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6 et CREATING A TALE OF
MARTYRDOM IN TULCZYN, 1648

Edward Fram

Among the most poignant descriptions in Jewish historiogra-
phy in the premodern period must rank the tale of the Jews of Tulezyn, who, to-
gether with local Poles, met a frightening death at the hands of Cossack and peas-
ant attackers in June 1648. The tale of mass Jewish martyrdom in Tulezyn was
told by a number of contemporary Hebrew chroniclers but perhaps none of the
stories is hetter known than the one found in Yeven metsulah (Abyss of Despair),
Nathan Hanover's story of the fate of Polish and Lithuanian Jewry during the
Chmielnicki rebellion in 1648-1649.

Modern historians have questioned the veracity of a number of aspects of
Hanover's chronicle, particularly the numerical data, stressing instead the work's
impostance as a reflection of contemporary Jewish attitudes and an attempt to
convey an image of Polish Jewry to survivors and Jews elsewhere.? Yet the specific
question of Jewish martyrdom in Tulczyn, central to Hanover's narrative and per-
haps to the work’s place in the collective memory of Polish Jewry, has not been
examined.

All sources, Polish, Ukrainian, and Hebrew, concur that there was a massacre
in Tulezyn in late June 1648 in which large numbers of Poles and Jews were
slaughtered.’ There is, however, no unanimity in the chronicles of the events of
16481649 regarding what actually happened during the massacre, particularly
with respect to the Jews.* None of the Hebrew chroniclers, including Hanover,
witnessed the events in Tulezyn. To be sure, Hanover was an eyewitness to cer-
b3in events in his town of Zastaw, but as the Cossacks drew near, he and his fam-
ily fled the town for Miedzyrzecz.” Hanover did not see events elsewhere.® He
heard about the fate of Jews in a number of places from those who survived the
carnage as he sometimes noted.” After the events of 1648-1649, Hanover wan-
dered westward, preaching in various towns as he crossed the German lands,
eventually arriving in Amsterdam and later Venice. No doubt, his travels afforded
him additional opportunities to hear the stories of survivors who had migrated to
the west.® Yet Hanover's primary sources of information about the events in Tul-
czyn in 1648 were the three Hebrew chronicles of 1648-164g whose publication
preceded that of Yeven metsulah: (1) Me'ir ben Samuel of Szczebrzeszyn's Tsok
ha-'ittim (Cry of the Times), published in Cracow, 165¢; (2) Rabbi Shabbetai ben
Me'ir Katz's socalled Megillat ‘efah (Scroll of Terror) that served as an introduc-
fion to his Selihot ve-kinot, or penitential prayers and dirges, that appeared in
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Amsterdam in 1651; and (3) Petah teshuvah (An Opening for Repentance) by
Gabriel Shusburg, Amsterdam, 1651.% At times Hanover copied from these works
verbatim, at other times he paraphrased, and in some instances he took events
said to have happened elsewhere and wove them into his own tale of Tulezyn 10
Without ever acknowledging his debt, Hanover used each of these accounts of
1048 to create his own story of the massacre of Jews in Tulezyn (see Appendix).

Hanover's single most important source in developing the story of Tulezyn
was Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn's Tsok ha-‘ittim.!! From here, Hanover
took not only numercus phrases but specific information, such as the number of
soldiers in the fortress in Tulczyn (600} as well as the number of Jews in the fown
(z,000).1* The stirring cry of Rabbi Aaron urging the Jews not to attack the Poles
for fear of the consequences to other Jewish communities that appeared in Tsok
ha-‘ittim was altered slightly and retold in Yeven metsulah. Hanover did not, how-
ever, copy blindly. Me'ir ben Samuel recorded that Duke Janusz Czetwertyniski
was killed by Fastern Orthodox who “brutally cut off his head with a saw”
Hanover refined this and noted that a former serf who had worked in
Czetwertyfiski’s flour mill “brutally cut off his [Czetwertyfiski’s] head with a saw”
to avenge earlier mistreatment. This account is in fundamental agreement with
rmors recorded by a member of the Polish nobility, Adam Mielzyfiski, and con-
veyed to a colleague in a letter dated 18 August 16482 Me'ir ben Samuel re-
ported that Czetwertyniski’s wife was raped and killed by the Cossacks; Hanover
mentioned her rape, no more. Perhaps she was raped, but she was certainly not
killed as she remarried some years later.!

In addition to copying details about events in Tulezyn from Me'ir ben
Samuel, Hanover essentially followed the organization of Tsok ha-‘ittim. Both
works began their descriptions of Tulezyn by listing the number of Jews seeking
profection there, followed by a discussion of the pact between the Poles and the
Jews and the Jews” active and initially successful role in defending the town.'
The Cossacks’ plan, the nobles’ acquiescence to their demands, the Jews’ angry
response, the soliloquy of a rabbinic leader, and the acceptance of his plea differ
in some details, but all follow the same pattern in both works, However, while
Hanover followed Me'ir ben Samuel’s lead in developing the story of Tulczyn,
he made several significant emendations, the most striking of which was his por-
trayal of how, just before the massacre of Tulczyn Jewry, the Eastern Orthodox
offered the Jews the possibility of escaping death.!' Hanover wrote, “After these
things one of their intermediaries appeared, and planting a banner in the
ground, he said to them in a loud voice: “Whoever wishes to change his faith and
remain alive, let him sit under this banner” No one answered him. Thus he an-
nounced three times and no cne responded. Immediately the gate of the garden
opened and the infuriated mob rushed in and killed a large number of Jews.”V?

An offer of salvation through conversion had indeed appeared in the story of
Tulezyn in Tsok ha-'ittim. Me'ir ben Samuel of Szczebrzeszyn had written:

With black flags and strange noises, they fell upon the Jews who were weak, exhansted,
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and powerless (Isa. 402q). And they killed the Jews with sharpened swords; the young and
the old, parents and children. .

The Jews fell on their faces in order that they not s€€ the atrocities and the killing of
their children. And the children cried out to the 1ord their God. And they [the attackers]
stood over them like army officers and asked them if they would convert t0 Fastern Ortho-
doxy. I so, they will tive and if not they will die like their fathers and fall on the corpses of

their dead.
[rnmediately they siretched forth their necks to be slaughtered and they said, “letour
blood be accepted as a sacrifice.” And they gave praise and glory to God."®

In Tsok ha-‘ittim, only a segment of the communit}f——apparenﬂy the young—
was offered salvation through conversion. While these particular victims defi-
antly proctaimed their belief in the One God, the work leaves the impression
that not everyone had a similar opportunity.

How Jews died was not merely an scadernic issue for Hanover. In his intro-
duction to Yeven metsulah, Hanover had declared that the Cossack attacks of
16481640 were ‘ntended “to destroy His chosen Israel” by gving the Jews the
choice of conversion Of death }® Such a characterization of the Cossack revolt,
with its inherent opporfunity for an unambiguous rejection of Christianity
through Jewish martyrdom, “nade the story of the Jews of Tulezyn critical to
fHanover’s narrative. The martyrdom of the Jews of Tulczyn would be the exam-
ple par excellence of what Hanover had said in his prefatory remarks was the par-
adigmatic Jewish response to the Cossack threat: “the Jews, however, heeded not
their words but stretched out their necks to be slaughtered for the sanctification
of His Holy Name 720 No less significantly, within the frame of reference of mid-
seventeenth-century Polish Jewry, a community that adhered to traditional reli-
gious values, defiant martyrdom would not only glorify the victims of 1648-1649
but place the tragedies squarely within the continuum of perceived medieval
Ashkenazic piety and religious heroism.”

The story of Jewish martyrdom as found in Tsok ha-'ittim, however, was not
compelling enough to accomplish this. 1f Hanover was {0 emphasize the reli-
gious fealty of Polish Jewry in its ime of despair and successfully place 1648 1n
the tradition of past tragedies, a morTe resotute image of martyrdom would be
necessary, one that could serve as a model of Polish Jewry's response to the
events of 1648-1649 and, by association, bring all Jewish victims of Chinielnicki
within the Ashkenazic : deal of martyrdom 2 Hanover therefore enhanced his
story of Tulezyn.

Unfortunately for Hanover, neither of the other two major Hebrew sources
available to him offered more vivid examples of jewish martyrdom in Tulezyn.
Quite the contrary. Katz and Shusburg made no mention of classic martyrdom
in Tulezyn, that is, cases int which given the choice between death and conver-
sion to Christianity, Jews chose to die. In Megillat ‘efah, the Jews of Tulczyn
were simply mercilessly staughtered;” in Petah teshuvah, although deered mar-
tyrs by Shusburg, the Jews accepted death in order not to endanger Jews else-
where, not as an unequivocal rejection of Creek Orthodoxy. Only late in his nat-
rative, almost as an afterthought, did Shusburg tell of how they rejected the
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temptation of conversion while they sat in thirst and hunger awaiting their fate **
- A glowing example of martyrdom in 1648 was, however, to be found in Me'ir ben
Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn, Shusburg, and Katz's description of the massacre of
the Jews of Gomel’, a town in the easternmost region of Lithuania, north of Kiev,
Each portrayed Gomel as being one of the outstanding, if not the outstanding,
example of classic martyrdom in 16487

In his portrayal of events in Gomel’, events that Katz, a resident of Vilnius at
the time, did not see, Katz described how Cossacks tried to tempt the Jewish
community to “worship our gods.” Jews were promised that if they agreed to apo-
statize, not only would they be spared but they would come to enjoy wealth and
power. According to Katz, the Jewish response was imequivocal. Not only did the
Jews reject any notion of apostasy but they cried out: “to God who dwells in the
heavens, ‘Hear Lord our God, the one Ged, King of the worlds, “Because for You
we are killed all the day” (Ps. 44.23).%° “Lord, God of Israel, give a perfect lot
[t Sam. 14.41 with Rashi’s comments]. We will not sit with vain men nor will we
ioin with scoundrels” [see Ps. 26.4]. And thev admitted their sins and said, “We
are guilty” They submitted themselves to Divine punishment and said, The

Lord’s ways are perfect.”?

Yet an even more powerful description of martyrdom in Gomel” was to be
found in Tsok ha-‘ittim, where the very R. Eliezer who assumed such a central
role in admonishing the Jews of Tulezyn to die a martyr’s death in Yeven metsu-
lah not only entreated the Jews of Gomel” to stand firm and die as martyrs but he
himself was a model of such behavior:

The rabbi, our master and strength, the brilliant Rabbi Eliezer, the head of the rabbinic
court in our generation, may the Lord avenge his blood, “My brothers, remember the
killing of our brothers who were martyred for the sake of our God. We too will stretch
forth our necks and merit eternal life according to our suffering because there is no holi-
ness like the Lord, our God.” The rabbi called, “Our brothers, come forward, stretch out
your necks, make haste and do His word. You will see me and you will do the same and
with the martyring of your souls you will inherit the Garden of Eden. And all your ene-
mies will be embarrassed” Immediately, thousands were willing to give up their lives.
They rejected this world and sanctified the Holy Name.

The aforementioned head of the yeshiva martyred himself first for the Great God and
answered and said in happiness and joy, “T am not coming to an end; at the very same
time | will ascend to heaven and [ will attain and rise up to the Garden of Eden. Perhaps 1
will be accepted as an ‘olah offering”

The venerable and elderly, young men and women, saw the torment, the wounds, the
breaking [of bones], the strange and difficult deaths; that the rabbi was tormented with
troubles and from his mouth went forth pure words and he did not listen to the strange-
ness [i.e., the temptation of conversion?] and he admonished his brothers with warnings
that they should die a martyr’s death for the sake of the Creator.

Our brothers, our flesh and blood, were pure. They all yelled out, “our master and
teacher, we have heard your words, the words of God. If we have sinned against God then
how sweet it will be to the Lord our God that with the blood of our souls we will stretch
forth our necks to the slaughter. Maybe this will atonie for our sins.”

All these standing there opened their mouths and said in unison, boys and girls in awe
and fear: “We will forgive one another and the Almighty will forgive us and we will give
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our souls to the Lord and our flesh to the terrible waters. And our enemies, the seed of the
Greeks [the Eastern Orthodox], will raise our souls to He who dwells in heaven.” They said
to the empty ones [the Eastern Orthodox]: “Fulfill your wishes. Do with us as you see fit
and we will niot worship according to your religion because of the fear {of Heaven) that is
of old and the love of Our Blessed God who will resurrect us to live in the everlasting day.”
And when the Cossacks heard this they attacked the Jews and wounded them with clubs so
that they should not die quickly. And the rebellious Greek attackers killed many Jews who
were loved in their lives and who in their deaths were not separated (from God}.**

What eased the blending of the tale of Gomel’ into that of Tulczyn was Katz's
claim that the massacre in Gomel” took place on the very Friday in June 1048 on
which Tulezyn Jewry was destroyed. Katz's specific differentiation between the
two events notwithstanding, the date alone created an instant connection be-
tween the events and effectively offered Hanover additional material with which
to create a legend of classic Jewish martyrdom in Tulezyn.

Hanover did not simply transpose this account of events in Gomel onto Tul-
czyn but appears to have been inspired by it. The Gomel story supplied a model
of defiant communal rejection of idolatry, something that was missing in the
story of Tulczyn as told in Tsok ha-'ittim. Here all the Jews of the town were
forced 1o choose between Christianity and death, and death was the unanimous
choice. That Hanover, who wanted to accentuate martyrdom, simply gleaned
from the story of Gomel” was only natural. @

To be sure, Hanover locked to other Hebrew sources for material ¢ Neither
the testimonies of Jews who survived the attacks of 1648-49 nor the printed He-
brew Chronicles were the only sources available to Hanover in composing Yeven
metsulah. In an age and region where religion stood at the center of Jewish self-
expression, kinot (dirges) were composed almost immediately after the events to
perpetuate within the rubric of prayer the memory of those who perished. In
Hanover’s description of Tulezyn, R. Eliezer charged the people to die a martyr's
death together with rabbis Solomon and Chaim, rabbis that do not appear in the
Gomel'*! story but do, however, recall characters from Ephraim ben Joseph of
Wrzesnia's dirge about the Jews of Niemiréw, where “three shepherds of Israel
and heads of yeshivot” were slaughtered in the town.* Such martyrs were most
appropriate candidates to help exhort the people of Tulczyn to die rather than
accept Greek Orthodoxy. As for the nature of the offer to convert by sitting under
the banmner, the image of asking a Jew to submit to an idolatrous authority in an
indirect fashion was familiar to every Jew who knew the story of Hannah and her
seven sons.””

If comparisons to other sources raise questions about the historical reliability of
the story of Tulczyn as found in Yeven metsulah, an examination of other contem-
porary accounts of events in Tulczyn only strengthen doubts about Hanover's tale.

The Hebrew chronicles were not the first documented accounts of the fate of
the Jews in Tulczyn in 1648. On 8 July 1648, a member of the local government
in Lwéw, Samuel Kuszewicz (16071666}, reported to Warsaw that after a mili-
tary struggle the Cossack commander Maksym Kryvonis and his followers had
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captured Tulezyn and had killed many Catholic priests, nobles, and Jews there, 3
Two weeks earlier, on 24 June 1648, Kuszewicz had noted that the Cossacks were
killing randomly without distinction for religion, gender, or age.* According to
Kuszewicz's reports, the Cossacks sought to kill as many people as they could,
Calculated offers of salvation to Jews who would convert to Greek Orthodoxy do
not appear to have been part of their battle plan.*

Just a number of weeks after the devastation in Tulczyn, on 6 August 1648, a
young Jewish man came to the rabbinic court in Lwéw with testimony regarding
the marital status of a woman whose husband was thought to have been mur-
dered in Tulezyn during the Cossack attacks. The man gave the following eve-
witness testimony in Judeo-German that was recorded by the court:

And about eight days before the killing in Tulczyn, R, Leb and his brother, the young
man, [Elijmelech from Krotniza(?), came. Then there was an attack and they did not
want to allow anyone to leave; and with great difficulty and with the aid of the noble
everyonie fled from Kemrahid(?} and came to Tulezyn. Also Leb son of Pesah and his
brother [Elijmelech were in danger there and [ was with them with others in the fortress
... and so the noble, Duke Czetwertyfiski made a compromise with the Cossacks and
turned over the Jews. And so, on Thursday, they took prisoners to the commander of the
fortress, a man from Urman. Then on Friday, the peasants ran into the courtyard before
the fortress and Jeremiah was standing there with members of his family in a corner at the
edge of the place. Also R. Leb, the previously mentioned R. Pesah, and [Elijmelech’s
brother were all standing in the corner at the edge [of the area] and I was standing with
them. After that [i.e., the entrance of the peasants], I ran from them with other people and
timmediately saw that they raised up the people who were in that very comer to kill them.
¥saw that Jeremiah's wife was killed as well as my father’s wife. The people who were there
were killed and no one could escape since there were thousands of peasants in the
fortress. Whoever tried to escape was killed there. In general, no one escaped the slaugh-
ter, only those whe were in the best physical condition and whoever was very fast, T was
among the first to run out through the cemetery.

The witness’s swom statement indeed supported the contention that the Jews
were given over fo the Cossacks by Czetwertyniski.® There was no mention, how-
ever, of an offer to the Jews to convert or of mass martyrdom in Tulczyn. According
to the testimony, there appears o have been mass hysteria during the attack. Those
who were physically able tried desperately to run from the slaughter. There was no
report of organized resistance or brave communal acceptance of death as Hanover
claimed. Additional testimony from Lwéw was given the very following day (7 Au-
gust 1648) by a second eyewitness, who told of how he and a comrade had fled the
killings in Tulezyn and hid in the forest. There his friend was found by the Cos-
sacks and brutally attacked. He died screaming for his companion to save him.»

If there were instances of martyrdom in Tulczyn, neither of these two wit-
nesses, men who were present in Tulczyn at the time of the massacre, made any
mention of it. Perhaps more significantly, neither tried to associate either them-
selves or their loved ones who died in the town with martyrs and martyrdom.*
They evidenced no embarrassment in stating that the Jews who had died in Tul-
czyn had been mercilessly killed by their attackers and that they themselves and
others had tried to {lee for their lives.
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One seemningly impartial Hebrew source did, however, suggest that there was
martyrdom, perhaps even mass martyrdom, in Tulczyn. In the responsa of R.
Gershon Ashkenazi (ca. 1620-1698) appears a question with respect to an ‘agu-
nah (a woman who cannot remarry because the fate of her husband remains
legally uncertain) named Temril dating from after the spring of 16524 Three tes-
timonies were brought to support the claim that Temril’s husband, Moses ben
Samuel, the former beadle of Luboml, had been killed in Tulezyn during the
carnage in June 1648, While two of the accounts simply noted that Moses had
been killed in Tulczyn, the third witness, Judah Leb Katz, reported the follow-
ing: “It is true that we who are signed below know with total certainty and it is as
clear to us as day that My, Moses ben Samuel, who was called by all Ber Mirver
and who was the beadle in our community, the holy community of Luboml, was
Lilled for the sake of the Holy Name [ve-neharag ‘al Fiddush ha-Shem] like the
other holy ones who were killed for the sake of the Name.”# This perception of
events in Tulezyn would appear to support the contenfion that individuals, if not
the entire community, died martyrs’ deaths during the Cossack assault on Tul-
czyn. R. Ashkenazi, however, did not think so.

In considering the legal admissibility of Katz’s testimony, R. Ashkenazi, who
had stadied in Poland before serving as a rabbi in Moravia and later in Vienna,
noted that

there is room for some doubt [in Katz’s testimony] since perhaps this that he said, “it is
clear as day to us that he died a martyr’s death,” means that it is clear to him that he
[Moses] did not apostatize and not {that it was clear to him] that he was killed. And so it
seems somewhat from his language since he said, “like the other holy ones who were
Lilled for the sanctity of the Name.” This implies that he only came to say that he [Moses]
was killed as a Jew and that he had not apostatized, for if this is not so, why did he com-
pare if to the others who died?

In the context of a legal discussion in which he expressed grave reservations
about allowing Temril o remarry, R. Ashkenazi was willing to interpret Katz to
mean that Moses had been killed as—but not necessarily because of being-—a
Jew.® According to R. Ashkenazi, the phrase neherag ‘al kiddush ha-Shem that
traditionally meant “killed for the sake of the sanctity of the Name” did not
mean martyrdom but rather “killed while still attached to the Divine Name,”
that is, as a Jew. Using Katz's comparison of Moses' death to that of the other
Jewish victims in Tulezyn to support his argument, Ashkenazi concluded that
Katz had testified that, like the other Jews in Tulezyn, Moses had remained a
Jew: he was not a martyr.* That the phrase kiddush Ba-Shem in the context of
Tulezyn did not conjure up immediate images of mass martyrdom suggests that
R. Ashkenazi did not know of Tulczyn as a place of heroic Jewish resistance. If
he had, his seemingly novel interpretation would have certainly sullied the
name of a holy community and its martyrs.

Indirect testimony from a Jew in an Arabic source from the years immediately
following the publication of the Hebrew chronicles also made no correlation be-
tween Tulezyn and Jewish martyrdom. Marcarius, patriarch of Antioch, visited
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Orthodox countries in Furope from 1652 to 1650 secking assistance for the Or-
thodox community in Syria that was experiencing hardships under Turkish rule,
The trip was recorded by his son, Paul of Aleppo, who accompanied him on his
journey. According to the chronicle, in 1654 the entourage met a Jew whom they
asked about Chmielnicki and the Jews: ¥

They questioned the Jew, Yenachi, who was a refugee in Moldavia, regarding the manner
in which the hetman Chmielnicki treated Polish Jews. He responded that he massacred
and tyrannized, that he was worse with respect to them than Veespasian was during antig-
uity. We silently laughed to ourselves at his response. He told us of when Chmielnicki ap-
peared in this country and cleansed® the land of several thousand Jews. And when he ar-
rived in this place where the wealthy and notable Jews who remained had gathered
themselves and sought refuge, in the fortress called Tulezyn, with their provisions and
money,* they [those in Tulezyn] fortified themselves with cannons, with [gunlpowder,
and with provisions. The Cossacks came to lay siege to the town and conquer it by sword;
they entered the town and killed evervone whom they found with blows of cudgels and
iogs but not by the sword; there were about 20,000 of the [Cossacks]. They also killed the
children in the wombs of their pregnant mothers; they pulled them through with the
lance. In this way they exterminated them ¥

No mention of Jewish martyrdom was to be expected in the report of church-
man who spoke proudly of how Chmielnicki had “cleansed (Arabic, futuh) the
land of several thousand Jews” and had exterminated foreign people from the re-
gion leaving only “pure Cossack Orthodox.” If the Eastern Orthodox who par
ticipated in the attack on Tulezyn held views of racial purity similar to this cler-
gyman’s, there would have been littie room for offers to Jews or anyone else to
convert.” Moreover, although missionary activities were not unknown in the
Fastern Church, such tendencies were far weaker than they were in the Roman
Catholic Church.*

Unquestionably there were instances in which Jews converted out of fear or
due to various tortures in the hope of saving their lives. Some were able to flee to
Poland when the opportunity presented itself, where they could resume their
lives as Jews, while others tried to endure among the Eastern Orthodox.® The
number of such conversions was significant enough to prompt King Jan Kaz-
imierz to declare in May 1649 that such Jews could openly return to Judaism.™
Yet readiness to convert in 16481644, as at least one Jew who reportedly told his
captors that he wanted to convert found out, was not a guarantee of deliverance
because conversion of the Jews (as well as the Poles) to Eastern Orthodoxy was
not a goal of the Cossack rebellion.”* The uprising of 1648-1649 was a political
and economic struggle in which religion played a crucial role in self-definition
and identifying the enemy but religious doctrine was not the central issue in the
conflict.”® It was Nathan Hanover and other Hebrew chroniclers who made the
conversion of the Jews one of the Cossacks’ primary goals of the 1648 revolt. Once
presented in this way, the attacks on the Jews became part of a pattern of the past
familiar to every Jew. The task of the Hebrew chironicler, as well as of the com-
posers of many of the dirges who accepted this point of view, was to show how the
Jews of Poland were faithful bearers of the tradition and, like their forefathers,
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withstood temnptation and accepted death as Jews rather than life as Christians.”

When discussing the fate of Polish Jewry in 1648 in a more neutral context,
Hanover lamented the death, destruction, and pauperization of the community
but made no mention of martyrdom of any kind.*” In preparing a chronicle, the
challenge was to construct the stage on which Polish Jewry could publicly
demonstrate not only its piety but its unwavering faith.

Hanover created his tale of mass martyrdom in Tulezyn by combining stories
told of other places and adding classic Jewish motifs of martyrdom. This left
readers, very few of whom even in Poland knew the true story of what had hap-
pened in Tulezyn, with the image of defiant Jewish resistance to a religious
threat. Such an image strengthened the traditional Jewish ideal of martyrdom as
well as general religious commitment. More important, it transformed the Jews
slaughtered in Tulezyn in June 1648 —and by association those killed elsewhere
in Poland and Lithuania in 1648-1649—from simple victims of war to classic
Jewish martyrs. In the eves of Nathan Hanover and most likely of his contempo-
raries as well, this type of memorialization of the Jewish victims of 16481649 was
far more important than simply trying to reconstruct and record the true fate of
the victims for the sake of posterity.

Notes
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Ukrainian and Polish sources discussing the fate of the Jews in Tulczyn. While Tulezyn
holds an important place in Polish historiography as the site of vicious massacres of Poles,
the fate of the Jews was not expanded upon in contemporary Polish historiography {see
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Rabba, Ben zikkaron le-hakhhashah, 6465, 9980, 88-8q). As Frank Sysyn, “The Jewish
Factor in the Khmelnytsky Uprising,” in Ukrainian-lewish Relations in Historical Perspec-
five, ed. Howard Aster and Peter Potichnjy, 2d ed. (Edmonton, 1990), 46, 51, has neted, the
fate of Jews was of little interest to contemporary Polish and Ukrainian chroniclers, just as,
it should be added, the fate of others was of little inherent concern to Jewish writers.

5. Hanover, Abyss of Despair, 64-68.

6. See Jacob Shatzky, “Histarish keritisher araynfir tsum ‘Yeven metsulah’ fun R.
Natan Neta' Hanover,” in Gezeros Ta"H (Vilnius, 1938), 14~15, who noted that Hanover
made numerous geographic errors, underlining his lack of familiarity with the field of bat-
tle and suggesting a lack of firsthand knowledge of the events.

7. Hanover, Abyss of Despair, 65-66, 88. Hanover did not specifically mention having
heard reports from survivors of Tulezyn.

8. The suggestion that Hanover gathered facts from refugees as he himself traveled in
Holland, Germany, and Italy, was made by Shatzky, “Histarish keritisher,” 13-14.

9. A fourth work, Tit ha-yeven bv Samuel Feitel, also may have been available to
Hanover. The work was printed in Venice around 1650 but is essentially a listing of com-
munities destroyed in 1648-164g. Feitel’s entire account of Tulczyn consisted of the fol-
lowing: “and from there they came to Tulezyn and there fin Tulczyn] there were 100
householders and there was a great evil decree there and about 6,000 souls were killed
and there remained only a few women.” Such a meager description would have been of
limited use to Hanover in preparing his narrative.

10. In frying to create a “chronicle to serve future generations . . . in {a] lucid and in-
teiligible language” {Abyss of Despair, 25), Hanover could not simply plagiarize from his
predecessors, for each work posed inherent stylistic difficulties for Hanover. Me'ir ben
Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn and Shusburg both adhered to set rhyme and form. Katz, in par-
ticular, but Me'ir ben Samue] and Shusburg as well, made extensive use of biblical verses,
making the works difficult to understand for anyone lacking a good knowledge of the He-
brew Bible. Thus, Hanover generally had to reformat information from these sources in
his own style.

1. Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn appears to have spent 1648 in Zamosé. See the
publisher’s introduction to Tsok ha-‘ittim (Cracow, 1650), 1b. A photo-offset of the Cracow
1650 edition appears in Sigpure ha-gezerot, 1-z2.

12. See, for example, Abyss of Despair, 55, where a number of brief phrases such as
“And as the days passed” and “the Jews understood the trickery” appear in exactly or al-
most exactly the same form as they are found in Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn, Tsok
ha-‘ittim, 3b. Regarding statistical information, cf. Tsok ha-'ittim, 3b; Abyss of Despair, 5a.

13. Me'lr ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-‘ittim, 4a; Hanover, Abyss of Despair,
58. Adarn Mielzytiski reported that the duke was killed by an ax-wielding miller who had
been his serf {Jakéb Michatowski, Jakuba Michalowskego. . . . ksigga pamigtnicza z
dawnego rekopisma [Jakéb Michalowski's memoirs from early manuscripts; Cracow,
1864], no. 61, 157). My thanks to Ms. Magdalena Teter for her assistance in locating infor-
mation about Czetwertyniski.

14. Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-'ittim, 4a; Hanover, Abyss of Despair,
57. The 18 August letter from Mielzyniski reported that the duchess had been captured
and was being held in a “most miserable” Cossack camp (Michatowski, Jakuba Micha-
towskiego, no. 61, 157). On the duchess’s remarriage, see Stanistaw Kossakowski, Mono-
grafie historyczno-genealogiczne niekidrych rodzin polskich (A historical-genealogical
monograph of some Polish families), 2d ed., vol. 1 (Warsaw, 1876), s.v. “Cretwertyfiski,
Janusz,” g4.

15. Jews were actively involved in communal defense in Poland well before 1648. Inn
the 16205, Jews helped defend Lwéw from Tartar incursions. See Maurycy Hom,
Powinnosci wojenne Zydow w Rzeczypospolitej w XVI 1 XVII wieku [Jewish military service
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in the Polish Republic in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries] (Warsaw, 1978), 72, 75,
85-57.

& Hanover's other notable addition was that, after describing the massacre of over
1,500 Jews in Tulezyn, he recorded that “hen the Eastern Orthodox tock ten rabbis who
were alive and placed them in prison, in irons, to await their ransom for ten thousand gold
pieces” (Abyss of Despair, 57). This information did not appear in Tsok ha-ittim but origi-
nated in Shusburg’s Petah teshuvah. Here Hanover nsed Shusburg’s work to supplement
his primary source, albeit without being totally faithful to Shusburg's own account. In
Petah teshuvah the Jews of Tulezyn, starved by their captors, agreed to pay 10,000 Polish
gold pieces to save their entire community, and the hostages were taken as collateral {~h).
There remained a glimmer of hope, however faint, to save their lives. In Yeven metsuleh
the community, was destroyed before the rabbis were taken hostage. Their capture was
portrayed by Hanover as but another attempt to pillage an already decimated community,
further vilifying the Cossacks without seriously compromising the image of mass martyr-
dom. While Hanover repeats the same 10,000 gold surm mentioned by Shusburg, the sug-
gestion of Israel Halperin that Hanover relied on eyewitness testimony for his information
about the captives cannot be dismissed. See “Shevyah u-fedut be-gezerot Ukra'enah ve-
[ita’ she-mi-shenat TaH ve-‘ad shenat TaT,” reprinted in his Yehudim ve-Yahadut be-
mizrah Eropah (Jerusalem, 1979}, 217.

17. Hanover, Abyss of Despair, 56-57.

18 Meir hen Samuel of Szczebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-Titim, 4a.

1. Hanover, Abyss of Despair, 23, 27. A simmilar notion is found in the publisher’s in-
troducton to Tsok ha-'ittim, 1b. Hanover evidenced greater historical sophistication else-
where in Yeven metsulah where he attributed the Cossack rebellion to additional causes
including the Poles” poor treatment of the Eastern Orthodox (Abyss of Despair, 26-33, 38).

20. See Hanover, Abyss of Despair, 23.

21, See Jacob Katz, “Ben TaTN"U le-Ta"H-Ta"T,” reprinted in his Halakhah ve-kab-
halah (Jerusalem, 1g84), 328, and David Roskies, Against the Apocalypse {Cambridge,
Mass., 1984), 48-51.

+». Professor Yerushalmi has already pointed out that Polish Jewry sought to link 1648
with eartier catastrophes in medieval Franco-Germany, most notably with the events in
Blois in 1171. See his Zakhor (Seattle, 1982}, 4650, 51, as well as Katz, “ Ben TaTN"U le-
Ta"H-Ta"T,” 328, Roskies, Against the Apocalypse, 51, and Alan Mintz, Hurban: Responses
to Catastrophe in Hebrew Literature (New York, 1684), xi, 89, 104. Gershon Bacon and M.
Rosman, “Kehillah ‘nivhar’ Le.metsukah: Yahadut Polin be-‘ikbot gezerot TaH T2'T,) in
Re‘ayon ha-hehirah, ed. . Almog and M. Heyd (Jerusalei, 1991), 215, have noted that all
the chronicles and dirges began with the destruction of the Jewish community of Ne-
mitéw on 20 Sivan even though it was not the first community destroved. They suggest
that this may have been intended to create an immediate connection between the events
of 16481649 and Blois. Such a connection was explicitly made by Shabbetai ben Melir
Katz, Selihot ve-kinot (1651), 2b.

23. Katz, Selihot ve-kinot, 2b.

24. Shusburg, Petah teshuvah, #b-8a.

25. Me'ir ben Samuel of Szczebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-‘ittim, sa~sh; Katz, Selifiot ve-kinof,
2b—3a; Shusburg, Petah teshuvah, ga.

26. This is 2 central verse in classic Jewish martyrology. See, for example, Sifre, De-
varim, ed. Louis Finkelstein (1939; reprint, New York, 196g), Pisqa 32, 55.

27. Katz, Selihot ve-kinot, 3a.

28. Me'ir ben Samel of Szezebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-'ittim, 55-6a.

29. As for his own reference to Gomel’, in his chapter on the massacres of Jews in
Lithuania, Hanover simply wrote that, “in the city of Gomel” countless thousands were
martyred for the glorification of the ! lamne” {Abyss of Despair, 78). Perhaps Hanover chose
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to emphasize the massacres in Tulczyn and essentially ignore the events in Gomel be-
cause of Tulezyn's place—following both Tsok ha-‘ittim and Megillat “efah—as the sec-
ond center mentioned in the narrative.

30. Hanover may well have made use of non-Hebrew material in developing his nar-
rative of Tulczyn, just as he did in writing of the events in Niemiréw. See Rabba, Ben
zikkaron le-hakhhashah, 57. A search of this material remains to be done.

31. Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn, Tsok ha-ittim, sb.

32. Ephrain ben Joseph's kinah appeared as an addition to Jacob ben Naphtali So-
pher of Gneizno’s Nahalat Ya'akov melitsat [sic] (Amsterdam, 1652}, gb, together with g
kinaf for the victims of 1648 written by Hanoch ben Abraham and a memorial praver for
jews killed in Niemirdw by a relative of Sopher, a certain Rabbi Joseph, that also men-
tioned the three rabbis by name (10b}. The three works were reprinted by Jonas Gurland,
Le-korot ha-gezerot “al Yisra'el (1887, reprint, Jerusalem, 1972}, 1216, According to the
kinah, two of the rabbis murdered in Niemirdéw were “our teacher and master” R
Solomon of Szarygréd and “our teacher and master” R. Chaim. There is lttle reason to
doubt that Hanover had read the additions to Sopher’s work. On the final page (32a) of the
1653 edition of Yeven metsulah appeared a brief attestation to the veracity of Hanover's
work by none other than Jacob ben Naphtali {Sopher] of Gneizno. The third rabbi said to
have been killed in Niemirdw was the scholar R. Yehi'el Michael ben Eliezer. However,
Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn (2b-3a), Katz (2b), Shusburg {4b), and Hanoch ben
Abraham (102) had all made R. Michaels death 2 central event in the amnals of
Niemiréw, a model adhered to by Hanaver.

33. See Gershon Cohen, “Ma'aseh Hannah ve-shivat beneha be-sifrut ha-‘ivrit” in
Sefer ha-yovel le-kavod Mordekhai Menahem Kaplan, ed. M. Davis (New York, 1953),
113-14. The reply of the Jews to the Cossacks in Katz’s description of events at Gomel’ —
“And if you do not kill us, the Lord has many messengers regarding us. Qur Master has
many lions and bears” —appears in several rabbinic sources, including Lamentations Rab-
bah 1.50 and Midrash Lamentations 1.7, both of which discuss Hannah and her sons.

34. Cited in Rabba, Ben zikkaron le-hakhhashah, 65.

35. Ibid.

36. See also Rabba, Ben zikkaron le-hakhhashah, 58.

37. Abraham Rappoport, Sefer she'elot u-teshuvot ha-etan ha-ezrahi (Ostrog, 1796), no.
22, a problem addressed to him by Rabbis joseph Goetz, Me'ir Sack (no. 23), and Rap-
poport (no. 24), all of whom were rabbis in Lwow. [ have incorporated into the text the
minor corrections suggested by Israel Halperin, “Shevyah ufedut” 221 The witness's
identification of the attackers as peasants is essentially correct. The Cossack leader of the
attack on Tulezyn, Maksym Kryvonis, had been ordered by Chmielnicki in the summmer of
1648 to organize mass peasant uprisings in the Ukraine,

38. A Ukrainian account notes that this was typical of the Polish nobility. Fearing for
their own tives, members of the szlachta (Polish nobility) turned over the Jews and their
property to the Cossacks in many towns in the hope that by so doing they would save their
own lives. See “‘Letopis’ samovidtsa o voinakh Bogdana Khmel'nitskago,” 1.

39. See Rappoport, Responsa, no. 2z.

40. Athird testimony based on hearsay was given in this matter in Lwéw on 12 August
1648 {Rappoport, Responsa, no. 22). A woman told of how she heard from two of her sister-
in-laws, eyewitness reports, that after the man, Leb, had been wounded by his attackers,
he shouted out fo the “scoundrels,” “please, I beg you, kill me!” (ich hit euch der schlagt
mich recht), which they promptly did. Perhaps this can be construed as an act of defiance
by Leb; however, it may well have been a plea for a merciful death, Like the other wit-
nesses, the woman made no atternpt to connect Leb’s death with martyrdom.

41. Gershon Ashkenazi, She'elot u-teshuvot avodot ha-gershuni (Frankfur, 16Gg), no.
100. One of the statements, indeed the only eyewitness report, dated 26 Ab [5]400 (4 Angust
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1649), stated that Moses was lilled in “Shultshin.” This appears fo be a printer/copier’s
error (in the typeface used in the 16gq edition the difference between a tet and a shin is
ever so slight) that should be emended to read “Tultshin,” or Tulezyn in Polish orthogra-
phy. According to the testimony of one of these witnesses, “only twelve people escaped the
slaughter with me.” Weinryb, “The Hebrew Chronicles,” 175, 0. 57, took this fo mean that
only thirteen Jews escaped the staughter in Tulezyn. The phrase “with me,” however, is
the operative one here. It is doubtful whether the witness could have known the fate of ali
other Jews who tried to escape from Tulezyn.

42. Ashkenazi, Responsa, no. 106.

43. R, Ashkenazi could not question the witness. One of the special leniencies allowed
in evidence with regard to an ‘agunah was the acceptance of written testimony. Since wit-
nesses could move or die before a case was prepared and presented and even if they were
available they were unlikely to want to bother to travel long distances to the rabbinic court
of a leading authority (in this case, the testimony of Judah Leb Katz was taken and signed
in Wegréw, far from R. Ashkenazi}, testimony was often recorded in a local rabbinic
court, signed by the witnesses and the court, and then given to the family to use. Families
or the community then continued to gather what they believed to be pertinent informa-
tion on the case and delivered it o a rabbinic authority for consideration.

4. A scanning of the Bar llan Responsa Project, version 3.0, offers no simiiar inferpre-
tation of the term neherag ‘al kiddush ha-Shem in previous Ashikenazic responsa litera-
ture. However, this and several other sources from mid-seventeenth-century Poland sug-
gest an evolving and expanding popular —it must be remembered that the witness was a
Jayman —definition of Jewish martyrdom, a matter that requires further study.

45. See Voyage du Patriarche Macaire d’Antioche, trans. Bagsile Radu, in Patrologia
Orientalis, ed. R. Graffin, vol. 22, no. 1 (Paris, 1530}, 56

46. Dr. Nimrod Hurvitz has informed me that the Arabic futuh is used by Arabs to de-
seribe their vast conguests in the seventh century and has the meaning of “purify” with a
religious tinge to it. Radu translated the word as débarrassa. Obviously, a Jew would have
been unlikely to use such a word.

47. Radu renders as “biens.”

48. Voyage du Patriarche Macaire d ‘Antioche, vol. 26, no. 5 (1949), 666. Paul of Aleppo
attributed the attacks against the Jews to Divine retribution. “These infidels were not con-
tent to tyrannize the Cossacks, but they Lad sexual relations with their wives and daugh-
ters. This is why God poured his wrath upon them and the Poles who had given them the
authority [over the Cossacks]” {vol. 26, no. 5, p. 667). The text had already been noticed
by Rabba, Ben zikkaron le-hakhhashah, 108-9.

49. By comparison, Jewish martyrdom was noticed by certain Christian chroniclers of
the First Crusades and beyond during the Middle Ages. See the material gathered by
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Mary Minty, “Kiddush ha-Shem be-‘ene notstim be-Germanyah be-yeme ha-benayim,”
Zion 5g (2-3) (1994): 214-20.

so. Halperin, “Shevyah u-fedut,” 220, noted that a contemporary Muscovite emissary
reported that Jews who converted were accepted into the Ukrainian army, whereas Poles
were killed even if they asked to convert. It would seem unlikely, however, that Ukrainian
forc}\es would have immediately accepted new converts baptized at gunpoint into their
Tanks.

s1. On possible reasons for this difference that are relevant to this period, see Kenneth
Scott Latourette, A History of the Expansion of Christianity, (1938; reprint, Exeter, 1966},
2: 22425,

52. See “‘Letopis’ samovidtsa o voinakh Bogdana Khmel'nitskago,” 11,

53. A copy of the order was recorded in Pinsk in 1650 and has been transtated by
Mordekhai Nadav, “The Jewish Community of Nemyriv in 1648: Their Massacre and Loy
alty Oath to the Cossacks,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8 (3-4) (December 1984): 16394
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54. See Nathan Kahana, Sefer she’elot u-feshuvot divre renanah, ed. 1. Hershkovitz
(Brooklyn, N.Y., 1984}, no. 61. Needless to say, the behavior of soldiers does not always
represent the ideals of a society. In discussing the Crusades, Benjamin Z. Kedar, Crusade
and Mission (Princeton, N.J., 1984), 6567, has noted that, by the mid-twelfth century,
conversion of the Muslims was an obvious, if unarticulated goal of the Crusades. Never-
theless, not every Muslim who offered to convert on the battlefield was spared.

53. There were contemporary Poles who understood the war to be essentially a reli-
gious conflict—but between Catholics and Orthodox, not Jews and Christians. See Frank
Sysyn, “Seventeenth-Century Views on the Causes of the Kmhelnyts'kyi Uprising: An
Examination of the ‘Discourse on the Present Cossack or Peasant War,” Harvard Ukrain-
ian Studies 5 (1981): 444. Even Shmuel Ettinger, “Jewish Participation in the Settlernent
of Ukraine in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,” in Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in
Historical Perspective, ed. Howard Aster and Peter Potichnjy, 2d ed. (Edmonton, 1990),
2g-10, who argued rather dogmatically that the attacks against Jews in 1648 were moti-
vated by Muscovite influence and its hatred of Jews, maintained that religious zeal was
not a significant factor in the massacres. Religion was, however, intertwined with Ukrain-
ian self-identity, and those of other religions were considered foreigners. See Jaroslaw Pe-
lenski, “The Cossack Insurrections in Jewish-Ukrainian Relations,” in Ukrainian-Jewish
Relations in Historical Perspective, 38; George Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine dur-
ing the Period of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonweslth,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 2
(1g78): 202; and particularly, Frank Sysyn, “Ukrainian-Polish Relations in the Seventeenth
Century: The Role of National Consciousness and National Conflict in the Khmelnytsky
Movement,” in Poland and Ukraine Past and Present, ed. Peter Potichnjy (Edmonton,
1980, 55-82.

56. Approximately seventeen of the nineteen stanzas of Samuel ben Simeon's dirge
for the victims of 1648 published in the Salonika {(1652) edition of Tsok ha-‘ittim, 10a-10b,
focused on the horrors of the events. Yet the opening lines and the two last stanzas spoke
of the readiness of the victims to sanctify “the great and feared Name” and of how they
helped strengthen each other to die as Jews rather than convert.

57. In 1652, Hanover published a homiletic work, Sefer ta‘ame sukkah (Amsterdam),
concerning the festival of Sukkot and its rituals based on a talk(s) that he had delivered in
Cracow during Sukkot 1645. In his introduction, Hanover observed that there had re-
cently been difficult times for the Jews of Poland. There had been terrible destruction and
death from both war and the plagues that followed in the wake of the hostilities. Hanover
mentioned that Polish Jews had had their asseis stolen from them and had had to use
whatever of their resources remained to hire mercenaries to protect them, and sometimes
the towns in which they lived, day and night (1b).




Appendix

THE MASSACRE OF JEWS IN TULCZYN AS DESCRIBED IN FOUR HEBREW CHRONICLES

Ttalics have been used to highlight text that appears in Yeven metsulah and any of the
three Hebrew chronicles. of 1648-164g that predated Hanover's work, whether word for
word or apparently paraphrased. Katz’s story of Gormel has been included in the appen-
dix because it served as a source for Hanover’s reconstruction of events in Tulczyn. Paral-
lel passages have been placed next to each other in order to ease comparison of the struc-
tures of the narratives. Passages that appear among Hanover’s predecessors but do not
appear in Yevert metsulah have not been noted. There has been nic attempt to reproduce
the poetic style of the authors nor to offer fully annotated translations. Biblical and tal-
mudic sources have been provided when believed helpful for understanding the passage
and to allow the reader to check the accuracy of the transiation more easily. In following
Mesch’s translation, [ have used the somewhat anachronistic term “Ukrainians” to desig-
nate Fastern Orthodox.




Nathan Hanover, Yeven metsulah
(Venice, 1653)

[p. 54] And it came to pass after they did
their evil as they pleased in the holy com-
munity of Niemiréw, that a band of about
ten thousand men, scoundrels and hooli-
gans, assembled together under the leader-
ship of the oppressor of the Jews, [Maksym)|
Kryvonis, may his name and memory be
blotted out. Thev proceeded from there to
the holy community of Tulczyn, for there,
i the fortress were assembled some six hum
dred troops from the Polish nobility and
with them were gathered some two thousand
Jews. Among the latter were also trained sol-
diers and seasoned warricrs. And the two
made a covertant, the Jews and the nobles,
to help each other in the struggle against
their common enemy, and took an oath
not to betray one another. They greatly re-
inforced the fort and the Children of Israel
went up armed (Exod. 13.18) with all kinds
of weapons. And the }’ews and the nobles
took their posts on the rampart, Each time
the Greeks {=Ukrainians) drew near the
fortress, the defenders standing on the wall
shot af them with arows and guns, and they
kitled many of the Ukrainians. They fled
from the Children of Israel and the Children
of Israel summoned courage and pursued
them, killing several hundred of their men.

The Ukrainians assembled again to-
gether with all the villagers and the inhabk
tarts of the nearby towns, {p. 55] numbering
in the thousands and tens of thousands.
They brought iron battering rams to bring
down the wall. With wild shouts and strange
velling, characteristic of the Cossacks, they
made a sudden attack on the wall, When
those stationed on the wall saw the muls-
tude, their hearts trembled. Yet they contin-
ued io shoot from the wall and did not allow
them fo come near it. This time too they fled
from the Children of Israel.

And as the days passed, the Ukrainians
took counsel together and agreed to send a
peace offer to the nobles in the fortress. They
would conclude a fnice on condition that
the Jewish spoil be delivered to them as a
ransom for their lives. This they did and a
message of peace was sent to the nobles in
the fortress. The nobles immediately

104

Me'ir ben Samuel of Szczebrzeszyn,
Tsok ha-'ittim (Cracow, 1650)

ip. 3b] I will tell and speak of the troubles
of Tulczyn. There were about six hundred
soldiers, nobles, who were hiding in the
fortress and gathered with them were aboui
two thousand of the scatiered sheep [Israel]
(Jer. 5017) who were stung out {Jer. 10.18)
at its gates. And the nobles received them
and they made an agreement with them and
the two made a righteous covenant to kelp
each other.

The nobles were gathered in the foriress
(to defend the fort) and around it the Jews
stood on guard with bows and arrows be-
tween the pillars. When the tails of fire-
brand (lsa. 7.4) came, they shot at them
with arrows and torches (guns?) and the
Greeks (=Ukrainians) ran in fear. And the
nobles and the Jews chased after them and
they smote the rebels a great blow.

In place of hundreds came tens of thou-
sands swooping down like a vulture (Deut,
28.49); they screamed with great and strange
cries. 'They did not suceeed in reaching the
wall and the archers scattered (fired?) and
they did not flee. And those in the fortress
saw this and they were astonished by the
multitude and amazed and their hearss
trembled greatly and they were afraid.

And as the days passed, the Ukrainians
took counsel with their wise men. “Why
should we sit in the rain? We will send a
peace offer to the foriress, to the high and
mighty nobles. They will make peace with
us (Gen. 34.21) and the fews who are scat-
tered among the nations will redeem their
(i.e., the nobles’) souls from death with their
Blaod !

The heads of the nation tock counsel
together. “Why are we with the Jews? How
long will we sit in fear lest we become poor
and we will have fo hide. We will give the
money of the Jews as a bribe. We will call
the Jews and we will not have to hide” And
they called the Jews one by one and they
took their weapons from all of them.

The Jews undersiood their trickery, that
this was a plot of the Ukrainians to take
their money and kill themn. The Jews gath-
ered and discussed the issue and decided to
kill the nobles and stand against them and




Shabbetai ben Me'ir Katz,
Selihot ve-kinot (Amsterdam, 1651}

[p. zb] Attention now turns to the holy
community of Tulczyn. And they sur
rounded the fortress for eight days, and
they encircled it until everyone who was in
it was starved and parched. And there were
many there of the Children of Israel and
many princes from other nations and day
and night they did not cease fighting
against the “empty ones” [Ukrainians].
And afterwards, the empty ones spoke to
the leaders, the princes: “Why do you feel
as a people and a nation? For the wretched
jews who are our enemies since early
days?” And they spoke to them sweet words
and words of teproach as one whispers:
“Surely we do not desire vou, great and
friendly princes, only give us the Jews who
deny our faith and we will drink over them
the cup of consolation (Jer. 16.7) and we
will do with them as we please and we will
gore them as with the homns of a wild ox
(see Ps. 22). And the piinces fulfilled the
words of the empty ones and they turned
over to them the children of Judah, the no-
bility (see Dan. 1.3}, and they killed there
about 3,000 upright and mnocent souls,
some of whom they beat and others whom
they wounded. They gave them to those
wh{} beat them and struck hard blows with

Il types of weapons, with plows, spades,
and hatchets. And this was on the sixth day
[Friday], “And the heavens and the earth
were cornpleted and all their hosts” {Gen.
2.1) were perfected. Four days in the month
of Tammuz [24 June 16481 in which the
{two] tablels were broken and the Urim
and Turnmim were hidden.

And at the very same time it appeared
that there was a difficult decree aimed
against us from the heavens, because on
that very Friday it was decreed against us
twice, because also then they killed about
1500 beloved and pleasant souls in the
town of Homel { Gomel'} in the Russian
area, far from Tulezyn, about 7o Persian
miles which are 260 Sabbath limits, in the
‘weekly Sabbath Torah] portion of “and
they bit the people and many people of Is-
rael died” (Num. 21.6; the portion Hug-
gat), many and great [people]. And it is

Gabriel Shusburg, Petah teshuvah
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[p. 7a] For these things I weep, my eve, my
eye runs down with water (Lam. 1.10}; we
said assemnble yourselves and let us go to
the fortified town (Jer. 814} of Tulczyn,
after two days He will revive us (Hos. 6.2);
there we were cuf off and twice given water
of gall to drink (Jer. 8.14). We lifted up our
hearts with our hands to God in the heav-
ens (Lam. 3.41).%

. Four times as difficult as the killings
in Niemiréw. In addition, the tragic event
in which our friends betrayed us, after we
left without anvthing, dmp{)ssessed of
everything, they left us hungry and
parched for about five days and afterwards
they killed us on the eve of the holy Sab-
bath. And there we lifted up our hearts
with cur hands . . . and our eves and hearts
were there everyday to our Father in
heaven because of the remainder of our
brethren in the Diaspora. Since it was pos-
sible for us to take revenge and to attack
those who made our suffering worse, those
very nobles who broke the covenant and
who thought to appease [the Ukrainians]
by using us as offering to the Greeks
(=Ukrainians) to save their souls. However,
on the orders of the scholars, the rabbis,
there was an emergency ruling not to make
ourselves hated among the inhabitants of
the land, in the eyes of the king, and the
ministers of the Kingdom of Poland and to
give our souls for the holiness of His Name,
may 1t be blessed, and not to attack the Pol-
ish nobles in order not to profane holy
Judah, the remnant [of [srael]. And this is
the meaning of “we lifted up our hearts
with our hands,” fo take our souls in our
hands to Cod in the heavens, for His
Name and holiness, may He be blessed,
and His nation, that there should be a rem-
nant in the land. And these words are as it
was; we raised our souls and hearts in
prayers and supplications before God, may
He be exalted and blessed.

We sef out, army against opposing army
{1 Sam. 17.21); we joined with the wicked
nobles of Edom; [ will render vengeance to
my enemies (Deut. 32.43) accorcﬁng to
what their hands deserve (Isa. 3.11); Give us
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agreed fo accept the offer. They sent for the
Jews to disarm them orne by one until all
were disarmed. The Jews understood the
trickery and wanted to lay hand upon the
nobles tirst, and to stand against them,
since they were the first to betray the
covenant. But the head of the rabbinical
academy of the holy community of Tul-
czyn, the scholar, our teacher and master,
Rabbi Aaron, shouted in a great voice to
the Jews: “Hearken, my brethren and my
people. We are in exile among the nations.
¥ you will lay a hand upon the nobles and
the Catholic kings will hear of it, they will
wreak vengeance upon our brethren in exile,
God forbid. Therefore, if it is a Divine de-
cree, let us accept our sentence with rejoic-
ing. We are not worthier than our brethren
of the holy community of Niemiréw. And
may the [p. 56] Almighty be merciful unto
us in the face of our enemies. Perchance,
they will accept our possessions as a ransom
for our lives.”

And the Jews hearkened to him, and
brought into the courtyard of the fortress all
their valuables which they had acquired.
The Ukrainians immediately entered and
the leader of the nobles, Duke Cretwert-
yriski, said to them: “Behold, here is your
request.” And they took all the booty of the
Jews. The Uksainian oppressors then told
the above mentioned duke to imprison all
the Jews so that their lives would hang in
doubt, for they would not know what their
judgment might be; whether they would
keep their promise or not. On the third day
when they were in pam (Gen. 34.25), the
Ukrainians came to the nobles and asked
that all the Jews be delivered to them. Im-
mediately the nobles shoved the Jews out of
the fortress, so that the nobles might escape
injury. Brokenhearted and downcast, all the
jews walked out. The Ukrainians impris-
oned them in an enclosed garden so that
they would not escape. They remained
there for a long time (2 Kings 2.1, 8.11).

There were three other great scholars.
His excellency, our teacher and master,
Rabbi Eliezer; his excellency, our teacher
and master, Rabbi Solomon, and his excel-

166

Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszvn,
Tsok ha-'1ttim (Cracow, 1650}

to take their revenge against them since they
broke their covenant and took their bows
and swords from them.

And the head of the rabbinic court of
the community was angered and he replied
wisely, saying in fear, “If you destroy the no-
bles and alse the Ukrainians in the hills
and valleys, a bird will carry the word (Ecel.
10.20) and it will be heard in all of Poland.
The leaders of Christendom will arise, God
forbid, and they will kill alf our brethren in
the Diaspora.

We will give up our lives for the holiness

of our Master and we will give to the
Ukrainians all our worldly goods as a re-
demption for our bodies, maybe they will be
compassionate toward us, the women, the
children, and the babies. And if our sins
testify against us (Jer. 14.7) and we are de-
serving of death because of our sins, we
will siretch out our necks and accept our
sentence.
- Immediately the Cossacks entered the
fortress and everyone stood in a narrow
place. And there stood the Christian de-
fender, that is Duke Czetwertyriski, thelir]
adversary. And the Jews [4a] brought all
their property to the courtyard and they gave
their treasures with a heart broken and iike
earthen vessels (2 Sam. 17.28) and they
cried to God in distress.

The Jews were put into custody. And they
all stood with very bitter hearts, sobbing
and in bitter mourning (Ezek. 27.331). And
their hearts trembled and was [sic] covered
like a fruit being ripened in the earth (see
.T., Berakot 4b). And they called one to
another and said: “Who knows whether our
fate is sealed. If they will keep their promise
or whether it will change. And their distress
was [great as] a palm tree {Songs 7.8).

Then on the third day the wicked ones
[came] and covered the face of the earth
(Exod. 10.5) as clouds, with bows, swords,
cudgels, and bayonets. With black flags
and strange noises, they fell upon the Jews
who were weak, exhausted, and powerless
{Isa. 40.29). And they killed the Jews with
sharpened swords; the young and the old,
parents and children.
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very clearly, truly, and perfectly known that
those Jews who were trapped in the town of
Gomel’ sanctified the Special Name more
than the other righteous and scholarly Jews
in that also there came the defiled empty
ones, like dumb dogs (Isa. 56.10), in @ pact
with the other nobles, and they [the Polish
nobles] gave into their [the Ukrainians’]
hands the Jews as peace offering from the
sheep and they forced the Jews out of the
town into the fields and vineyards (1 Sam.
22.7). And then the empty ones surrounded
them as in a courtroom (see Sanhedrin 4.3
and they stripped them naked and sat them
on the ground and the Jews were embar-
rassed and ashamed, [they were] silent “as
a lamb led to the slaughter [and] like 2
sheep that before its shearers” (Isa. 53.7)
[3a]. And then the empty ones spoke to the
Jews words of kindness and comfort: “Why
should you be killed, strangled, and slaugh-
tered like a young bullock without a blemish
for the sake of your God who has spilled his
anger upon you without merey? Would it
not be good for you to worship our gods, the
idols and icons, and we would be one na-
tion. Together we will be complete and
whole hearted (see Deut. 18.13). Then you
will be free of us and you will live and all
the property we will return to you and you
will be very rich and powerful rulers.” And
the holy seed that is killed for God all the
days was faithful. Disgusted with the life of
this world, young men and women, the
learned, the elderly and babes, gathered to-
gether, Young and old and children who
had no [spiritual] blemishes, and they
cried in a great and bitter cry to God who
dwells in the heavens: “Hear Lord our Cod,
the one God, King of the worlds, ‘Because
for You we are killed all the dav’ (Ps. 44.23)
‘Lord, the God of Israel, give a perfect lot’
{1 Sam. 14.41 with Rashi’s comments), we
will not sit with vain men nor will we join
with scoundrels (see Ps. 26.4).” And they
admitted their sins and said, “We are
guilty.” They submitted themselves to Di-
vine punishment and said, “The Lord’s
ways are perfect” And they chanted
lamentations until their cry went up to the
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help against the foe for vain is the help of
man (Ps. 60.13).

.. . The events that happened took
place thus: Af the beginning we gathered an
army to fight against the Ukrainian army.
We made a covenant to join with the nobles
because [ said, “1 will render vengeance to
my encmies and to those who hate me ac-
cording to what their hands deserve.” And 1
said, “Come let us act wisely to be a help
against the foe.” But the help of man was
vain because they betrayed us, they
changed the ordinance, broke the covenant,
And “Because you have joined” with the
wicked “the Lord will destroy what you
have done” (2 Chron. 20.37).

'p. 7b] Hear all the nations, the Lord is
righteous (Lam. 1.18); a number of times |
saw vengeance agalnst my enemies (Ps.
58.11). With the nations doing great things,
they sent a priest, with swearing and lying
they broke all bounds and blood touched
blood (Hos. 4.2}

“The Lord is righteous,” His judgment
is trae and fair and we justify Him over us
since a number of times ! have seen
vengeance against my enemies. Af the be-
ginning we succeeded and our hand pre-
vailed once, twice, and three times. Also at
the end I saw vengeance against those very
nobles who breached the oath, to curse the
holy covenant (Dan. 11.30}, to turn us over
to the wicked ones; and there was one fate
for all, they like me. And when they saw that
they could not avercome us since He made
us strong, able to destroy nations, they fook
crafty counsel (Ps. 83.4). They sent a Greek
Orthodox priest o enter info a curse and
into an oath (Neh. 10.30) that they would
not do anything to the nobles if only they
would turn over the Jews to their hands in
order that they not fight against them. And
the oath was a lie and a deceit. They broke
the rules of the oath until blood touched
blood. Due to the great bloodshed the
blood of the Jews touched the bleod of the
nobles since an hour or two after we were
killed they also attacked the nobles in the
fortress. And nothing remained from the
house of Edom {see Obad. 18).
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lency, our teacher, Rabbi Chaim. They ex-
horted the holy people to sanctify the
Name and not to change their faith. All of
them replied: “Hear O Israel, the Lord our
God, the Lord is One. As there is but One
in your hearts, so there is but One in our
hearts.”

After these things one of their interme-
diaries [p. 57] appeared, and planted a ban-
ner in the ground. He said to them in a
loud voice. “Whoever wishes to change his
faith and remain alive, let him sit under
this banner.” No one answered him. Thus
he announced three times and no one re-
sponded. Immediately the gate of the gar-
den opened and the infuriated mob rushed
in and killed a large number of Jews, Ap-
proximately fifteen hundred souls perished
by all sorts of terrible deaths. The three
scholars, mentioned above, fell by the
sword, may God avenge their blood. Then
the Ukrainians took ten rabbis and placed
them in prison, in irons, to await their ran-
som for ten thousand gold pieces. Among
them was the scholar, our teacher and mas-
ter, Rabbi Aaror, the son of the schelar,
our teacher and master Rabbi Me'ir; the
merciful God keep him and redeem him.
The latier was the president of the rabbini-
cal academy of the holy community of
Lwow. And the Ukrainians knew that he
was a very wealthy man and would ransom
his son at any price.

After the slaughter of the Jews they pro-
ceeded to attack the fortress. And the no-
bles said to them: “Behold, you made an
agreement with us, why do vou repudiate
your pledge?” And the Ukraimians replied:
“As you did unto the Jews, breaking your
covenant with them, so shall we do unto
you: measure for measure.” Those stationed
on the wall began to shoot and the Ukraini-
ans cunmingly set the foriress afire burning
it to the ground, killing all the nobles and
countless others. They appropriated the
spoil for a prey. The wife and the two
daughters of the above mentioned Duke
were raped befare him prior to his death.*
He had been a very [p. 587 stout man.
When he sat in a chair he was unable to

108

Me'ir ben Samuel of Szezebrzeszyn,
Tsok ha-'ittim {Cracow, 1650)

The Jews fell on their faces in order that
they not see the atrocities and the killing of
their children. And the children cried out
to the Lord their God, And they [the at
tackers] stood over them like army officers
and asked them if they would convert to
Greek Orthodoxy. If so, they will live and if
not they will die like their fathers and fall
on the corpses of their dead.

Immediately they stretched forth their
riecks to be slaughtered and they said, “let
our blood be accepted as a sacrifice” And
they gave praise and glory to God, And the
cruel, wicked one remained steadfast in
the slaughter, and he took the slaughtering
knife to put them to the sword. The ene.
mies shouted out “this is how to [ritually]
slaughter,” and the evil one was happy and
played and shouted that great is the day of
slaughter.

By the decree of Cod who decrees and
fulfills [his decree| they slaughtered hun-
dreds of babies and nursing infants, Young
boys and girls who clung to the fear of
Heaven in the streets and marketplaces,
and one thousand five hundred righteous
people who observed the laws. Their blood
was troubled like strong waters (see Isa.
57.20) for the sake of the holiness of the
Creator of lands.

And a small number of them fell under
the bodies, faint with hunger (Lam. 219}
and thirst and stabbed; only the breath of
life remained. And the Ukrainians went be-
tween those torn into pieces and said,
“Arise those who remain, go to the town and
go in; do not remain hidden in the fortress
because the fortress has been set ablaze.”

Devoid of strength, the men arose and a
few women went with them. They were all
exhausted, wounded, and weak and they
came to the city hurting and seriously
wounded. Poor and needy, impoverished
and beggared. And the nobles drank the
wine of the condemned (Amos 2.8} with
timbrels and dances, happy and joyous,
They were noisy and they [i.e., the Jews]
were as if deaf.

And the Ukrainians went out and sent
runners to the fortress with guarrelsome
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heavens. And when the empty ones saw
that the Jews were steadfast in their faith,
they answered them with impudence and
they threatened them: “How long will you
will you stiffen your necks and destroy
yourse]ves and be like murderers, for you
yourselves are bringing about your murder
and you are the cause of your killing and
slaughter. And you will be sacrifices forever
since you do not want to worship our gods
on the high mountains.” And the Jews said
to therm: “Why do you delay killing us for
we will not listen to your voices and we will
not say to the work of our hands [i.e, the
work of man’s hands], “you are our god
for our God is One on the earth and in
heavens. The Lord our King will save us,
and you today are messengers from Him,
may He be blessed, to attack our souls, for
doom is brought about by the doomed like
you, our enemies whom are hated by us.
And if you do not kill us, the Lord has
many messengers regarding us, Our Mas-
ter has many hons and bears. And you,
those [who have been] prepared and read-
led for retribution, you will continue fo
vanquish us and to destroy us.” And then
the empty ones raised their hands against
them and because of our sins killed them.
And they killed many of our brothers, sons
of the covenant, our sons, our daughters,
our youth and our elderly. And their prop-
erty was their prev (Esther 313, 8.n)—a
very great booty. They threw our morney
info the streets for most of the wealthy
[Tews! of the Ukraine had fled there to [he
with] the rest of the Jews, for they said:
“They are our brothers, our flesh.” And the
Jews whe were previously there were also
anmnihilated because of our sins.

Gabriel Shushurg, Petah teshuvah
{Amsterdam, 1651}

They called to the nobles, “for in peace
I had great bitterness” (Isa. 38.17). “I will
pursue, | will overtake, I will divide the
spoil” (Exod. 15.9), said the enemy,

My Tust will be satisfied upon them, my
hand will destroy them (Exod. 15.9), Cod
had decided, therefore my taste did not re-
main in me and my scent was changed (see
jer. 4811}

See O Lord for I am in distress (Lam.
1.20). They took my weapons from me, they
expelled me from the foriress, they left my
wealth for others {Ps. 49.11) and all the liv
ing substance that followed me (Deut. 11.6).

.. . the nobles took all the weapons from
me and expelled me from the fortress with to-
tally empty hands. . .. to leave us and aban-
don us and our money . ..

They have heard that I sigh (Lam. 1.21);
they left me hungry and thirsty (Ps. 107.5)
from Monday to Friday and nevertheless
their anger was not turned away from me
{Isa. 5.25).

Wzth my sighing and my heart faint
since they Teft us hungry and thirsty from
Monday to Friday and even though my
strength was sapped due to hunger and
thirst, his anger did not turn away from me.

Let all their wickedness come before
you and deal cruelly with them {Lam. 1.22).
They said that they would compromise
with them at the cost of our lives and they
took as a pawn ten of their prominent men.
And on Friday the Lord prepared a festive
meal, He bid their guests (Zeph. 1.7).

Let all their wickedness come before
you since we were already suffering famine
and thirst and they saw and knew that we
had nothing but cur bedies left and never-
theless they asked us to redeem ourselves
from death. And we compromised on 10,000
Polish gold pieces and they teok as collat-
eral ten leaders of the community and a
numper of rabbis and pious men. And on
the sixth day He spent his fury against us to
destroy many people, a few thousand. And
no doubt the Lord prepared the festive
meal (sacrifice), to call the guests to meal
of the Sabbath Queen to be a sweet
smelling offering, a reminder to God in the
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rise. One of the scoundrels, a former slave,
who served in his flour mill approached
him, and, removing his hat in mockery and
jest, said: “What does the master desire of
his servant?” Then he recalled to him the
mistreatment of his serfs, the beatings, and
the enslavement and he said to him: Stand
up and I will sit inn your chair and be your
master.” But the Duke was unable to rise,
‘The slave then hurled him off the chair
and on the threshold of the house ke bru-
tally cut off his head with a saw. As they did
so did God repay them, because they vio-
lated the pledge of the Jews. When the no-
bles heard of this, they were stricken with
remorse and henceforth supported the
Jews and did not deliver them into the
hands of the reprobates. And even though
the Ukrainians repeatedly promised them
that they would not do anything to them,
only to the Jews, they no longer believed
them. Were it not for this, there would
have been no escape for the remnant of the
Jews, God forbid. After three days of car
nage the Ukrainians announced among
the slain: “He that is still alive may rise and
need not fear, for the massacre is over”
Some three hundred individuals who had
sought escape by mixing with the corpses,
arose. They were starved and thirsty. Some
of them had many but not critical wounds.
With but the breath of life in their aching
and weak bodies, fatigued, barefoot, and
naked, they walked to the above men-
tioned city. The Ukrainian inhabitants of
the city dealt kindly with them and sent
them away.
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and hawkish words. “Send out to us the
property of the nobles and if you do net
want to, we will all come and enter armed
with swords and cudgels, bows and arrows.
We will judge you decisively and we will
know you with briers and thorns.”

Your deeds and your retribution we wijl
return on your heads as you did with Jacob
your brother. They made a covenant with
you and they guarded like you did and
saved you a few times. And gall and worm-
wood (Deut. 2g.17) was among you and you
turned them over and we killed them before
your eyes. fust as we killed them we will kill
you.

Lords and nobles stood like a wall and
they fought against them and they came
with a mighty hand, with many people and
great noise. And they wisely bumned the
fortress and the smoke of the fire rose to-
wards the heavens. And they totally de-
stroyed the fortress. And the nobles had no
strength to stand (Lev. 26.37).

The Ukrainians and all their hosts cap-
tured the nobles and their community and
they killed them with their bows and
swoids. Before they killed the Duke and the
Buchess the Ukrainians punished them ac-
cording to their deeds and they raped their
two daughters before them. And they raped
the Duchess and they brutally cut off his
head with a saw.
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holy sanctuary.’ And it is proper to learn
from this difficult, terrible event that they
endured. First, the attribute of poverty, that
evervone should be completely devoid of
their assets and everything that they have
and be afflicted, sent out half starving and
parched with thirst and no one gives food
to them (Lam. 4.4}, there is no supplier of
bread and water; “and those who are for
captivity, to captivity” (Jer. 15.2). And they
gave the indemnity for their lives but it did
not help and they were all killed for the
sanctification of His Name, may He be
blessed. And in addition that they accepted
the judgment with love of God, may He be
blessed, to give their lives into their hands in
order to preserve a remnant on the earth
(Gen. 45.7) among the nations, in order not
to make our smell odious (Gen. 34.30) if
they were to have attacked those mentioned
above who wanted to harm them. [p. 8a]
And they stood and were tested and tried in
the great trial not to abandon our God,
may He be blessed, during the days of af-
fliction of hunger and thirst when they had
nothing in the siege and in the distress of
the courtyard that is in front of the fortress.
And they tempted them with words,® with
their nothingness (ie., religious beliefs),
with a number of enticements, inducements,
threats, and terrible exaggerations every
day. And no one will be saved by their lies.
“‘For the oppression of the poor, for the
sighing of the needy, now will I arise, says
the Lord; I will set in safely we at whom
they puff” (Ps. 12.6) [“and it pants towards]
the end and does not lie” (Hab. 2.3).

Notes

1. A play on words; the Hebrew damim also has the meaning of “money.”

2. The fourth of Tammuz fell on a Wednesday in 1648.

3. T have not included Shusburg’s brief explanations of his use of biblical terms in the
text but simply incorporated them into the translation of the stanzas. I have marked pas-
sages not included in the franslation with an ellipsis.

4 Mesch's claim that Czetwertyfiski had no children and that Hanover was mistaken
in this regard (Abyss of Despair, p. g) is contradicted by Mielzyriski's statement that one of
Cretwertyfiski’s daughters was said to have been killed. There were conflicting reports re-
garding the second daughter: one said that she had been taken by a Cossack to be his wife,
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while a second reported her as also having been killed (Michalowski, Jububa Michatow-
skiego, no. 61, p. 137).

5. The reference remains unclear. Dr. Haviva Pedaya has suggested to me that the mys.
tical apocalyptic literature known in medieval Ashkenaz may be among the sources for
this portrayal of the fate of the righteous. See, for example, Bet ha-midrash, ed. Adolph
Jellinek (2d ed,, Jerusalem, 1938), 137, that describes the sacrifice of the souls of the right-
eous In paradise on the Sabbath eve.

6. Shusburg makes a play on the Hebrew words that can also be translated as “with

bread in their mouths.”
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