1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Carpathian Catchment Basin
“Munkatch!” – In contemporary Jewish consciousness, this name takes us to the Jewish community of the early twentieth-century and the interwar period. For some, the name conjures up images of a regional centre of Zionist activity and the successful Hebrejské Reformní Reálné Gymnázium. For others, “Munkatch” is synonymous with the fiercely anti-Zionist hasidic community led by one of the last rabbis to serve in Mukačevo. This study takes us back to the earliest days of Jewish Munkács, where we will see that it was not just in its sunset years that this town was a catchment area for different ideologies.
Subcarpathian-Rus’ – one of the many names used for a region plagued with nomenclature challenges[footnoteRef:1] – lies to the north of the Hungarian plain, and continues northward until the Carpathian Mountains. Munkács lies below the Carpathians, on the edge of the Tysa lowlands. Today, the region in Ukraine is bordered by Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, and Romania. [1:  Magocsi, Shaping, 277-81.] 

Geographically situated at the permitter of empires, Subcarpathian-Rus’ served as a crossroads between states. The region can therefore be considered a borderland over time in the sense that changing regimes resulted in varying cultural influences, while the political border was a constituent part of life. The term “borderland” refers to a loosely defined region that is significantly affected by a border. Borderland scholars have called for the region on both sides of a border to be considered as a unit of analysis. I am suggesting that Subcarpathian-Rus’ be considered a borderland because it has consistently existed at the periphery of empires, kingdoms, or states.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Shaefer, Division, 13-4. I am not the first to refer to the region as a borderland; see Magocsi, Shaping, 279-80. ] 

Physical location at the periphery does not necessarily entail intellectual isolation. From a Jewish perspective the region served as a meeting point for different ideas. While borderland studies can help frame the Munkács experience, a useful metaphor is a catchment basin; that is, an area of convergence – not of water, but of ideas and ideologies. While borderlands are perceived as spaces of transit, a catchment area is a place of collection. 
My frame for viewing intellectual trends and the movement of ideas with migration, departs from two prevalent metanarratives in scholarship on Hungarian Jewry. One narrative focuses on the distinction between Oyberland and Unterland, envisaging a porous internal border within Hungary. Oyberland communities in the west of Hungary were populated by Jews who migrated from German speaking lands; they were generally wealthier, tended towards modernity, and were educated in secular studies. Unterland communities in the east of Hungary were populated by Jews who had migrated from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and two of its successor states, Congress Poland and Galicia; they spoke Yiddish, were generally poorer, less educated, and influenced by Hasidism. This approach often proceeds to narrate tales of competition or tension.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  For instance, Katz, Ha-kera; Keren-Kratz, Mármaros-Sziget; Keren-Kratz, ‘Marmaros’, 147-74; Weinreich, ‘Yiddish’, 245-64, in particular the map on p. 246.] 

A second approach to researching Hungarian Jewry uses a centre/periphery model. Orthodox and Neolog ideologies spread from centres likes Pressburg and Budapest. Outlying towns encountered these ideologies in diluted forms.[footnoteRef:4] As those who crossed the border into Hungary moved closer to the centre, their former cultural identities were blurred as they assimilated ideologies of Hungarian Jewry.   [4:  For instance, Lupovitch, Jews.] 

The frame suggested by this study does not controvert these two metanarratives; the present analysis enriches the discussion by describing an additional framework that has yet to be brought into sharp relief. In this narrative, what might be perceived as a geographic periphery, functions as a catchment area by dint of its borderland status and develops its own religious microclimate. 
Jewish communities formed in the Subcarpathian-Rus’ region in the second half of the eighteenth-century.[footnoteRef:5] As communities developed, the need for rabbinic leaders emerged. As with other regions with developing Jewish communities, home-grown rabbis were not available. Given that Jews were a non-state, trans-border people, filling leadership positions by looking beyond political borders was a natural option. The need to import rabbis necessitated a decision: From where to recruit?  [5:  Sas, ‘Verhältnisse’; Erez, Karpatorus; Magocsi, ‘Jews’; Jelinek, Diaspora. ] 

This question was loaded with significance because the rabbi was often a product of his breeding ground. The question was broader than a query about a candidate’s beliefs and practices. Each region had its own character, spirit, way of life; the local community need to decide which flavour of leadership they were going to import. Thus the question was not so much a geographic inquiry; it was an issue of identity, ideology, and affiliation: Which ethos should be imported? The answer to this question, however, was not necessarily a conscious decision. The choice was often a product of existing connections: Jewish communities turned to locales with which they most easily identified. 
Imported rabbis, therefore, provide a window into the community, its affinities and aspirations. Unsurprisingly, the selection process often involved an ideological battle. The election of one faction’s candidate represented victory in the skirmish, though the ideological war continued to rage.
This study focuses on the Munkács rabbinate.[footnoteRef:6] I will trace the epistolary networks of Munkács rabbis, and garner what we know about the rabbi’s origins and activity, in a bid to sketch the influences that gave this town’s rabbinate its character.  Plumbing epistolary evidence is methodologically challenging. We have precious few letters from Munkács’ earliest rabbis. Moreover, letters that have been preserved are often missing the addressee’s details. A further challenge in using extant correspondence is that there is no way to ascertain that the surviving epistolary record is complete or representative.  [6:  I am indebted to previous attempts to list the rabbis who served in Munkács, see Greenwald, Toyzent, 253-6; ‘Kehillat Munkatch’, 169-74; Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 76-8n; Guttman, Hevel ha-kesef.] 

Notwithstanding these hurdles, the extant correspondence should be mined since the writings belong to genres that are traditionally preserved: she’elot u-teshuvot, haskamot, and polemic letters. She’elot u-teshuvot have been recognised as an important source of history. Haskamot have also been used to reconstruct history, though not to the same extent as responsa. Polemic letters have also survived, particularly from the second half of the nineteenth-century. The predilection to publish legal writing, and the need to print polemic letters in order to disseminate them means that we can sketch part of the picture using the surviving material. 
This study will span the period from the earliest recorded rabbi of Munkács through to the end of the nineteenth-century when the town’s rabbinate took on a dynastic character. The three rabbis who served during the first half of the twentieth-century in Munkács/Mukačevo and the heirs to the Munkatch legacy after the destruction of European Jewry, lie beyond this study that focuses on the phenomenon of the imported rabbi. Twentieth-century rabbinic appointments followed different patterns and should be assessed separately. I will, however, note that the twentieth-century Munkács/Mukačevo rabbinate reflects a confluence of the two influences explored in this study: Hungarian Orthodoxy and Polish/Galician Hasidism.
2. Ties to Poland
Jews reached Munkács from the middle of the seventeenth-century, but it would take a century of settlement before there was a Jewish community. The first synagogue in Munkács is recorded as being constructed in 1741.[footnoteRef:7] Following the 1772 First Partition of Poland, south-east Poland was annexed to the Austrian Empire and renamed Galicia. This political development changed the border between south-east Poland and Hungarian Kárpátok – from a border between countries, to a border between provinces within the Habsburg Empire. The Jews of this region were generally poor and traditional, and local rabbinic leadership played a key role in Jewish life.[footnoteRef:8] [7:  The synagogue was expanded in 1832, and destroyed by fire in 1890. See Megillat b[eit] ha-mid[rash], [2].]  [8:  Segal, ‘Becoming Bystanders’, 132. ] 

Even though Munkács was politically part of Hungary, the community did not look towards the south-west to fill rabbinic posts. The political reality, together with geographic proximity, made recruitment from Poland a viable prospect. Scant information has survived about the earliest rabbis of Munkács. 
Rabbi Yehuda Leib (d.1788) is the first recorded rabbi of Munkács.[footnoteRef:9] He is mentioned in a 1784 responsum penned by Rabbi Yitshak Avraham Katz (d.1808), rabbi of Stopnica and later of Pińczów – both in Galicia at the time.[footnoteRef:10] It is worth recounting the details, since the case offers a perspective on the relationship between Munkács and the Jewish communities on the other side of the Carpathian Mountains. [9:  Stern, Melitsei esh, 5:140a.]  [10:  She’elot u-teshuvot keter kehuna, no. 63. ] 

A man visiting Munkács fell ill. Yehuda Leib dispatched his beadle and another person to the man’s deathbed in order to record his name, his father’s name, and the name of his town – so that they could notify the wife of her husband’s demise and prevent an aguna situation. The messengers collected the information, but one detail was unclear – the wife’s name. The beadle thought he heard the man say “Rahel,” but these were the man’s final words and under the circumstances the beadle’s composure was ruffled and he was uncertain. The other emissary could not recall whether they had even asked for the wife’s name. 
The woman who claimed to be the wife of the deceased went by the name Hannah – not Rahel – and she sought permission to remarry on the basis of the Munkács affidavit. She presented Yehuda Leib’s record of the testimony and asked Katz to rule that she could remarry.
Katz was reticent about ruling because of the gravity of this field of Jewish law. In Katz’s eyes, the Munkács testimony was not entirely convincing. Moreover, Katz was unable to verify the signatures on the document. Hannah’s plight, however, moved Katz to address the issue. In a lengthy opinion, Katz ruled that she could remarry. The ruling was supported by another two rabbis: Rabbi Shaul of Chęciny and his brother Rabbi Gavriel of Pińczów. 
The exchange suggests a link between Munkács and Poland, but it also reflects the distance between Munkács on one side of the Carpathian Mountains and Stopnica, Chęciny, and Pińczów on the other side. On one hand, a traveller from Poland died in Munkács, and the wife sought assistance from a court in Galicia. On the other hand, Katz and his colleagues were unable to verify the Munkács affidavit because it had been written in a town located over three-hundred kilometres away over a mountain range, and because there was no one in the vicinity who could confirm Yehuda Leib’s handwriting.
Trans-territorial legal questions in matters regarding personal status are not unusual in the responsa literature. Indeed, other personal status cases have survived from nineteenth-century Munkács, as we will see. 
3. Corresponding Westward
The next recorded rabbi of Munkács was Rabbi Avraham Gottesman, who died in 1814 but quit the rabbinate some years beforehand.[footnoteRef:11] In 1791, Gottesman corresponded on a two personal status matters with Rabbi Yehezkel Landau (1713-1793), rabbi in Prague and one of the leading jurists of the eighteenth-century.[footnoteRef:12] The first question offers a perspective on links between Munkács and Poland, so here too I will recount the case. [11:  Stern, Melitsei esh, 6:102a noted that he “legislated great enactments.” I am yet to find evidence of this legal activity.]  [12:  She’elot u-teshuvot noda bi-huda, tinyana, even ha-‘ezer, no. 144. ] 

A man moved from Greater Poland to Munkács in the 1760s. He married in Munkács and the couple had a son. In due course, the son married. Before the son and his wife had children, the son died while his father was still alive. Thereafter the father died. At some stage the father admitted that he had married in Poland, and had a son with his first wife. According to the father, his first wife had converted from Judaism and run off with their child. Subsequently, the father came to Munkács, not knowing what became of his son. Just before his death, the father also mentioned that he had a brother whose whereabouts was unknown to him.
There were now two widows in Munkács, neither of whom had surviving children from their spouses. The question was whether they were required to perform halitsa in order to release them from yibbum. Landau’s ruling is immaterial for the present discussion, as is Gottesman’s second question. The scenario buttresses the image of a connection between Munkács and Poland. Gottesman sent his correspondence westward, rather than to jurists in Poland. Given Landau’s stature this is unsurprising. 
Gottesman’s legal exchange with Landau was not the only correspondence he sent westward. Three years later – soon after Landau’s demise – Gottesman sent a question to Rabbi Yirmiya Rosenbaum (d.1805), formerly rabbi in Nagymarton in north-western Hungary, but at the time serving as rabbi of Szántó in north-eastern Hungary. From the language of the letters it is apparent that the correspondents were in some way related. Rosenbaum was born in Oświęcim – in Galicia since the First Partition. The nature of the relationship between Gottesman and Rosenbaum is unstated, so we cannot offer any conjecture about Gottesman’s origins. 
The question involved a woman who admitted to Gottesman that she had committed adultery. The confession occurred while the husband was in Poland. A few days later, the woman denied her confession, and she subsequently left Munkács for Poland to be with her husband. When Gottesman visited Poland he met the husband and told him about the woman’s confession. The husband confirmed that his wife had also told him about her infidelity and he believed her. Gottesman noted that the couple was planning to return to Munkács, consequently he was considering the legal validity of her confessions and hence her personal status.
Gottesman not only posed the question, he also included analysis of the sources and proposed a ruling. Gottesman asked Rosenbaum for his speedy response as well as the response of Rosenbaum’s son, Yoav (d.1810) who was serving as rabbi of Németkeresztúr in north-western Hungary. Father and son obliged. All three opinions were published in 1798. Lest we think that the discussion was solely of Hungarian interest: The slender volume carried an approbation from Rabbi Tsevi Hirsh Rosanus of Lemberg (d.1805), who specifically mentioned Gottesman and the exchange.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Addenda to Moda‘a ve-’oness, 45b-51a.] 

One more document has survived from Gottesman’s pen. In July 1800, Gottesman wrote an approbation for a Vienna edition of Yosef Karo’s Shulhan arukh.[footnoteRef:14] The Christian publisher of this edition, Joseph Hraschanzky (1752-1806), had also printed an edition of the Talmud that included approbations from Gottesman’s three correspondents – Landau, Yirmiya, and Yoav – as well as from Rosanus.[footnoteRef:15]  [14:  Shulhan ‘arukh: Hoshen mishpat (Vienna, 1801-1802), 1:2a-b. ]  [15:  Talmud bavli (Vienna, 1791-1797). ] 

This web of connections demonstrates that Gottesman was part of a rabbinic network in the Austrian Empire that linked Munkács to the Kingdom of Hungary, the Kingdom of Galicia and Lodomeria, and the capital Vienna.
Mysteriously, Gottesman resigned from the Munkács rabbinate. One vivid account describes how the beadle of the synagogue handed Gottesman a sealed letter from the community council. According to community leaders, Gottesman’s wife had been seen keeping company with the priest. Gottesman now understood a few strange occurrences: Why his wife had wanted the Gentile teacher to teach their son Hungarian in their home; why she had made sure to be present during the classes, and; why she had insisted that the classes take place when her husband was not home. The rabbi also understood why his wife had a flippant attitude to many Jewish customs. Gottesman waited all night for his wife and son to return home. In the morning, his son entered, kissed his hand, and said “I cannot see you again,” and disappeared. Gottesman’s wife and son travelled to nearby Beregszász where they converted. In Munkács, the rabbi rent his shirt and people came to comfort him for his loss. Gottesman ceased serving as the rabbi of Munkács.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Greenwald, Toyzent, 253-4; Ben-Menahem, ‘Ha-rabbanit’, 7; Reinhardt, Kehilot, 45.] 

Another informant who was a native of Munkács denied the accusation, claiming that he personally knew Gottesman’s grandchildren and no such rumour had ever circulated in interwar Mukačevo.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Weingarten, ‘Munkatch’, 348.] 

I have yet to locate inconvertible evidence to support either version. It should be noted, however, that the sensational account smacks of themes that were central to the identity of twentieth-century Munkács rabbis; namely, reticence towards Hungarian language and primacy of time-honoured custom.[footnoteRef:18] Whatever the circumstances, an 1807 letter confirms that during Gottesman’s lifetime another rabbi served at the helm of the Munkács rabbinate. [18:  Cooper, ‘Ha’admor mi-Munkatch’, 125-259; Cooper and Kahana, ‘Pluralism’, 80-4.] 

4. Hungarian Orthodoxy
The third recorded rabbi to serve in Munkács was Rabbi Tsevi Avigdor Ashkenazi (d.1824) from Galicia. Tsevi Avigdor’s grandfather, Rabbi Yitshak Ashkenazi (ca.1740-1806), had served in the rabbinate in Chodorów and in Lemberg. The grandfather wrote a commentary on two tractates of Talmud. The first volume was published during the author’s lifetime, and in the introduction he thanked his grandson for assistance in preparing the volume. The second volume was published posthumously and includes notes from Tsevi Avigdor who is identified as the rabbi of Munkács.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Ashkenazi, Zevahim, [4d]; idem, Menahot, title page; grandson’s name is erroneously given as Eliya.] 

While Tsevi Avigdor was clearly of Galicia stock, during his tenure Munkács came under the influence of the famed Pressburg rabbi who inspired Hungarian Orthodoxy – Rabbi Moshe Sofer (1762-1839). Tsevi Avigdor’s correspondence with Moshe Sofer is preserved in the latter’s collection of responsa. Some of the writing was of a theoretical nature. Much of the correspondence concerned practical legal matters: inheriting a rabbinic post, identifying menstrual blood in order to determine whether a couple can have sexual relations according Jewish law, and adjudicating civil cases of monetary transactions, loans, and liens. The correspondence did not address the raging issues posed by encroaching modernity; perhaps these were not the challenges faced by Tsevi Avigdor in Munkács. The earliest responsum was written in December 1807, and the latest in the summer of 1820.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  She’elot u-teshuvot hatam sofer, orah hayim, no. 12; yoreh de‘ah, nos. 141, 148; even ha‘ezer, part 1, nos. 89-90; even ha‘ezer, part 2, no. 102; hoshen mishpat, nos. 10, 57; vol. 6, no. 20. In two cases, Sofer referred back to these responsa in other correspondence; see ibid., even ha‘ezer, part 2, no. 96; Teshuvot hatam sofer, no. 35. See Kinstlikher, He-hatam sofer, 343-4. ] 

During Tsevi Avigdor’s tenure, one of Moshe Sofer’s students – Rabbi Yosef Zalman Estreicher – married a girl from a prominent Munkács family, settled there, and served as a rabbinical judge. Estreicher may have been the agent that connected Galician Tsevi Avigdor with Moshe Sofer. In one case, Moshe Sofer addressed a letter to both Tsevi Avigdor and to Estreicher.[footnoteRef:21] In another case, Estreicher addressed Moshe Sofer as an appellant instance when he wished to question Tsevi Avigdor’s guidelines for the halitsa procedure.[footnoteRef:22]  [21:  She’elot u-teshuvot hatam sofer, orah hayim, no. 12. ]  [22:  Ibid., even ha‘ezer, part 2, no. 112. See Kinstlikher, He-hatam sofer, 169, 173.] 

The decision to include a judge who was raised in the school of Moshe Sofer and the extensive legal correspondence between Munkács and Pressburg reflects an influence that had previously not been apparent. Moshe Sofer was a towering figure whose authority extended throughout Hungary and beyond. It is not surprising that Munkács and the Galician Tsevi Avigdor turned westward and corresponded with Moshe Sofer. 
Tsevi Avigdor’s name also appears in a list of pre-subscribers for a unique work by colourful author: Mosdot tevel by Rabbi David Hakohen Friesenhausen (ca.1756-1828).[footnoteRef:23] The fascinating volume includes three distinct sections, all in Hebrew: the heliocentric cosmology as formulated by the Polish astronomer and mathematician Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543); the geometry of the Alexandrian Greek Euclid (fl.300 BCE), and; the author’s ethical will. Friesenhausen had served as a rabbinic judge in Sátoraljaújhely, and the work was published in Vienna after the author travelled through Hungary and Moravia collecting money from pre-subscribers. Tsevi Avigdor is listed as a pre-subscriber, as is “R. Yosef Zalman” – possibly Estreicher. The work also carried a letter of approbation from Moshe Sofer, who was also a pre-subscriber. In 1816, Friesenhausen had been armed with a letter of recommendation from Rabbi Moshe Teitelbaum (1759-1841), when he set out to raise money for the publication of Mosdot tevel. Teitelbaum – originally from Przemyśl in Galicia, and generally known by the title of his posthumously published Yismah moshe (Lemberg, 1848-1861) – was the rabbi and hasidic master of Sátoraljaújhely. Teitelbaum headed the list of pre-subscribers, despite the fact that the ethical will carried a scathing attack against what Friesenhausen adjudged to be Teitelbaum shenanigans.  [23:  Mosdot tevel. On this work, see Gilon, ‘Frizenhoyzen’; Cooper, ‘Friesenhausen’, 55-62.] 

While Mosdot tevel is an idiosyncratic work, it reinforces the impression of a web of connections that linked Munkács with Moshe Sofer and Pressburg and hasidic activity in the region. Thus Tsevi Avigdor’s origins coupled together with his correspondence with Moshe Sofer, suggests the image of Munkács as a meeting point between Galician hasidic tradition and Hungarian Orthodoxy.
5. Galician Hasidism
After Tsevi Avigdor died, the Munkács community once again appointed a Galician: Rabbi Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira (1783-1841), who later became prominent as the hasidic master of Dynów. 
[bookmark: _Ref446329587]In collective memory, Tsevi Elimelekh’s fame rests on his hasidic writings. He also reportedly wrote works of Jewish law, though they are generally unknown.[footnoteRef:24] While Tsevi Elimelekh’s tenure in Munkács was short-lived, he left a lasting impact. In Munkács, Tsevi Elimelekh reformed the Jewish education system with the goal of socialising students and preserving traditional Jewish life. To this end, he enacted Takanot tamkhin de-’orayta. This local legislation was reproduced in Kołomya, Lemberg, and Horodenka – all in Galicia.[footnoteRef:25]  [24:  Three responsa have been published, see Ve-heyei berakha, 45c-[47b]; Bloch, Kovets mikhtavim mekoriyim, 64. Bloch detailed the provenance of the letter he published, and the letter has been reprinted by bearers of Tsevi Elimelekh’s legacy; see Devarim nehmadim, 171. Alas, Bloch is an unreliable source, and the reprinting of the letter does not prove the letter’s authenticity. ]  [25:  Cooper, ‘Legislation’. The legislation was also printed in Czernowitz 1864 (in Bukovina in the Austrian Empire), and in Cluj 1926 (in Transilvania, Romania(. ] 

When Tsevi Elimelekh crossed the Carpathian Mountains, he used radiant terms to describe Munkács, calling it a “joyful habitat” – a biblical moniker for Jerusalem – and declaring that “there is almost no place like it in this entire country.”[footnoteRef:26] Despite the warm words, Tsevi Elimelekh found a Jewish community that was lax in many areas of Jewish law, such that in the regulations he penned he felt a need to mention standard laws from the Torah and rabbinic corpus.  [26:  Takanot tamkhin de-’orayta, sec. 9.] 

Tsevi Elimelekh’s glowing praise quickly turned to glowering damnation, as the rabbi became embroiled in fights with his constituents. As one of Tsevi Elimelekh’s colleagues – Rabbi Yehezkel Panet (1783-1845) – wrote to him: 
[bookmark: _Ref447540766]And behold I saw in your letter that you complained at length about the stubbornness of the people there in your area, for thistles and thorns press against you [Ezekiel 2:6], and they heed not the voice of the teacher.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  She’elot u-teshuvot mar’eh yehezk’el, no. 79. ] 

Like Tsevi Elimelekh, Panet was originally from Galicia and had spent time under the tutelage of hasidic masters. He served as rabbi in Ustrzyki Dolne from 1807 until 1813. At that time, Panet moved to Hungary where he served as rabbi of Tarcal, and in 1823 he was appointed to the position of rabbi of Alba Iulia, the seat of the Transylvanian rabbinate.
The context of Panet’s comment was an exchange between the two colleagues. Once again the case regarded a matter of personal status, but unlike the previous cases the issue did not involve Poland. The case concerned a Munkács couple, Sarah and Hirsh. Five or six weeks after the marriage, Hirsh left his wife. On the eve of Rosh Hashana, Hirsh arrived in Alba Iulia and asked Panet to hastily prepare a bill of divorce, claiming that he was fleeing from the army. Panet acquiesced. The bill of divorce was forwarded to Munkács. Sarah subsequently remarried in Munkács. 
In the meantime, Hirsh travelled through Transylvania finding work in places such as Arad and Temesvár. At some stage, he started going by the name Yitshak. When an acquaintance from Nagykároly met him, Hirsh/Yitshak denied that his name had ever been Hirsh. On the basis of that statement, the original bill of divorce executed under the name “Hirsh” was invalid. So the rabbinic court of Alba Iulia summoned the man in order to execute a bill of divorce for Sarah under his real name. When Hirsh/Yitshak appeared before the court he claimed that not only had he never been called Hirsh, but he had never been married to a woman named Sarah, and he had never resided in Munkács. The first bill of divorce – claimed Hirsh/Yitshak – was executed under duress, hence he had cooperated at the bogus court proceedings. The Alba Iulia rabbinical court did not accept this account, and they executed a second bill of divorce with the name Yitshak, which they forwarded to Munkács. Panet had been absent during those proceedings, and when he returned to Alba Iulia he cross-examined Hirsh/Yitshak who admitted to having been married to Sarah. 
Meanwhile in Munkács, Tsevi Elimelekh had two bills of divorce and a problematic situation. If the first document was valid, Sarah could remain with her second husband. If the first document was invalid, but the second document was valid – Sarah could not remain with her husband because she had adulterously cohabited with him while still married to Hirsh/Yitshak, but she was now allowed to remarry another man. If neither document was valid, then Sarah was still married to Hirsh/Yitshak. If that was the case, then Sarah could never be with her current husband, and she could only remarry if she obtained a valid bill of divorce from Hirsh/Yitshak. This was Tsevi Elimelekh’s inclination, so he ruled that a valid bill of divorce under both names – Hirsh and Yitshak – was required. Tsevi Elimelekh ordered Sarah to separate from her second husband until the matter could be clarified. Sarah and her second husband ignored the rabbi’s instruction.
Panet supported Tsevi Elimelekh’s call for the couple to separate until the matter was resolved, and was disturbed by the brazen flouting of rabbinic authority. However, Panet disagreed with Tsevi Elimelekh legal assessment, suggesting that the first bill of divorce was indeed valid because it had been written under the name that Hirsh/Yitshak used in Munkács and briefly in Alba Iulia.
Panet ended the responsum with sympathetic words for the plight of his beleaguered friend. But the show of sympathy also contained an admonition against rabbis speaking harshly about their charges. 
According to Tsevi Elimelekh’s great-great grandson, the case ended when Tsevi Elimelekh’s adversaries reported the rabbi to the non-Jewish authorities. The great-great grandson further recorded the apostasy of the descendants of Sarah and her second partner.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Divrei torah, 8:50. ] 

Communal tensions culminated in Tsevi Elimelekh’s departure from Munkács and return to Galicia in 1828. The reason for the termination of his rabbinate is unclear. One possibility is that Tsevi Elimelekh’s exit was linked to the Hirsh/Yitshak case. Some writers record the acrimony caused by Tsevi Elimelekh’s harsh rulings, such as his firm stance against mixed dancing at weddings.[footnoteRef:29] Alternatively, his exit may have been linked to the controversial force-feeding of geese in order to fatten their livers – an important source of income for some of Munkács’ wealthy residents, and a hot issue at the time.[footnoteRef:30]  [29:  Azharot mahartsa, sec. 10. ]  [30:  Ibid., sec. 3. ] 

Another source indicates local opposition to Tsevi Elimelekh’s hasidic affiliation as the reason for his departure.[footnoteRef:31] This is unlikely, since Tsevi Elimelekh’s replacement also hailed from Galicia and identified with Hasidism. [31:  Reinhardt, Kehilot, 23. ] 

Tsevi Elimelekh’s exit reminds us that importing a rabbi was also importing an ethos. In this case it is apparent that the expectations of the rabbi and those of the community did not jibe. 
It is unclear how the rabbinate functioned after Tsevi Elimelekh’s departure. Later sources recount that when Tsevi Elimelekh left Munkács he declared that no stranger would serve in his stead.[footnoteRef:32] Five years later, in 1833, Rabbi Azriel Grün (ca.1780-1841) was appointed rabbi of Munkács.[footnoteRef:33]  [32:  Nahalat ‘azriel, 2a-b. ]  [33:  Regarding Grün, see ‘Magyar rabbik’, 107; Greenwald, Pe’erei, 111; Schwartz, Shem ha-gedolim, 2:48; Schönfeld, ‘Hakdama’, 2a-c; Gold, ‘Hakdama sheniya’, 2c-3b; Mosty-Wielkie, 1:21, 88; Pinkas hakehillot: Polin, 2:313; Wunder, Meorei Galicia, 1:752-6.] 

In 1834, Grün wrote an approbation for a kabbalistic work from the hasidic school.[footnoteRef:34] A eulogy of sorts delivered in 1841, but first printed in 1894, further points to Grün’s hasidic affiliation.[footnoteRef:35] Grün is credited with going further than his predecessors in importing Hasidism to Munkács by introducing the hasidic prayer rite into the main synagogue.[footnoteRef:36] A collection of Grün’s teachings that was first published on the eve of the Second World War offers further evidence of his hasidic affiliation. Grün is described as a disciple of the famed Hozeh of Lublin, Rabbi Yaakov Yitshak Horowitz (1745-1815), and Grün cites Rabbi Shalom of Belz (1781-1855) on two occasions, referring to him as “my master, my teacher.”[footnoteRef:37]  [34:  Peri kodesh hilulim, [2].]  [35:  Derekh yivhar, 88a-89b. ]  [36:  Megillat b[eit] ha-mid[rash], [2].]  [37:  Nahalat ‘azriel, title page, [3], 2d, 3a (Hozeh of Lublin); 9d, 60b (Shalom of Belz). ] 

Before coming to Munkács, Grün served in the rabbinate of Chołojów and then in Mosty Wielkie – both in Galicia. Grün reportedly left Galicia in a bid to escape the authorities, after a tax collector was murdered and the rabbi was suspected of involvement. Others opine that Grün produced amulets against the wishes of the Hozeh of Lublin and consequently decided to leave the Hozeh’s sphere of influence.[footnoteRef:38] Neither account is supported by primary sources. [38:  Gold, ‘Hakdama sheniya’, 3a.] 

In later accounts, Grün is remembered as the only rabbi of Munkács who was not tormented or mistreated[footnoteRef:39] – a claim that not only tells us about Grün, but says much about the Munkács rabbinate in collective memory. [39:  Schönfeld, ‘Hakdama’, 2b. ] 

Grün was replaced by Rabbi Efraim Fishel Horowitz (d.1860), a rabbi with strong family ties to Galicia and Hasidism.[footnoteRef:40] Horowitz was related to the hasidic master Rabbi Naftali Tsevi Horowitz of Ropczyce (1760-1827).[footnoteRef:41] Moreover, surviving responsa from 1844 buttress this image. The exchange involved a much discussed case of a shohet from Berdyczów. Rabbi Yekutiel Asher Zalman Enzel Zuzmir (ca.1790-1858) – Horowitz’s relative and rabbi in Stryj, Galicia – solicited opinions from many jurists in order to assemble support for his ruling. Inter alia, he turned to Horowitz and to the rabbi of nearby Ungvár, the prominent Rabbi Meir Eisenstädter (1786-1852). Many rabbinic figures in Poland wrote responsa on this case, which has been described as one of the great ritual slaughter controversies.[footnoteRef:42] Eisenstädter was a disciple of Moshe Sofer and a renowned jurist, so it is unsurprising that his opinion was solicited. Horowitz did not have the same reputation, making his participation noteworthy.  [40:  On Horowitz, see Stern, Melitsei esh, 6:40a. Horowitz’s ruling on a work practices infringement case was posthumously discussed in 1880 by the rabbi of nearby Beregszász, and later published in a collection of responsa; see She’elot u-teshuvot kol arye, nos. 134-135. Horowitz’s tenure in Munkács was also mentioned in 1928, by his descendant Rabbi David Horowitz of Stanisławów (Kitvei kodesh, 17-18).]  [41:  Stern, Melitsei esh, 1:295.]  [42:  She’elot u-teshuvot imrei esh, 2:1-10, no. 1 (Eisenstädter to Zuzmir); She’elot u-teshuvot Zuzmir, no. 56 (Zuzmir to Eisenstädter); no. 57 (Horowitz to Zuzmir; end of responsum missing). For a synopsis of the case – albeit with no mention of Horowitz – see Greenwald, Ha-shohet, 132-55; see also the references in, She’elot u-teshuvot imrei esh, 2:1n1. As Greenwald’s volume demonstrates, ritual slaughter was a lightning rod for communal tensions, so it is noteworthy that Greenwald singled out this case.] 

Thus for the first century of the recorded Munkács rabbinate, those who filled the official post of rabbi hailed from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and its successors, or maintained professional connections with their peers on the other side of the Carpathian Mountains. Matters that precipitated legal correspondence, particularly cases of personal status, demonstrate links between Munkács and the Jewish communities on the other side of the Carpathian Mountains. As the hasidic movement gained currency in Galicia and Congress Poland, hasidic influences penetrated Munkács, even though formally it was part of the Kingdom of Hungary. 
6. Recruit from Hungary
Following Horowitz’s death, a new rabbi was not appointed immediately and the rabbinical court temporarily filled the void. It was during this time, that Munkács looked westward to the school of Moshe Sofer rather than towards hasidic Galicia. The catalyst for this change is unclear. According to one scholar, Eisenstädter precipitated the change in orientation towards Hungary.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Reinhardt, Kehilot, 15-16, 20. ] 

The 1848 Hungarian Revolution and the 1867 establishment of the dual-monarchy, was also a period of transition for Hungarian Jewry: As German Reform made inroads in Hungary, Neolog communities began to form. It is possible that the threat of religious reforms, led the conservative Munkács community to choose a rabbi who was acquainted with these challenges; meaning a rabbi from Oyberland rather than Galicia. Thus for the first time, the office of the rabbi of Munkács was filled by a Pressburg native from the school of Moshe Sofer: Rabbi Hayim Sofer (1821-1886), who was appointed in 1867.[footnoteRef:44]  [44:  On Hayim Sofer, see Stern, Eivel kaved, 3-15; Schreiber, Ketov, 99; Sofer, Toledot soferim, especially 123-27; Sofer, Kan sofer; Pinkas hakehillot: Hungarya, 197; Weisberg, Rabbeinu, 3:277-81; Yakobovitz, Zekhor, 1:94; Nadler, ‘War’, 234-5; Cohen, Hakhmei Hungarya, 26-157, 354-6; Katz, Ha-kera, 78-82, 235-37; Ferziger, ‘Religious Zealotry’, 52-76.] 

Sofer – who was not related to Moshe Sofer – had served in the rabbinate in Gyömöre from 1851 and then Sajószentpéter from 1857. He was also an accomplished author, having published novellae on the talmudic tractate Gittin in 1854, and a volume of responsa in 1862.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Peles hayim; She’elot u-teshuvot mahane hayim, vol. 1.] 

For Munkács residents, Sofer’s appeal may have been his zealous defence of Jewish tradition against any hint of reforms. Two years earlier in 1865, he was one of the driving forces behind a rabbinic gathering in Nagymihály that turned out to be a crucial moment in the crystallisation of Hungarian Orthodoxy. Representatives of the Munkács rabbinical court who attended the conference together with other rabbis from the region, signed a manifesto that ruled against any changes to prayer rights, rituals, or synagogue structure, effectively setting the boundaries of Orthodoxy.[footnoteRef:46] It is possible that Sofer came to the attention of the Munkács delegates at this meeting. [46:  Katzburg, ‘Pesak beit din’, 273-86; Hildesheimer, ‘Rabanei Hungarya’, 941-51; Yakobovitz, Zekhor, 1:71-126 (list of signatories appears as Reproduction 11 at the back of the volume); Spiegel, Toledot, 44-47; Sperber, Minhagei yisra’el, 2:122-5; Katz, Ha-kera, 92-99 (p. 94 includes a reproduction of the manifesto without the signatures); Silber, ‘Emergence’, 37-40, 50-59; Cohen, Hakhmei Hungarya, 65-7. ] 

Sofer was a sought after candidate: he was offered positions in Lemberg and Kraków, but he chose Munkács.[footnoteRef:47] During his Munkács tenure, Sofer was an Orthodox delegate to the Hungarian Jewish Congress that convened in Budapest in 1868. He belligerently opposed any cooperation with reformers, and orchestrated a mass exit from the congress that was a formative moment for the resulting schism in Hungarian Jewry.[footnoteRef:48] [47:  Sofer, Toledot soferim, 125n14.]  [48:  Ibid., 119, 123-4; Katzburg, ‘Congress’, 143-381; Katz, Ha-kera, 103-224. ] 

Sofer also continued publishing his writings, issuing a further six volumes of his Mahane hayim responsa.[footnoteRef:49] In 1869, Sofer published Sha‘arei hayim – a work devoted to the legal status of people who publically desecrate the Sabbath, further delineating the boundaries for Orthodox affiliation. The work was precipitated by two Jewish doctors in Munkács who publically desecrated Sabbath. Sofer delivered a fiery sermon on the second day of Passover 1869, and later that year he printed the sermon as a pamphlet. He then published a fuller legal work with the sermon appended.[footnoteRef:50] [49:  She’elot u-teshuvot mahane hayim, vols. 2-7. ]  [50:  Derasha; Sha‘arei hayim, 38a-41b.] 

Sofer’s Munkács tenure was punctuated by opposition, and many have understood the antagonism to be connected to Hasidism. This assertion lacks strong grounding. 
Sofer’s father had noted his distaste for Hasidism in his will written in late 1840.[footnoteRef:51] [51:  Sofer, Toledot soferim, 103n.] 

[bookmark: _Ref450638300]Moreover, Sofer was also undoubtedly familiar with Moshe Sofer’s disdain for organised Hasidism. When Sofer accepted the position in Munkács, his fellow zealous Orthodox activist, Rabbi Hillel Lichtenstein of Kołomyja (1814-1891), wrote to him with three pieces of advice. First, Sofer was to identify a God fearing person who would be able apprise him of local customs and conduct. Second, Sofer was encouraged to study Be’er mayim hayim – a hasidic work by Rabbi Hayim Thirer of Czernowitz (ca.1760-1817). Third, Sofer should establish a yeshiva in Munkács that would be similar to the Pressburg yeshiva.[footnoteRef:52] Lichtenstein’s first two suggestions have been understood as a warning that Sofer should familiarise himself with hasidic thought and conduct in preparation for his new post. If this is what Lichtenstein meant, then his counsel indicates that Munkács was already perceived as a town sympathetic to Hasidism. Later writers suggested that Munkács residents affiliated with Hasidism found it difficult to swallow the fact that their rabbi did not revere Hasidism and did not practice hasidic rituals.[footnoteRef:53] Despite these indicators, there is insufficient evidence to definitively state that the opposition to Sofer was linked to hasidic affiliation or practice.[footnoteRef:54]  [52:  Sofer, Kan sofer, 20-21, no. 20.]  [53:  Weingarten, ‘Munkatch’, 354; Dicker, Piety, 12; Nadler, ‘War’, 235.]  [54:  For a case where Sofer dressed differently from his Munkács constituents, see Torat hayim, 3:2b second pagination, sec. 551:4 – On Sabbath before Tisha be-’av, Sofer would not wear Sabbath attire. Since this was not widely practiced in Munkács, he would remain at home for the duration of Sabbath. This departure from local practice was not necessarily defined by hasidic affiliation. Moreover, an effort was made to keep it private, and no evidence of opposition is apparent. Regarding this issue, Cooper, ‘Jewish Law’.] 

To be sure, Rabbi Hayim Halberstam of Nowy Sącz (1797-1876) – a leading hasidic master and recognised legal authority – penned a letter to Munkács leaders in defence of Sofer.[footnoteRef:55] While Halberstam was instrumental in the spread of Hasidism in Hungary, this letter need not be construed as proof that the opposition to Sofer was linked to Hasidism. When Sofer was being entreated to leave Munkács and assume the Ungvár rabbinate in late 1869, he outlined conditions for the move. Inter alia, he declared that he would transfer if he received such an instruction from Halberstam.[footnoteRef:56] Moreover, Sofer corresponded with Halberstam, as well as with other hasidic masters.[footnoteRef:57] This correspondence suggests that Sofer should not be viewed as a rabbi who doggedly opposed Hasidism. [55:  Sofer, Toledot soferim, 126n15.]  [56:  Sofer, Kan sofer, 30, no. 34. ]  [57:  Sofer, Toledot soferim, 34-8; Sofer, Kan sofer, 17 no. 14; 23-5, nos. 24-26; 40, no. 45; 45-50, no. 50; 77-9, nos. 72-73; 130-1, no. 111.] 

[bookmark: _Ref450471534]It is likely that Sofer’s Munkács tenure came to an end amidst communal infighting amongst the Orthodox that was unconnected to hasidic affiliation. In October 1877, Sofer wrote a heartfelt letter to local communal leaders. Sofer’s letter related to an ongoing fracas that dated back to 1875, between two factions in Munkács.[footnoteRef:58] When the quarrel began, Sofer had been called in to mediate. After Sofer hashed out an agreement between the parties, he became the brunt of insults and humiliation. Sofer took the abuse in silence, vowing to seek redress from the perpetrators in the World to Come. Sofer bemoaned the situation that his legal rulings were sought after throughout Hungary, yet in his own town his authority was not honoured. Sofer’s letter is lacking salient details of the discord, but it is apparent that the fight was an intra-Orthodox affair since Sofer lamented that sinners were abundant in Munkács, while religious people were fighting: “Were the two factions and sides united as one league, the community of Munkács today would be a holy community; like a small Jerusalem.”[footnoteRef:59] There is no indication that the factions were divided based on hasidic affiliation. [58:  Ibid., 114-6, no. 95. ]  [59:  Ibid., 115. ] 

Sofer did not detail the nature of the abuse he suffered, but during the interwar period Sofer’s mistreatment was recalled in graphic terms. In the 1920s, a fierce battle was fought in Munkács between two hasidic congregations: the community headed by the local Rabbi Hayim Elazar Shapira (1871-1937) and the community headed by Rabbi Yisaskhar Dov Rokeah of Bełz (1854-1926) who had fled Galicia and taken refuge in Munkács during the First World War. This is not the place to recount the Belz-Munkatch dispute, but it is noteworthy that the legend of disrespect for Sofer was repeated as an allegation against one of the factions. A 1923 pamphlet accused the Belz adherents of being the very people who had made Sofer’s tenure in Munkács unbearable. According to the pamphlet, Sofer ignored them initially, but the antagonists persisted tearing up Sofer’s precious writings. But that was not all they did:
And they took the sheets of paper and spread them out on the back of the door [of the outhouse], smeared with faeces. And when morning arrived, when the great rabbi [Sofer], opened the door and saw the terrible villainy that they did, he was angered, and he left his post.[footnoteRef:60] [60:  Da ma she-tashiv, 8b; see also Kitvei kodesh, [8].] 

This account has entered collective memory, though I have yet to find a contemporary report. 
[bookmark: _Ref446268042]In 1879, Sofer left Munkács and took a rabbinic post in more familiar territory – the newly found independent Orthodox congregation in Pest, where he served as the first rabbi. There he continued his zealous activity, as he attempted to insulate the faithful from any outside influence, cooperation, or even connection with Jews who espoused modernist or reformist ideas. Sofer did not sever ties to his former rabbinate, as he continued to publish his works in Munkács.[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Kol sofer – on Mishna, 2 vols.; She’elot u-teshuvot mahane hayim, even ha-‘ezer, part 3; Divrei sha‘arei hayim – on Pentateuch. Sofer’s commentary on Psalms was published posthumously in Munkács by his son: Tehillim Sha‘arei hayim.] 

7. Return to Galicia
[bookmark: _Ref456866417]With the departure of Sofer, Munkács’ turned once again to Galicia, inviting Rabbi Shelomo Shapira (1831-1893).[footnoteRef:62] Shelomo was the grandson of Tsevi Elimelekh – the rabbi who had left Munkács in acrimonious circumstances. According to Munkatch lore, on Tsevi Elimelekh’s final Sabbath in Munkács he sermonised on the verse “In this year of jubilee, each of you shall return to his holding” (Lev 25:13) – and fifty years later Shelomo was appointed to fill his grandfather’s shoes.[footnoteRef:63] By this time, Tsevi Elimelekh was a legendary hasidic leader, famous for his posthumously published Benei yisaskhar. [62:  Regarding Shelomo Shapira, see Ma’amar zikhron tsaddikim, 11b-13a; Kahana, Beit shelomo; Stern, Melitsei esh, 2:91-3; Sefer Lancut, 57; Wunder, Meorei Galicia, 5:557-63; Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 61-5; Harry Rabinowicz, Rebbes, 2-4; Alfasi, Entsiklopediya, 3:721-3; Osef torat shem shelomo, 1:13-16. ]  [63:  ‘Munkatch: Kirya ha-‘aliza’, 11. ] 

Besides being a scion of a great hasidic master, Shelomo was also qualified for the position, given that he had served in the rabbinate of Tarnogród, Congress Poland, and then Strzyżów, Galicia.[footnoteRef:64]  [64:  Regarding Shelomo’s Tarnogród rabbinate, see Kahana, Beit shelomo, or ha-hayim, sec. 60-64; tif’eret u-gedula, sec. 75. See also Shelomo’s letter printed in Michelson, Mekor hayim , 46b. Shelomo’s tenure in Tarnogród is not mentioned in Sefer Tarnograd.] 

At first, Shelomo declined the invitation; later he acquiesced.[footnoteRef:65] His change of heart remains unexplained. In winter 1881, Shelomo arrived in Munkács with his extended family, including his son and young grandson – who would both go on to inherit the rabbinate. [65:  Ma’amar mili de-hespeida, 11a-12a; Kahana, Beit shelomo, tif’eret u-gedula, sec. 80.] 

Shelomo wrote homiletic works and legal treatises, yet he avoided the printing press. In his will, Shelomo instructed not to publish his writings, claiming that he had not merited to finish any one work.[footnoteRef:66] His son and grandson understood that Shelomo’s injunction applied to publishing the works in toto; there was no reason not to publish selections, and both son and grandson included lengthy citations from Shelomo’s writings in their own works. Shelomo’s writings were also preserved in the works of his contemporaries. Thus a medley of Shelomo’s writings have survived. Most of his correspondence has been reproduced without names; where the addressee’s identity can be determined, a Hungarian orientation emerges. [66:  Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 65. For other reasons for not wanting to publish his writings, see ibid., 64n5; Adler, Seder shana ha-’aharona, sec. 130n; Weiss, Alef ktav, 2:4, sec. 492.] 

This is not to say that once he crossed the Carpathians, Shelomo never corresponded with Galicia. Yet few exemplars of Galician correspondence have survived, and at least in one case the questioner sought rulings of many rabbis, including Shelomo. Thus Rabbi Arye Leibush Halevi Rosenfeld of Mościska (ca.1810-1884) wrote an opinion regarding his great niece, Yenta Rosenfeld, who was an aguna. Arye Leibush argued that Yenta was permitted to remarry on the basis of a bill of divorce procured from someone who was possibly her husband. He then forwarded his opinion to many rabbis – including Shelomo – in the hope that they would support his opinion.[footnoteRef:67] The case shook the rabbinic world at the time, and many responsa were penned on the issue.[footnoteRef:68] Years later, the case was made famous by the Yiddish fiction writer, Israel Joshua Singer (1893-1944), in his novel Yoshe Kalb. [67:  Minhat el‘azar 2, no. 25. ]  [68:  See Darkhei hayim ve-shalom, 414-15; Karlinsky, Ha-rishon, 354-61; Twerski, Zeide, 140-43; Leiser, Yud-gimmel orot, 122-24; Osef torat shem shelomo, 2:243-4n3; She’elot u-teshuvot tsevi tif’eret, 2:301-16, no. 111 and notes.] 

Shelomo’s letters of recommendation suggests that his influence was primarily local. From his Galicia tenure one approbation is known, as well as one responsum; in both cases Shelomo’s letter was one of many – as per the mould of the Yenta case.[footnoteRef:69] During his Munkács tenure, Shelomo wrote four approbations and a letter of recommendation for works published in the local printing press.[footnoteRef:70] It is unsurprising that books printed in Munkács should carry an approbation from the town’s rabbi.  [69:  Eisenberg, Toledot avraham. Mahazikei ha-dat, 3/15 (Apr. 29, 1881), 5-6.]  [70:  Kuntras ha-sefeikot. Schick, Imrei david. Ma’amar mei’ah kesita – brought to the printing press by a native of Strzyżów, suggesting a further explanation for why Shelomo was solicited for an approbation. Katz, Berit kehunat ‘olam. Lam, Eshel avraham – letter of recommendation for the author, rather than an approbation for the work being printed.] 

Similarly, in 1889, he provided a Munkács resident, Aharon Katz (d.1935), with a letter of recommendation that he presented to the rabbi of Szobráncz in order to secure work as a shohet.[footnoteRef:71] Shelomo also wrote two letters of recommendation for Rabbi Gershon Avraham Goldberger (d.1936) who was considering purchasing a business in Munkács. Shelomo prodded Goldberger to wait patiently for a rabbinic post, and he encouraged the Nagyberczel community to appoint Goldberger.[footnoteRef:72] [71:  Katz, Siftei aharon, 1. ]  [72:  Goldberger, Nahalat ha-gershuni, [6-7].] 

Shelomo wrote three other approbations for works not printed in Munkács. Two of the approbations were for books published in the same printing press in Przemyśl that had printed his first approbation while he was still in Galicia.[footnoteRef:73] The third approbation was for a work printed in Bártfa, Hungary in a printing press that had ties to Munkács.[footnoteRef:74] [73:  Yolles, Melo ha-ro‘im. Siddur tefilla le-moshe. The publisher was Shelomo’s distant relative, see Osef torat shem shelomo, 1:272n3. ]  [74:  Eizenbach, Otot u-mo‘adim – author was a disciple of Shelomo’s father and grandfather. This work also carries approbations from Shelomo’s son and grandson. Shelomo’s grandson also printed his one of his father’s works – Tif’eret banim – in this printing press. The printer Yosef Meir Blayer may have been related to the Munkatch printers Dov Ber Blayer, his brother-in-law Tsevi Yaakov Kohn, Pinhas Blayer, and the widow of Pinhas Blayer.] 

Shelomo’s contribution in the Yenta case does not indicate exemplary stature as a legal authority, since Shelomo was one of many respondents and the net had been cast wide to garner as much support as possible. While Shelomo’s opinion may not have stood out in this case (or others), we can surmise that he was considered part of a peer group of rabbinic authorities, for his opinion was sought in a matter that rocked the rabbinic world. 
A similar conclusion can be drawn from an 1882 case, where Shelomo was one of twenty-four rabbis from Hungary who signed a proclamation condemning an aid to Talmud study. The book – Ha-madrikh ‘al bamotei yam ha-talmud – precipitated a debate that involved rabbis from Galicia, Lithuania, Hungary, Bohemia, Germany, France, Italy, England, Turkey, Jerusalem, and elsewhere. Hungarian rabbis denounced the publication for its modernist tendencies and because the authors identified as Status Quo.[footnoteRef:75] Like the Yenta case, Shelomo’s signature on this letter suggests that he was a recognised by his peers. Moreover, his signature indicates his affiliation with the Orthodox faction of Hungarian rabbis soon after his arrival in Munkács. [75:  Zinger and Zinger, Ha-madrikh. I have yet to locate the origin proclamation. The proclamation was printed a few months after its initial issue in a Lemberg periodical: Mahazikei ha-dat, 5/6 (Dec., 20, 1882), 2-3. Hayim Sofer, now serving in Pest, was also one of the signatories.
Regarding Ha-madrikh, see Wunder, Meorei Galicia, 2:375; Mondshine, ‘Sefer “Ha-madrikh”; Cooper, ‘Divide and Learn’, 62, 63n47.] 

A few years later, Shelomo wrote two letters to Rabbi Hananya Yom Tov Lippa Teitelbaum of Máramarossziget (1836-1904) regarding the possibility of splitting the community. The Máramarossziget clash is beyond the present scope, but I mention the altercation because here too Shelomo sided with Hungarian Orthodoxy, ruling against a split that would undermine Teitelbaum’s authority.[footnoteRef:76]  [76:  Mikhtav galuy, 6b-8b; 155b. ] 

Then in 1891, Shelomo wrote a letter to the rabbi of Frankfurt-am-Main, Rabbi Dr Salomon Breuer (1850-1926), asking him to assist a Hungarian Jew. Shelomo explained that the bearer of the letter had worked in Debreczen as a teacher, until the community decided to identify as Status Quo. At that point, he rightly left the community. Now the man was bereft and forced to leave Hungary.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Shapira, Ha-ramal, 3:62-3.] 

[bookmark: _Ref452022134]As noted, Shelomo’s legal correspondence has survived thanks to its publication in volumes of responsa of other rabbis. Mapping the location of the correspondents gives us an indication of Shelomo’s sphere of influence. In the vicinity of Munkács, Shelomo corresponded with Rabbi Yehonatan Binyamin Estreicher of Csenger,[footnoteRef:78] Rabbi Shemuel David Jungreisz of Fehérgyarmat (1838-1892),[footnoteRef:79] Rabbi Aharon Weiss of Benedike (1851-1932),[footnoteRef:80] Rabbi Schábsza Lipschitz of Iloncza (1845-1929),[footnoteRef:81] Rabbi Ephraim Fischel Feldmann of Nagybocskó (1849-1904),[footnoteRef:82] and Kisvárda rabbis.[footnoteRef:83] [78:  Leket Sosano, 10 (1943), 49a-50a, no. 58.]  [79:  She’elot u-teshuvot maharshdah, yoreh de‘ah, no. 55.]  [80:  Minhat el‘azar 2, no. 25.]  [81:  Lipschitz, Sefer ha-hayim, [130b-131a].]  [82:  Ot hayim ve-shalom, 264:15; correspondent identified in Osef torat shem shelomo, 2:204n2.]  [83:  Minhat el‘azar 1, no. 53, para. 3. ] 

[bookmark: _Ref452029383][bookmark: _Ref456534200]The epistolary evidence also indicates that Shelomo corresponded with colleagues further afield, including: Rabbi Yaakov Prager of Ada and Petrovoszello (1849-1918),[footnoteRef:84] Rabbi Yaakov Shalom Sofer of Pest (1854-1921),[footnoteRef:85] and Rabbi Yaakov Tsevi Weiss of Hajdúszoboszló (d.1889).[footnoteRef:86] It was not only for legal opinions that Hungarian communities turned to Shelomo: In 1888, the Mád community asked him for his blessings after their vineyards were struck by a pest.[footnoteRef:87] [84:  She’ilat ya‘akov, vol. 1, no. 93, para. 1. ]  [85:  Sofer, Yeshabev sofer, 190-1.]  [86:  Karpeles, Ohel Avraham, no. 55. ]  [87:  Ha-nesher, 3/7 (1935), 58. ] 

Two additional letters were reproduced in the hagiographic Beit shelomo, though their provenance is unexplained. The letters do not easily fit into the groups I have presented, though they do not challenge the picture I have painted. One letter is addressed to a Chabad hasid who travelled through the Munkács region on his way to the Land of Israel. In the letter, Shelomo requested soil from Hebron, so that he could be buried with earth from the Holy Land.[footnoteRef:88]  [88:  Kahana, Beit shelomo, hakhana de-rabba, sec. 146. ] 

The second letter is part of a short, friendly exchange with the rabbi of nearby Beregszász, Rabbi Eliezer Zucker (1859-1920), where the two leaders enquire about each other’s health and bemoan their ailments. Shelomo’s letter is dated June 2, 1893 –  possibly the last letter he wrote before he died three days later.[footnoteRef:89]  [89:  Ibid., sec. 157.] 

But for all his Hungarian correspondence, Shelomo’s grandson reported that his grandfather considered himself Galician. The context of the self-appraisal was a responsum regarding a heter me’ah rabbanim – a licence from one hundred rabbis from three lands that allows a husband to marry a second wife. Shelomo declared that even though he was living in Hungary, he should still be considered a Galician for the purpose of the three lands requirement.[footnoteRef:90]  [90:  Minhat el‘azar 1, no. 16. ] 

Notwithstanding his impeccable Galician pedigree and his stated self-perception, Shelomo’s surviving correspondence suggests that he integrated into the Hungarian Orthodox rabbinic milieu. 
8. Munkatch Terminus 
Following Shelomo’s demise, the Munkács rabbinate adopted dynastic succession, and the office of rabbi served a dual function: head of the rabbinical court and hasidic master. Three rabbis served during this period, Shelomo’s son Rabbi Tsevi Hirsh Shapira (1850-1913), who was succeeded by his only son Rabbi Hayim Elazar Shapira (1871-1937), who was succeeded by his only son-in-law, Rabbi Baruch Yehoshua Yerahmiel Rabinovich (1913-1997). In addition, distinct communities that identified as disciples of other hasidic masters thrived in Munkács during this period. The community continued to flourish until the 1941 deportations and the mass murder of Munkács Jews. Today, two of Rabinovich’s sons preside over hasidic communities in New York: Rabbi Moshe Leib Rabinovich (b.1940) serves as the leader of the Munkatch hasidim since 1962, while his younger brother, Rabbi Yitshak Yaakov Rabinovich serves as the leader of the Dinov hasidim. These two twentieth-century developments – the dynastic rabbinate and the rabbinate-in-exile resurrected from the ashes of the Holocaust – are beyond the present study that has focused on the phenomenon of imported rabbinic leadership.
The networks of Munkács rabbis from the second half of the eighteenth-century until the end of the nineteenth-century, demonstrate how the region acted as a catchment basin. The fact that Munkács was politically part of Hungary, did not preclude the possibility of Galician and Polish influences. For most of its history, the Munkács rabbinate was closer in ethos to Poland, demonstrating that political boundaries were less influential than cultural affiliations. Notwithstanding, influences from both centres were palpable – Hungarian Orthodoxy from Oyberland and Hasidism from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and its successors. 
Tracking Munkács’ rabbis tells us about the history of this specific town and may reflect on the region. The account may also prod us to contemplate broader narratives, such as the spread of Hasidism – a topic that has long been of scholarly interest.[footnoteRef:91] Scholars have noted that Hasidism reached Hungary, but only spread in Unterland. Jews in Unterland often had roots in Galicia, they spoke the same Yiddish dialect and had other cultural similarities that facilitated the spread of Hasidism. Munkács rabbis supply an additional piece to the puzzle. As office-holders with formal communal influence, these rabbis help us perceive how Hasidism reached the region, influenced life, and became a dominant force.[footnoteRef:92] Histories of no two places are identical, yet the Munkács rabbinate might be considered a microhistory, shedding light on the spread of Hasidism with an emphasis on the agency of particular actors: imported rabbis. [91:  Greenwald, ‘Lekorot’, 265-82; Cohen, ‘Darkhei ha-hadira’, 57-91; id., Sefer Marmaros, 25-37; id., Hakhmei Transylvania, 98-113 (Hebrew pagination); Silber, ‘Limits’, 125-33; id., ‘Yeshivot’, 76-84.]  [92:  Stampfer, ‘How’, 215-16 used this yardstick (as well as others) in his assessment of why Hasidism did not spread to Bohemia-Moravia.] 

It remains to be seen how early twentieth-century Munkács/Mukačevo rabbis developed a fusion of Hungarian Orthodoxy and Hasidism; whether other hasidic communities in Munkács also displayed such a confluence; whether the blend was replicated in other communities in the region. We should also consider whether the post-Holocaust versions of this Hasidism – that is contemporary Munkatch and Dinov hasidic communities – retain unique features, or have been subject to the pervasive “mainstreamisation” of hasidic groups.[footnoteRef:93] These directions of enquiry might present the possibility of Hasidism of Subcarpathian-Rus’ as its own variety – alongside Polish, Russian, Lithuanian, Galician, Ukrainian, and Hungarian Hasidism.[footnoteRef:94]  [93:  On mainstreamisation of hasidic practice, see Cooper, ‘Bitter Herbs’.]  [94:  For rabbinic recognition of Subcarpathian-Rus’ as a separate entity with its own norms, see the responsum by Rabbi Shimon Greenfield of Bűdszentmihály (1860-1930), printed in 1931 on double sided single leaf: Teshuva geluya. A copy of this rare leaf is held in the National Library of Israel (L1864).] 

Having traced the Munkács rabbinate, we have a window into this borderland region between Poland and Hungary. Hasidism arrived from Poland and Orthodoxy arrived from Hungary. While a cultural and intellectual crossroads implies transfer of ideas, Munkács was not a waystation: Polish Hasidism did not spread from Munkács throughout Hungary; Hungarian Orthodoxy did not travel from Munkács to Poland. Rather, Munkács was a terminus. 
For most of Munkács history – Polish and Hungarian stimuli seemed to take turns in leaving their mark on the town. Analysis of the twentieth-century Munkács/Mukačevo rabbinate would demonstrate how these influences merged in the personae of the rabbis who served the community. Mentally they mapped themselves in relation to two regions on either side of the borderland, and in the process they produced a syncretic culture of Orthodoxy and Hasidism. Indeed, in the final fifty years of Jewish Munkács/Mukačevo, Hasidism and Orthodoxy seemed to arrive simultaneously at the Munkatch terminus. 
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