  [49:  For bibliographical references on this well-researched subject see: Julius R. Ruff, "Violence in Early Modern Europe: Bibliographical Essay," http://academic.mu.edu/hist/ruffj/ (accessed July 7, 2015).]  [50:  H.H. Ben-Sasson, “Jews and Christian Sectarians: Existential Similarity and Dialectical Tension in 16th Century Moravia and Poland-Lithuania,” Medieval and Renaissance Studies 4 (1973), 384.
היהודים ידעו אמנם להשתמש בנשק והיו מקרים שבהם התגוננו בצורה האלימה, ולעתים הם גם שולבו במיליציות עירוניות או בפעולות הגנה על העיר, ובתי כנסת קיבלו מבנה ותפקידים של מבצר, אך  לא ידועים מקרי אלימות יזומה מצדה של הקהילה כלפי הנוצרים בתקופה הנדונה. ראו למשל: 
Maurycy Horn, Powinności wojenne Żydów w Rzeczypospolitej w XVI i XVII wieku (Warszawa, 1978); Mordechai Nadav, “Ma’asey alimut hadadiyim bein yehudim le-lo-yehudim be-lita lifney 1648,” Gal-Ed 7-8 (1958): 41-56.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Second, in order to deepen the understanding of coping mechanisms in the aftermaths of riots, the present study also relies on important findings from the field of conflict theory, [footnoteRef:51] particularly Louis Kriegsberg’s framing of post-conflict reconciliation as an integral part of co-existence,.[footnoteRef:52] and By applying Roland Paris’ model, which highlights correlations between the reconciliation process and the nature of the conflict itself.,[footnoteRef:53] Kriegsberg  demonstrates that the post-riot reconciliation process in the early modern period was in accordance with the nature of the conflict – it began with the cessation of violence and was imperative to the continued coexistence of the involved parties.Furthermore, although I agree with Frick  regarding both the importance and ubiquity of structured judicial deliberations in the context of interreligious crises,[footnoteRef:54] I follow Eric Brahm’s chronological model of crisis development and regard judicial deliberation as part of the reconciliation process, rather than the zenith of the crisis, as posited by Frick.[footnoteRef:55] While I agree with Frick regarding both the importance and ubiquity of juridical deliberations in the context of interreligious crises and their inherent character,[footnoteRef:56] I apply Eric Brahm’s model, which outlines a chronological timeline of crisis and sees deliberation as leading up to reconciliation, rather than the height of the crisis, as posited by Frick.[footnoteRef:57] In contrast to Kaplan and Frick, my emphasis is on the shock experienced by the Jewish community due to the riots and its effect on the rehabilitation process and the fashioning of coexistence. I do not, however, adhere to the historiographical approach nicknamed by Salo W. Baron the “Lachrymose conception of Jewish history,” which construes Jewish history in Poland as a series of catastrophes.[footnoteRef:58] Rather, I adhere to Jacob Goldberg’s school, which sees interreligious crises as one of many elements of life between “rejection and acceptance.”[footnoteRef:59]	Comment by Author: This point is very unclear [51:  For a basic review, see Louis Kriegsberg, "Constructive Conflict Transformation," Conflictology 1(2009): 8-9.]  [52:  Louis Kriegsberg, Constructive Conflicts. From Escalation to Settlement (New York, 1998), 322-335.]  [53:  Roland Paris, At War's End. Building Peace after Civil Conflict (Cambridge, 2004), 39.]  [54:  Frick, Kith, Kin, 410-411.]  [55:   Eric Brahm, "Conflict Stages," Beyond Intractability, eds. Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess. Online http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/conflict-stages (accessed on October 3, 2014).]  [56: ]  [57: ]  [58:  Baron coined this term as a rejection of this historiographical approach. Typical of Eastern-European historians before the Second World War, this approach focused on depicting horrors and analyzing their causes, creating an image of the Jews as a persecuted and suffering minority. In contrast, in his research on Jews in the middle ages and early modern period, Baron emphasized their integration within Christian society, the cultural versatility of diasporic communities and long-term processes rather than times of crises. See Salo Baron, "Ghetto and Emancipation: Should We Revised the Traditional View?" Menorah Journal 14 (1928), 526; Robert Liberles, Salo Wittmayer Baron: Architect of Jewish History (New York University, 1995), 117-118; David Engel, "Crisis and Lachrymosity: On Salo Baron, Neobaronianism, and the Study of Modern European Jewish history," Jewish History 20 no. 3-4 (2006), 243.]  [59: Jacob Goldberg, "Poles and Jews in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries: Rejection or Acceptance," Jahrbucher fur Geschichte Osteuropas 20 (1974): 248-82.] 

The book is divided into three main parts. Part one, consisting of the first two chapters, reviews aspects of the examined minorities’ existence alongside a Catholic majority that assisted them in coping with violent riots. The first chapter describes day-to-day coexistence and the function of its guarding mechanisms in times of stability. The second chapter analyzes the Jews’ legal and social status as derived from royal privileges, examining its role in maintaining coexistence and reestablishing toleration after conflicts. By reconstructing the tools and mechanisms provided by royal privileges in the context of reconciliation processes, this chapter also discusses the role royal charters played in structuring and implementing Polish tolerance towards Jews.	Comment by Tamar Kogman: Why only Jews?
The second part of the book investigates in detail how the examined minorities responded to violent attacks, analyzing their post-conflict coping mechanisms – particularly the creation of reconciliation platforms as a means of reestablishing coexistence. This part demonstrates that alongside coping strategies within the communities, the existence and utilization of legal and political mechanisms also contributed to the endurance of toleration.
The third part explores whether the shared fate of Jews and Evangelical Protestants led to any form of cooperation between them. Although the study finds that Jewish post-conflict coping mechanisms were influenced by the emergence of the Reformation and Protestant-Catholic polemics, it also demonstrates that despite having a common enemy, Catholic attacks did not create a sense of solidarity among Jews and Protestants and did not deepen the extent of their interaction or cooperation. In addition to discussing the rise of anti-Jewish hostility following the Reformation and its exploitation in the context of a Counter-Reformation struggle, parts one and three of the book contribute to the seldom researched subject of Jewish-Protestant relations within the Polish -Lithuanian Commonwealth. 
To conclude, tThis study’s main goal is to deepen our understanding of toleration as it was practiced in the post-Reformation period in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. It demonstrates thesis is that toleration did not necessarily imply the absence of prejudice or crises, nor did it guarantee the political and legal rights of any religious minority.   enshrining the rights strong political minority. Rather, toleration was also manifest in the possibility for religious minorities to resolve conflicts. It was the provision of conflict-management tools that allowed the recurrent reestablishment of the status-quo, constituting an additional layer in the complex nature of famous Polish tolerance. In shifting the focus from the causes leading up to the riots, this book contextualizes the shock experienced by Jewish and Protestant communities following the riots, and provides a novel, source-based examination of the coping mechanisms used within and beyond the assaulted community. It shows that although the community response had to adjust to the nature of the events as well as to the gradual erosion of religious toleration, the communities’ core strategies for coping with riots and reestablishing coexistence endured and even expanded throughout the examined period. Only in the late modern period did violence reach such magnitude that no existing paradigm was able to achieve reconciliation. 	Comment by Tamar Kogman: Still not sure – why Protestants? Missing context. See if this works
	Comment by Author: Not sure what you meant here	Comment by Tamar Kogman: Still not sure – why Protestants? Missing context
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