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In the late 1820s, legislation designed to provide traditional Jewish education for all boys 

in Munkács, Hungary was enacted by the local rabbinic leadership. The legislation was 

titled Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, that is, “Regulations for the Support of Torah.” Over 

the next century, these Regulations were copied or printed in different locations in 

Eastern Europe. This study is an analysis of the Munkács legislation, its objectives, 

circulation, and effectiveness.  

I begin by sketching the context of the enactment, before turning to the details of the 

Regulations. While the enactment ostensibly organized educational matters, it had a 

distinct socializing objective, and a careful reading of the legislation highlights the 

particular socio-religious issues that troubled the legislator. The legacy of the Regulations, 

as indicated by its legislative history and publication history, is then considered.  

The second half of this study explores the effectiveness of the legislation as a tool for 

preservation and conservation in the face of the winds of change that were blowing 

through the continent. I will examine the role of the enactment in its Munkács birthplace, 

from the end of the nineteenth century until the eve of the Second World War; that is, 

under the Hungary government of the dual monarchy (1867-1918) and subsequently in 

the newly formed Czechoslovak Republic (1918-1938). During this period two processes 

were concurrently in play: Within the community, modernity was encroaching on 

traditional life, Munkács Jews had greater opportunities to leave the enclave, and political 

movements like Zionism were stirring. At the same time, the government was actively 

legislating and regulating education, and thus impacting schooling in Munkács. The 

effectiveness of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta in this period is assessed by probing whether 

the legislation was able to achieve its goal of preserving traditional learning mores and 

preventing educational reform. The rhetoric, writing, and activism of Munkács rabbis 

during this period, suggests that the legislation was largely an ineffective socializing 

mechanism at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries. 

                                                 
* This research was supported in part by the I-CORE Program of the Planning and Budgeting Committee 
and The Israel Science Foundation (grant No 1798/12). The paper was written while I had the privilege of 
being a post-doctoral fellow in Bar-Ilan University’s Faculty of Law. I am grateful for these opportunities. 
It is my pleasure to thank Meir Yosef Frankel, Uriel Gelman, Zeev Gries, Jossi Rabinovich, Amihai 
Radzyner, Yehudah Ber Zirkind, and Zvi Zohar for their assistance at various stages of this research. 
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1. Context 
The emancipation of the Jews in Europe began in the late eighteenth century at the time 

of the Haskalah. Such developments triggered discussions about traditional Jewish 

educational modes. At the same time, governments enacted new legislative measures 

concerning education. The 1781 Patent of Toleration and subsequent laws promulgated 

by Emperor Joseph II (1741-1790), altered the legal situation of non-Catholics in the 

Habsburg lands.1 On January 2, 1782 a further patent was issued: “Toleranz-Patent für 

die niederösterreichischen Juden.” This patent expanded existing compulsory education 

rules to Jews of Lower Austria, and obligated Jewish children to study basic secular 

studies. Inter alia, the patent stated: 

Since it is Our purpose to make the Jews more useful and serviceable to the State, principally 
through according their children better instruction and enlightenment, and by employing them in 
the sciences, arts, and handicrafts: We permit and command the tolerated Jews, in places where 
they have no German schools of their own, to send their children to the Christian upper 
elementary schools, so that they shall learn at least reading, writing, and arithmetic, and although 
they have no synagogue of their own in Our capital, We yet permit them to build for their 
children, at their own expense, a normally equipped school, with a teaching staff of their own 
religion, which shall be subject to the same control as all the German schools here, the 
composition of the moral books being left to them.2  

Joseph II continued to enact patents for various provinces, as well as laws and 

instructions that applied to the whole monarchy. The various patents differed based on 

local conditions and exiting legislation, yet the central tenets of the patents were in 

concert: linguistic assimilation and related educational directives, permission to engage in 

previously forbidden occupations, and religious toleration for private worship. In 

October 1789, a patent issued for Moravia was extended to Hungary and Transylvania, 

which included Carpathian Ruthenia.3 The new legislation, however, did not dictate life 

in Carpathian Ruthenia – a region geographically removed from the seats of government, 

power, and official oversight.4  

While the new laws may not have succeeded in imposing changes in Munkács schooling, 

traditional Jewish education was nonetheless being reexamined and reassessed. By the 

                                                 
1 C.A. Macartney, ed., The Habsburg and Hohenzollern Dynasties in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries (New 
York, 1970), 154-57. 
2 Toleranz-Patent für die niederösterreichischen Juden, sections 7-8, in J. Wendrinsky, ed., Kaiser Josef II. 
Ein Lebens- und Charackterbild zur hundertjährigen Gedenkfeier seiner Chronbesteigung (Wien, 1880), 153; translation 
into English from Macartney, Habsburg and Hohenzollern Dynasties, 166.  
3 Between 1699 and 1867, Carpathian Ruthenia was divided between the Principality of Transylvania and 
the Habsburg Kingdom of Hungary, both part of the Habsburg Monarchy. 
4 For an overview of the legislation, see A. Moskovits, Jewish Education in Hungary (1848-1948) (New York, 
1964), 1-10; Macartney, Habsburg and Hohenzollern Dynasties, 164-65; R. Patai, The Jews of Hungary: History, 
Culture, Psychology (Detroit, 1996), 211-25; S. O. M. Yanovsky, “Facing the Challenge of Jewish Education in 
the Metropolis: A Comparative Study of the Jewish Communal Organizations of Budapest and Vienna 
from 1867 until World War II” (PhD diss., Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2013), 13-26. For the impact 
of the legislation in Carpathian Ruthenia, see S. Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit ([California], 1989), 
69-70, 79. 
A commemorative medal struck in 1781 depicts a bust of Joseph II, while on the reverse side in Latin 
“Qvid Potvit Tota Contingere Vita Laetivs / Libertas / Religionis / A Iosepho II / in Terris Svis / 
Protestantibvs / et Ivdaeis Data / MDCCLXXXI” (Who Commands that All Live Fully, Religious Liberty, 
from Joseph II in His Lands to Protestants and Jews 1781). The 1781 Patent of Toleration did not actually 
include Jews; Jews were included in the 1782 Edict issued a few months later. 
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beginning of the nineteenth century, traditionalists perceived modernity as a threat that 

needed to be countered. Thus education became the central battleground for ideological 

competitors in the region. 

It was on this backdrop that in 1827 or 1828, legislation that sought to regulate the local 

education system was enacted in Munkács, Hungary.5 The author of the legislation, Rabbi 

Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira (1783-1841), would become known as the hasidic master of 

Dynów and the author of acclaimed hasidic tracts; most famously Benei Yissaskhar which 

was published posthumously in 1850. At the time of the legislation, Tsevi Elimelekh was 

serving for a brief stint as official town rabbi of Munkács.6 The legislation, entitled 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, established a society – Hehabura tamkhin de’orayta, “The Society 

for the Support of Torah” – that was to guarantee traditional Jewish education, and 

thwart any attempt to change traditional mores. 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta does not detail specific factors that led to its enactment in the 

1820s. The legislation could be linked to Tsevi Elimelekh’s arrival in Munkács, though 

there is no evidence to suggest that he enacted similar legislation in other communities 

where he served as rabbi. At the time of the enactment changes were afoot in the region, 

as Hungary was entering the period of Reform Diets (1825-1848). On September 15, 

1825 a General Diet was convened in Pressburg to discuss various social and economic 

matters, including education. The results of this initial meeting were negligible, yet in its 

wake the Jews of Pressburg convened their own meeting on October 11, 1825. Thirteen 

districts from Hungary sent representatives and a committee of eight was chosen to 

formulate proposals that would be presented to the government. The committee could 

not agree on a proposal, and in the end two proposals were submitted – one written by 

progressives that stressed the importance of secular studies, while the other written by 

conservatives that emphasized Talmud study and adherence to Jewish law.7 Despite the 

proximity in time between the 1825 Pressburg meeting and the Munkács enactment, 

there is no evidence to suggest a direct connection. Moreover, the tension in Pressburg 

was local and embryonic: the schism suggested by the two proposals had yet to grip 

Hungarian Jewry in its entirety. Nonetheless, the palpable general spirit – in particular, 

modernity and the policies associated with Joseph II’s legacy of enlightened absolutism – 

may have precipitated the Munkács legislation. 

                                                 
5 The regulations give the year they were enacted as tov leyisra’el (Psalms 73:1), that is [5]588 = 1827/8; see 
Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta (Munkács, 1895), 8a, 9b, 19a. Elsewhere in his writings, Tsevi Elimelekh 
connected Psalms 73:1 to the notion of supporting Jewish education; see Benei yissaskhar (Zolkiew, 1850), 
Kislev-Tevet, 2:37. In the following synopsis of the enactment, I have used the Munkács text which claimed 
to have been copied from the author’s autograph. As I will explain, there are differences between this 
edition and the other three published editions: Halakhot vetakkanot shel havurat talmud torah (Czernowitz, 
1864); Moznayim latorah (Lemberg, 1896), 1a-9a; Kakh hi darka shel torah (Cluj, 1926), 2a-13b. 
6 Regarding Tsevi Elimelekh, see S. A. Horodezky, “Tsevi Elimelekh midinov, perek betoldot hahasidut 
hagalitsa’it,” Metsudah (London) 5-6 (1948), 284-89; N. Y. Urtner, Harebbi reb Tsevi Elimelekh midinov (Benei 
Brak, 1972); M. Wunder, Me’orei Galitsya (Jerusalem, 1978-2005), 5:532-52; B. Weinberger, ed., Iggerot 
shapirin (Jerusalem, 1983), 21-24; B. Brown, “Hahmara: Hamisha tipusim min ha’et hahadasha,” Diné Israel 
20-21 (2001), 178-92. For more on Tsevi Elimelekh’s juridical authority in Munkács, see S. Hakohen 
Weingarten, “Munkatch,” in Arim ve’imahot beyisra’el, vol. 1, ed. Y. L. Maimon (Jerusalem, 1946), 349-50. 
7 Moskovits, Jewish Education in Hungary, 11-12; H. N. Lupovitch, Jews at the Crossroads: Tradition and 
Accommodation during the Golden Age of the Hungarian Nobility, 1729-1878 (Budapest, 2007), 173-74. 
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2. Regulations: Education and Socialization  
Tsevi Elimelekh’s Munkács Regulations included a preamble and six sections that 

governed the Society. The first three sections of the Regulations reveal that the Society 

had a dual purpose: in addition to its stated goal of providing universal Jewish education 

for Munkács males, the legislation was fashioned as a socializing tool. The fourth section 

of the Regulations focused on funding, while the final two sections related to the 

functionaries of the Society: their responsibilities, appointment, and tenure.  

Preamble 
Tsevi Elimelekh used the preamble to recall the history of communal responsibility for 

Jewish education. He began his overview with the talmudic passage that credits 

Yehoshua ben Gamla, a high priest towards the end of the Second Temple Period, with 

establishing schools in every locale. Jumping across centuries, Tsevi Elimelekh noted that 

responsibility for education was later undertaken by the Council of Four Lands. Once the 

Council was abolished in 1764, there was no longer a central authority responsible for 

Jewish education. Perceiving a need for new legislation regarding education, and 

considering the history of Jewish concern – Tsevi Elimelekh embraced the task. 

The central platform of the Regulations was to provide community sponsored schooling, 

thus guaranteeing that the education of the needy would not be neglected. In this vein, 

the preamble had harsh words to say about the wealthy who employed private tutors for 

their children. Tsevi Elimelekh saw this as no less than the work of Satan in that it 

undermined the communal educational enterprise. Tsevi Elimelekh also rejected the 

suggestion that some students may not be able to study: “Let not a person say: ‘Behold 

my child is incapable of Torah [study] and will not succeed in Torah [study].’ Let not a 

person say so, for our Creator has already assured us ‘And all your children will be taught 

of God and great shall be the peace of your children’ (Isaiah 54:13).”8 

A further purpose of the legislation, as emphasized in the preamble, was the need to curb 

the spread of secular studies. Again the wealthy were targeted, for they had the means to 

employ private tutors who were free of communal oversight and thus able to design their 

own curriculum; a situation that often led to instruction in general subjects. Tsevi 

Elimelekh adopted the position that in the Middle Ages the study of philosophy and of 

subjects other than Torah weakened commitment to Judaism. This in turn had led Jews 

to choose conversion rather than sanctification of God’s name at the time of 

persecutions and expulsions from European countries. While only mentioned briefly in 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, this was a theme that Tsevi Elimelekh developed extensively 

elsewhere in his writings.9 

The enactment called for the establishment of a society and the legislation also served at 

the initial bylaws of this Society. The Society’s mandate was to oversee the 

                                                 
8 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 6b. 
9 Ibid., 4b-5a, 5b, 6b, 7a. For references elsewhere in Tsevi Elimelekh’s writings, see Ma’ayan ganim, in Y. 
Ya’avets, Or hahayim (Zolkiew, 1848); Kli haro’im (Lemberg, 1848), Obadiah 1:8; Derekh eidotekha (Przemyśl, 
1883), Joshua 1:8. See also M. Piekarz, Hahanhaga hahasidit (Jerusalem, 1999), 336-62. 
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implementation of the legislation, and to this end the Society undertook responsibility for 

any male who arrived in Munkács to study for any period of time.  

The name of the Society was innovative; other similar societies – including the previous, 

defunct Munkács society – used names like Hevra Talmud Torah, “The Society for the 

Teaching of Torah.” Tsevi Elimelekh explained that “tamkhin de’orayta” was a reference to 

a passage in the Zohar about Jacobs’ nighttime wrestle with an unnamed assailant: When 

the wrestling angel realized that he could not overcome Jacob, he weakened Jacob by 

attacking those who support Torah; that is, he attacked the tamkhin de’orayta. Without 

those tamkhin de’orayta, Torah cannot stand on its own. Thus Tsevi Elimelekh’s legislation 

turned the focus from talmud torah to tamkhin de’orayta; that is, from Torah study to 

support for this endeavor.10 

Section One – Membership in the Society 
The first section of the Regulations deals with members of the Society. These members 

voluntarily undertook responsibility for the implementation of the legislation. 

Membership rules were designed to create a coterie of paragons. Thus the benchmark for 

members was high: they were to avoid frivolity, social gatherings, the theatre, card 

playing, and the like.11 Members who were caught at one of these vices were to be fined 

by their colleagues, and in the case of a second offense they were thrown out of the 

Society. The appearance of members was also to be exemplary: Tsevi Elimelekh was 

aware that many people were no longer careful about growing their side-locks and 

leaving their beard uncut; such people, however, were automatically disqualified from 

membership in the Society. Similarly, members were not to have long hair. Clothing was 

also important: members were to wear tsitsit for the entire day, and were warned against 

wearing clothes suspected of sha’atnez, the forbidden combination of wool and linen.  

Society members undertook not to talk during the prayer service and were obligated to 

dedicate one hour a day to Torah study. That is not to say that members needed to be 

rabbinic figures. On the contrary, there was a proviso for those who were unable to 

study Torah: they were to read Psalms or ma’amadot – prescribed daily selections from the 

Bible and rabbinic literature. A further indicator of the intended membership is the style 

of language of the legislation. Tsevi Elimelekh explicitly stated that he did not use 

elaborate language “because my intent with these words is that each and every person 

will understand these words of ours that are said with sincerity and with honesty.”12 The 

recruitment pool was thus lay leaders and businessmen; a fact confirmed by the list of 

founding members appended to the regulations.13 This model was reminiscent of the 

Hevra Kadisha, the “Holy Society” responsible for burial and related matters. Yet money 

                                                 
10 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 6a, referencing Zohar 1:171a; the text appears as samkhin de’orayta not tamkhin 
de’orayta, an orthographic difference of one letter, though there is no substantial difference in meaning. 
Tsevi Elimelekh referenced this passage elsewhere in his writings; see Benei yissaskhar, Kislev-Tevet, 2:37 and 
3:22. Other hasidic masters also cited the passage as tamkhin de’orayta; see, for instance, Kalonymus Kalman 
Epstein of Kraków, Ma’or vashamesh ([Breslau, 1842]), vayishlah. The terms tamkhin orayta and tamkhin 
le’orayta appear in Zohar 1:8a and 3:53b. 
11 Cf. L. Cooper “A Leisurely Game of Cards,” Jewish Educational Leadership 6, no. 2 (Winter 2008), 59-63. 
12 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 7b. 
13 Ibid., 12b-20b; the list was only printed in the 1895 Munkács edition. 
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alone could not buy membership: the enactment included a specific stipulation that a 

potential member whose conduct was considered inappropriate should not be admitted 

to the Society “even in exchange for a great sum.”14 

Section Two – Eligibility for Assistance 
Eligibility for receiving assistance from the Society was based solely on conduct and 

appearance; there is no mention of need-based criteria. Thus the Regulations detail the 

instructions that the beadle of the Society was to give the new student upon his arrival: 

Do not waste time. Study with diligence. Review the material when the teacher is not 

present. Wear kosher tsitsit. If you are of bar-mitzvah age don tefillin – indicating that the 

Society dealt with students younger than thirteen years old. There is no mention of the 

beard, presumably because the average student would have been too young to begin 

growing facial hair. Hair, however, was not ignored: If you cut your side-locks in the past 

or have previously grown your hair – desist from these practices. Pray with concentration 

and do not talk during the service. Do not wear “foreign” clothing, meaning fashionable 

garments that were not worn by Jewish traditionalists at the time. These directives reflect 

the socializing objective of the legislation.  

Section Three – Teachers 
While Section Two deals with students’ appearance and conduct, Section Three applies 

similar guidelines to teachers, with the goal of ensuring that instructors were models of 

desired behavior. Thus teachers were expected to frequent daily communal prayer 

services. Bible teachers were to be well-versed in the classic medieval commentaries such 

as Rashi, Rashbam, and Radak.15 A Bible teacher who was familiar with “foreign 

commentaries in foreign languages” was automatically disqualified. Such a teacher was 

disqualified, even if he had no intention of teaching those commentaries, and even if he 

was willing to guarantee that he would cease from studying those commentators. As 

Tsevi Elimelekh explained, “because there is a presumption that all his deeds are 

rotten.”16 

Teachers were required to come with the students to mashgihim (overseers) on a weekly 

basis for the students to be tested. The Regulations make no secret of the fact that the 

goal of the examination was not only to see whether the students knew the material, but 

also to serve as a check on the teachers. Indeed, further in the regulations the mashgihim 

were explicitly “obligated to oversee the teachers and their students.”17   

                                                 
14 Ibid., 11b. Cf. Halakhot vetakkanot shel havurat talmud torah, 9b-10a. 
15 Specific commentators are not listed in the first edition Czernowitz 1864. Indeed, the mention of 
Rashbam and Radak – commentators favored by the Maskilim – is surprising. Rashbam was first printed in 
the early eighteenth century and first seriously considered by Mendelssohn; Tsevi Elimelekh was 
unreservedly critical of Mendelssohn (Shapira, Ma’ayan ganim, section 3, paragraph 4; Piekarz, Hahanhaga 
hahasidit, 345). Tsevi Elimelekh was also critical of Radak’s approach to studying subjects other than Torah; 
see his Derekh eidotekha, Joshua 1:8. 
16 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 9b. Cf. Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Agra depirka (Lemberg, 1858), section 271. 
17 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 12a. 
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Section Four – Funding 
The success of the enterprise would have been dependent on procuring funding; a 

significant task undertaken by the Society. To this end, the legislation outlines a program 

for raising money in Section Four. This section is longer and more detailed than any 

other section, with over twenty subsections (as opposed to ten subsections in Section 

One, six in Section Two, five in Section Three, twelve in Section Five, and nine in 

Section Six).18 The paratext of the 1895 Munkács edition of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta 

suggests that those who prepared the booklet for publication considered this section to 

be the most significant, because this section alone was presented with an emboldened, 

double-spaced heading.  

Initial membership dues were set, smaller weekly donations were collected, and an 

elaborate system of taxation was instituted. Thus, a member who purchased a new 

garment for himself or for someone in his family was required to donate 0.5% of the 

value of the new item to the Society coffers. A special tax was also imposed on members 

who purchased a new barrel of wine. A set amount was to be given for a variety of life 

cycle events: If a member had a baby, began to teach his child how to read Hebrew or 

learn Bible or learn Talmud, celebrated a child’s bar-mitzvah or marriage – all these 

occasions called for a set donation. At these festivities, those honored with roles in the 

ceremony, such as the mohel, were also taxed. Each event had a different tariff, reflecting 

its relative significance in nineteenth-century Munkács. Other occasions, such as 

appointment to a position of responsibility in the Society leadership, also called for a 

donation. Various “mi shebeirakh” pronouncements – the public dedication of a blessing 

in the synagogue in honor of particular persons and in lieu of a donation – were also a 

source of income for the Society.   

With such a pervasive system of taxation, it becomes apparent that it would be the 

wealthier members of the community who could gain membership in the Society. But the 

high cost of membership in this restricted club would have been what made the Society’s 

objectives achievable.  

Despite the exclusivity of the Society, the general public was not overlooked as a possible 

source of revenue. Collection boxes were placed in public places to encourage people to 

make voluntary donations: guesthouses where visiting businessmen lodged, the rabbi’s 

home, and the women’s mikveh. At certain junctures during the year a public appeal was 

made in the synagogue and voluntary donations made on select festivals and after certain 

lifecycle events were declared for the benefit of the Society. It is not surprising that dates 

connected to the giving of the Torah at Mount Sinai were singled out for public appeals: 

the festival of Shavu’ot and the two weekly portions when the Ten Commandments were 

read.19 Representatives of the Society would also frequent the marketplaces to collect 

donations from local and visiting businessmen. 

                                                 
18 In the Czernowitz edition Section Four has twenty-three subsections; Munkács – twenty-two; Lemberg 
and Cluj – twenty-four. 
19 Similar arrangements existed for other local charities. For instance, donations on two designated weeks –
Shabbat shekalim and parshat re’eh – were earmarked for Jews from Carpathian Ruthenia who were living in 
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One aspect of funding was in kind: At that time, students relied on householders’ 

generosity for their meals. A system of essen teg (literally “eating days”) was common, 

whereby each student would have designated homes where he would dine on each day of 

the week. Society members were expected to bear a significant portion of this burden.   

Sections Five – Appointment of Functionaries 
Each year, around the festival of Shavu’ot, three borerim (selectors) were chosen by lottery 

from amongst society members. The borerim would meet to decide on the executive 

branch of the Society: three gaba’im (beadles), four mashgihim (overseers), and one ne’eman 

(trustee). The tenure of appointments was one year. At the annual general meeting – 

actually, annual general feast – rules of the Society could be abrogated or changed, and 

new members could be admitted. This was also the time for dealing with members who 

had not lived up to the high standards of the Society, as detailed in Section One. The 

Regulations stipulated two disciplinary measures – fines and expulsion from the Society. 

The annual general meeting was also a forum when compulsory donations were collected 

as part of the proceedings.  

Sections Six – Jurisdiction of Functionaries 
The gaba’im were responsible for collecting the dues of Society members, and they were 

expected to keep meticulous records of the Society’s expenditure. If three weeks passed 

and the gaba’im did not collect dues, they were to be removed from office. The gaba’im 

were responsible for hiring teachers, and as part of this task they determined class size. 

The ne’eman served as auditor, and each quarter he was expected to review the books kept 

by the gaba’im. The mashgihim monitored the progress of the students and the fidelity of 

the teachers by administering weekly examinations. 

3. Socio-Religious Focus: Tsitsit Neglect 
Many aspects of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta are indicative of societies that were 

constituted in Jewish communities for the advancement of local education (or for other 

purposes). For instance, mechanisms for financing a society’s activity and rules of 

appointment of office bearers were standard fare for the bylaws of local societies.  

As the preamble acknowledged, the goal of providing educational opportunities was not 

an innovation; providing schooling had been a Jewish value from time immemorial. 

More immediately, Tsevi Elimelekh may have been drawing on the example set by one of 

his teachers in Galicia, Rabbi Menahem Mendel of Rymanów (1745-1815), who had 

enacted regulations for his city just before his death. One of the thirteen sections of the 

Rymanów regulations dealt with providing traditional Jewish education for the needy: 

                                                                                                                                            
the Land of Israel. See Heshbon… mikollel Munkatch… (Mukačevo, 1937), [16] – certain years of this annual 
financial report are held in the National Library of Israel (R2°54A1494); some pages are reproduced in M. 
Y. Frankel and N. C. Brody, ed., Munkatch: dos klein Yerushalayim (Brooklyn, 2011). 
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“To supervise the needy and poor who learn Torah, and also to support the study of 

Torah for the children of the needy.”20  

Nonetheless, the Munkács regulations went further than the Rymanów directive in 

dealing with the financial aspects of providing universal education and in their 

undeniable socializing goals. A comprehensive comparison between the Munkács 

legislation and the bylaws of other societies is beyond the scope of this paper; it is, 

however, noteworthy that the particular issues emphasized by Tsevi Elimelekh’s 

Regulations are not identical to those mentioned in other education-related enactments. 

Broadly speaking, the legislation has a decidedly socializing focus, while educational 

questions are given short shrift.21  

Thus Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta devotes more space to sartorial matters than to pedagogy. 

There is no discussion of classroom management or discipline, and it is entirely unclear 

how the schools at the center of the legislation were slated to function. We are aware that 

fixing class size was the jurisdiction of the gaba’im, but there are no criteria set down for 

such a determination; no ideal class size; no minimum or maximum number of students 

for each class. Apart from approving classic medieval biblical commentaries and 

blacklisting “foreign commentaries in foreign languages,” there is no discussion of 

curriculum: When should a student begin studying Talmud? What other subjects were to 

be studied? It would appear, therefore, that Tsevi Elimelekh was not attempting to 

revamp prevailing educational norms (which are not detailed in the legislation). Rather, 

promulgating this enactment was aimed at socializing students and teachers. 

From the directives we can surmise which socio-religious issues were rife in early 

nineteenth century Munkács. If we also consider Tsevi Elimelekh’s writings that were 

penned at other junctures in his life, we may be able to determine which matters 

particularly vexed him. One obligation that is mentioned numerous times – both in 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta and elsewhere in Tsevi Elimelekh’s works – is the requirement 

to wear tsitsit. This obligation is not treated as extensively in bylaws of other societies, 

hence the attention it is given here is striking. 

The ubiquitous neglect of tsitsit is mentioned in the preamble to the legislation; 

membership in the Society was conditional on wearing tsitsit throughout the day, and; the 

beadle was to warn new students that they must wear kosher tsitsit. Moreover, tsitsit is one 

of the few topics that also appears in Tsevi Elimelekh’s other set of instructions written 

during his sojourn in Munkács. These directives were published in 1909 under the title 

Azharot mahartsa, “The Warnings of Our Master Rabbi Tsevi Elimelekh,” and deal with 

lax religious observance in an array of areas. In this context, Tsevi Elimelekh decried 

those who wore tsitsit that did not cover their entire bodies, and further condemned 

                                                 
20 Menahem Mendel of Rymanów, “Beit menahem,” section 9, in Y. A. Kamelhar, Eim labina (Lemberg, 
1909), 17a-b. 
21 Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit, 32; S. Assaf, Mekorot letoldot hahinuch beyisra’el, new edition, ed. S. 
Glick (New York and Jerusalem, 2002), 1:704. See, for instance, the regulations of the Kraków Hevra 
Kadisha Talmud Torah, from 1551 and 1639, printed in ibid., 1:636-42. On the socializing goal of the modern 
yeshiva, see Y. Finkelman, “Virtual Volozhin: Socialization vs. Learning in Israel Yeshivah Programs,” in 
Wisdom From All My Teachers, ed. J. Saks and S. Handelman (Jerusalem, 2003), 360-81. 
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those who hid the fringes in their trousers. Tsitsit – opined Tsevi Elimelekh – should be 

oversized and proudly displayed.22 

Other select topics are highlighted in both of Tsevi Elimelekh’s Munkács works: 

religiously avoiding sha’atnez, wearing tefillin, not trimming the beard or cutting side-locks, 

and not growing long hair.23 Tsevi Elimelekh’s concern for the vice of changing 

traditional clothing is also mentioned elsewhere in his writings.24 None of these issues, 

however, appear to have riled Tsevi Elimelekh to the extent that the neglect of tsitsit 

bothered him.  

Why did Tsevi Elimelekh harp on tsitsit? To be sure, Tsevi Elimelekh’s words on the 

import of tsitsit were not innovative. In 1808, the aforementioned Menahem Mendel of 

Rymanów wrote to Rabbi Yitshak Eizik Taub of Nagykálló (1751-1821) lambasting the 

prevalent neglect of tsitsit amongst Hungarian Jewry.25 A few years later Menahem 

Mendel instructed: “To warn the tailors that when they sew four corners [tsitsit], that the 

four corners should reach the knees.”26 Despite the possible influence, Tsevi Elimelekh 

seemed to go further than his predecessor in dealing with tsitsit.  

Perhaps the emphasis on wearing tsitsit was due to the mystical valence of this particular 

precept, as Tsevi Elimelekh understood it. The Bible indicates the importance of tsitsit by 

saying that the fringes act as a memory aid for recalling and keeping God’s 

commandments (Numbers 15:39). Tsevi Elimelekh advised people who were having 

difficulty overcoming anger, to look at their tsitsit. In fact, Tsevi Elimelekh cast the act of 

                                                 
22 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 6a, 8a, 9a. Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Azharot mahartsa, sections 5-6; this work 
was first printed at the back of Y. T. Yolles, Kohelet ya’akov (Przemyśl, 1909), 11a-12b second series. 
Regarding Yolles (1778-1825), see Wunder, Me’orei Galitsya, 3:216-23. Regarding the provenance of these 
instructions – Tsevi Elimelekh’s descendant, Tuvya, inherited some of his ancestor’s manuscripts. In 1908, 
Tuvya sold a few manuscripts to Hersch Fenig, who was the meivi leveit hadefus (managing editor of sorts) of 
Kohelet ya’akov (Yolles, Kohelet ya’akov, [2]; 1a, second series). Fenig noted that the instructions were written 
when Tsevi Elimelekh was in Hungary (ibid., [4]; 1a, 11a, second series). Indeed in the preamble it is 
apparent that Tsevi Elimelekh is not addressing people in his native Galicia. See also, Z. Gries, Sifrut 
hahanhagot (Jerusalem, 1989), 135-36. There are a number of parallels between Azharot mahartsa and the 
aforementioned Rymanów regulations, including: chaperone for women, accurate weights and measures, 
Sabbath observance with particular emphasis on the issue of operating taverns on Sabbath, and tsitsit. 
23 Shapira, Azharot mahartsa, sections 5, 7, 9, 12, 13. 
A third piece of Munkács legislation has been attributed to Tsevi Elimelekh: the bylaws of the society that 
oversaw the purchase and repair of books in the large beit midrash. Weingarten wrote that the society was 
founded by Tsevi Elimelekh, and the society’s bylaws were attributed to him (Weingarten, “Munkatch,” 
367). Tsevi Elimelekh may have established the society, but it would appear that the bylaws should not be 
attributed to him. The bylaws that Weingarten would have been familiar with were adopted in 1920 in 
order to satisfy insurance requirements. Not only is there no evidence of earlier bylaws, but the lack of 
bylaws complicated the society’s insurance claim following a fire in 1903; a complication that resulting in 
the 1920 enactment of bylaws. Regarding the society, see Frankel and Brody, Munkatch, [56-59]. For a 
reproduction of the 1920 bylaws, see ibid., [391-413]; those bylaws mention Weingarten as an officeholder 
of the society (ibid., [412]). Weingarten noted that the society listed 3,000 volumes in its possession. In 
1942, the society published a list of its books (reproduced in ibid., [417-54]). 
24 Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Hosafot mahartsa, in Tsevi Hirsh Eichenstein of Żydaczów, Sur mera va’ase tov 
(Munkács, 1900), section 86, paragraph 4; Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Agra dekala (Lemberg, 1868), mishpatim, 
s.v. le’am; idem, Ma’ayan ganim, section 3, paragraph 5. 
25 Reprinted in Beit va’ad lahakhamim 7 (1928), 56. 
26 Menahem Mendel of Rymanów, “Beit menahem,” 34.  
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looking at tsitsit as a panacea for the folly of all types of temptation.27 Elsewhere in his 

writings, Tsevi Elimelekh mentioned tsitsit as an example of commandments that people 

neglect, assuming that they can achieve the goal of the commandment, without the 

action that is supposed to lead to the objective; in the case of tsitsit – remembering God’s 

precepts without wearing the four-cornered garment. Tsevi Elimelekh explained that the 

goals of commandments were not limited to the words of the biblical text; fulfillment of 

a particular commandment had other – perhaps unstated – purposes.28 

It is also possible that the emphasis on tsitsit was due to a particular neglect of this 

precept in Tsevi Elimelekh’s milieu. In this vein, Tsevi Elimelekh noted that it was no 

wonder that sinning was so rampant in Munkács and the vicinity: since the 

commandment of tsitsit was being neglected, how were people to recall the other 

precepts!29  

Furthermore, it is possible that Tsevi Elimelelkh felt a personal affinity for the 

commandment of tsitsit. The notion that a particular precept might capture the attention 

of a person more than other obligations is an idea that appears in hasidic writings and 

that Tsevi Elimelekh acknowledged with regard to customs and stringencies.30  

Perhaps it was a combination of Tsevi Elimelkh’s personal conviction with the backdrop 

of widespread neglect. There may have also been an element of family tradition, as Rabbi 

Elimelekh of Leżajsk (1717-1787) – Tsevi Elimelekh’s maternal great-uncle and a key 

hasidic author – had written:  

Each and every generation is connected at its root to fix a specific commandment more than 
other commandments. For example, this generation is connected at its root to fix the 
commandment of tsitsit more than other commandments. And similarly each generation is 
connected at its root to uphold a specific commandment more than other commandments.31 

4. Legacy: Legislative History and Publication History 
Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta was enacted in Munkács in the late 1820s, and for one hundred 

years henceforth, the legislation reverberated beyond its town of origin. It is this legacy 

that I will recount here.  

Some time between 1827 and 1864, the community of Kołomyja established a society to 

oversee education and they wrote to the Munkács community asking for a copy of Tsevi 

Elimelekh’s regulations. We know about this correspondence, because when a similar 

society was established in Czernowitz they wrote to Kołomyja asking for a copy of the 

copy. It was the Czernowitz society that first published the regulations in 1864, in a slim 

twenty-four page booklet. It is unclear whether Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta was considered 

                                                 
27 Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Hanhagat ha’adam (Lemberg, 1848; reprint Brooklyn, 2002), sections 3 and 25; 
idem, Hosafot mahartsa, section 37. 
28 Shapira, Ma’ayan ganim, section 2, paragraph 2. 
29 Shapira, Azharot mahartsa, section 5. On the state of religious observance, as Tsevi Elimelekh perceived 
it, see also Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 7b-8a.  
30 Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira, Regel yeshara (Lemberg, 1858), ma’arekhet mem, section 161. 
31 Elimelekh of Leżajsk, No’am elimelekh (Lemberg, 1788), 3b. One of Elimelekh’s interpretations of tsitsit 
was published in his lifetime; see B. Wolf, “Iggeret vesefer,” Heichal Habesht 17 (2006), 153-54. 
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binding legislation in Kołomyja or in Czernowitz. At the very least, the Czernowitz 

publication had three stated objectives. First, the Czernowitz society sought to promote 

conduct that they deemed appropriate. The regulations, however, may have been read as 

guidelines, rather than as legislation. Second, the Czernowitz society saw the publication 

of this laudable framework as a recruitment opportunity: readers would see the altruistic 

ethos of the Czernowitz society and be inspired to join. Third, the publication was part 

of a fundraising effort, as proceeds from the sale of the booklet were earmarked for the 

needy.32 

Almost twenty years later, in 1881, Tsevi Elimelekh’s grandson, Rabbi Shelomo Shapira 

(1831-1893), crossed the Carpathian Mountains together with his family to take up the 

very position held by his grandfather: rabbi of Munkács. Soon after his arrival in 

Munkács, Shelomo appended his name to the founding document of the Society, 

indicating that the mechanism set in place by Tsevi Elimelekh was still functioning in 

some way.33 

Shelomo died in 1893 and was succeeded in the Munkács rabbinate by his son, Rabbi 

Tsevi Hirsh Shapira (1850-1913). Two years later, in 1895, the Regulations were 

published in their Munkács birthplace. That year was an important one for Hungarian 

Jewry. A passage of legislation that had begun in 1880 was finally ratified as the 1895 Law 

XVII. The first paragraph of that law declared: “The Israelite religion is declared by law 

to be equal to other religions.” The law granted equal rights to Jews, permitted Christians 

to convert to Judaism, and allowed Jewish representatives to serve in the Upper House 

of the National Assembly. The law also provided for government educational subsidies 

to be allotted proportionally; a real boon for Jewish schools.34 The 1895 edition of the 

Regulations makes no mention of this momentous legislation, and it is unclear to what 

extent the legislation from Budapest reverberated in Munkács. Nonetheless, it is possible 

that reprinting Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta was a response of sorts to the passage of the 

1895 Law XVII. 

In the introduction to the 1895 edition of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, the heads of the 

Society acknowledged the role that the Regulations could play – and as we have seen did 

indeed play – in other towns:  

Why should we bury this precious charm in our satchels; is it not incumbent upon us to benefit 
our people the house of Israel with kindness, and to publish these holy regulations… so that also 
in other holy communities they will see it and thus they will do?  

                                                 
32 Halakhot vetakkanot shel havurat talmud torah, 1b. The booklet was printed together with a summary of 
relevant points from the work on Torah study written by Rabbi Shneur Zalman of Liady (ca.1745-1812). 
This summary should be added to Yehoshua Mondshine’s bibliography of Shneur Zalman’s legal writings. 
The extant copy in the National Library of Israel (8°R70A4026) ends mid-sentence with a catchword, a 
word at the bottom of the page indicating that the text continues on the next page (ibid., 11a-b). The 
following page is unnumbered and printed in a different font, and contains an announcement from the 
publisher about his intentions to print books without errors (ibid., [pp. 12a-b]); an ironic statement 
considering the circumstances. 
33 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 13b-14a. According to Weingarten, Shelomo reaffirmed the legislation 
(“Munkatch,” 355). 
34 Moskovits, Jewish Education in Hungary, 163-64. 
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The introduction was signed by “the gaba’im, administrators of the Tamkhin De’orayta 

Society, here in the holy community of Munkács, may God protect it.”35 The publication 

stated that the text was copied from the original legislation written by Tsevi Elimelekh 

himself; though we cannot verify this claim since the autograph is unavailable. The 

copyist, Sulem Kalus (Hungarian s pronounced as sh), was a descendant of Tsevi 

Elimelekh. Like the Czernowitz printing, this publication also had a fundraising element, 

as proceeds of the sale of the booklet were earmarked for the Munkács Tamkhin De’orayta 

Society.36 

Whereas the first edition – Czernowitz 1864 – had only recapitulated the regulations; the 

Munkács edition also transcribed the names of founding members of the Society. These 

names would have been of scant significance for the Jews of Kołomyja or Czernowitz, 

but for Munkács Jewry the list included ancestors of residents of Munkács.37 The 

Munkács edition also included a letter written by Tsevi Elimelekh to the community of 

Munkács, as well as to nearby Beregszász and Alsóverecke (Yiddish: Veretski), offering 

words of comfort in the wake of the influenza pandemic that swept through Europe in 

1830-1831.38 

In 1896, shortly after the 1895 Munkács printing, the legislation was published with slight 

changes, this time in Lemberg. This edition was published by a Kołomyja resident and 

was available for purchase in Kołomyja, and it introduced another city to the story of 

Tsevi Elimelekh’s enactment – Horodenka.  

Rabbi Moshe Teomim (1825-1887) was appointed rabbi of Horodenka around 1859, and 

served in that position for almost thirty years until his death. When Teomim arrived to 

fill his post, he discovered that the original Horodenka legislation regarding education 

had been lost. In their place, the community log book contained a copy of Tsevi 

Elimelekh’s Munkács enactment. No details of this copy are given. Later on, a fire in 

Horodenka destroyed the log book, and in the wake of the devastation the local society 

responsible for education disbanded. As part of an effort to reconstitute the local Hevra 

                                                 
35 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, [2a].  
36 This edition was printed in two versions. One version noted the publishing house and gave the address 
of the publisher Samuel Kahn of Munkács for obtaining the booklet; the other credited Kalus with copying 
and proofreading the text, and gave his address for purchasing the work and the price of the booklet. The 
National Library of Israel holds copies of both versions (S22V11787 c.1, c.6; Buber Collection 22V11787; 
Scholem Reading Room 3860, 6602). For a further difference see note 38. 
37 Ibid., 12b-20b; reprinted in Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 46-49 with notes. 
38 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 21a-22b; reprinted in Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 41-44 with notes. The 
community of Munkács was instructed to copy the letter and send copies to the two communities. 
Regarding the pandemic, see A. W. Crosby, “Influenza,” in The Cambridge World History of Human Disease, 
ed. K. F. Kiple (Cambridge, 1993), 809; Lupovitch, Jews at the Crossroads, 105-14. The pandemic is 
mentioned in other contemporary Jewish sources, see the letter to the Munkács community printed in 
Tsevi Hirsh Eichenstein of Żydaczów, Peri kodesh hillulim (Jerusalem, [1996]), 88-90; see also Moshe Sofer, 
Hatam sofer: derashot (Cluj, 1929), 1:62a-63b. 
The title page of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta promised to include this letter. Copies with the Kahn title page 
include a note from the publisher on p. 16b: “Even though it [says] on the title page that we will also print 
a letter from the holy rabbi, the author of blessed memory, alas because of the costs of printing, for they 
are many, I omitted it.” Copies with the Kalus title page include no such note. The Rambam Library at Beit 
Ariela, Tel-Aviv holds a Kahn title page copy that does not have the publisher’s note. All copies of the 
Munkács 1895 edition that I have seen include the letter, whether or not they have the note on p. 16b.  
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Talmud Torah, Teomim was charged with drawing up new regulations. Tsevi Elimelekh’s 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta served as source material for Teomim’s effort.39 

It must be said, however, that the efforts of the two rabbis, Tsevi Elimelekh and 

Teomim, were vastly different. Teomim felt that the situation in Horodenka was not as 

dire as the situation in Munkács in the 1820s; hence, he did not need to recapitulate Tsevi 

Elimelekh’s warnings to teachers and to students.40 More significantly, Tsevi Elimelekh’s 

enactment was a valiant attempt at socialization; Teomim’s guidelines had a different 

objective as they focused on employer-employee obligations and other aspects of labor 

law. Regarding the challenge of financing local education, Teomim largely delegated the 

matter:  

Behold I have arranged a few regulations and rules regarding the laws of educators. And 
regarding the matter of revenue for the treasury of the Society; [that is,] what to add or to subtract 
from the legislation of the righteous Rabbi [Tsevi Elimelekh] of Dynów, of blessed memory: It 
should all be as per what the members of the Society will agree. When they gather together they 
will consult privately on the matter – how and what is appropriate to do and to enact in order to 
strengthen the Talmud Torah Society in this community.41 

Teomim’s abdication of responsibility for fiscal legislation is surprising in light of the 

mandate entrusted to him; in his own words: “[T]hey demanded of me to instruct them 

in the path in which they should walk, and to institute the matter as I see fit; [namely,] 

what to add or subtract from [Tsevi Elimelekh’s regulations].”42  

Teomim, however, did add an important directive that had not appeared in the Munkács 

legislation: “I perceive that this is appropriate to enact as a law that should not be 

transgressed – that a teacher from another city, who comes to our city, is obligated to 

give five percent of his tuition fees to the Society.”43 While this rule concerns the 

finances of the society, it is really an extension of Teomim’s other directives regarding 

labor relations. 

Teomim’s work was published posthumously by his son, David (ca. 1860 - ca. 1920), 

who was fulfilling the will of his deceased father by bringing the work to the printing 

press in 1896. In his introduction, David praised the Munkács community where – he 

reported – the impact of Tsevi Elimelekh’s regulations was still felt: 

And to this day, the city of Munkács, that faithful town, is distinguished by inhabitants who fear 
God. Because the lofty righteous person, our master T[sevi] E[limelekh], may the memory of the 
righteous be a blessing, lived there and he sounded a voice that kindles flames of fire regarding 

                                                 
39 Moznayim latorah, 1a-9a – Tsevi Elimelekh’s regulations; ibid., 10a-13a – Teomim’s regulations. The 
majority of the volume contains a miscellany of items (ibid., 13a-84b).  
The fire mentioned above may be the 1885 fire that destroyed the main synagogue; see Pinkas hakehillot 
(Jerusalem, 1969-2003), Poland, 2:177. Teomim dated his guidelines Sunday 24th Adar in the year kitro 
yeshu’ah (Moznayim latorah, 13a). The gematria of kitro yeshu’ah (=1017) does not give a realistic Hebrew year. 
It is possible that only some of the letters of kitro yeshu’ah were to be indicated, as in 'כ'ת'ר'ו' י'שו'עה which 
gives the Hebrew year 5647 (that is, 1887) when the 24th Adar fell on a Sunday. Regarding the Horodenka 
society, see S. Meltzer, ed., Sefer Horodenka (Tel Aviv, 1963), 170, 191; regarding Moshe Teomim, see ibid., 
69; Wunder, Me’orei Galitsya, 5:685-90; regarding his son David see ibid., 5:654-55. 
40 Moznayim latorah, 10b. 
41 Ibid., 12b.  
42 Ibid., 9b. 
43 Ibid., 12b.  
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support of Torah [tamkhin de’orayta]. And in many cities they will heed and rejoice [with?] his 
regulations.44 

Indeed, the legislation had been published in Munkács only a few months earlier, but it is 

far from obvious that Tsevi Elimelekh’s “voice that kindles flames of fire” was more 

than a faint echo at the turn of the century, as we will see below. 

The next stop on the journey of the regulations was Cluj, then in Romania, where the 

legislation was published in 1926 – a century after it was first enacted in Munkács. This 

edition was printed by students who studied in the yeshiva in Rodna, Romania, and their 

objective was to raise money. The yeshiva, which had between fifty and sixty students, was 

headed by Rabbi Asher Rubin – the rabbi of Rodna from 1924 until he was killed in 

Auschwitz in 1944.45 In addition to the regulations, the thirty-two page pamphlet 

included an appeal for support from Rubin, as well as four letters on educational matters, 

written by the hasidic master Rabbi Simha Yissakhar Ber Halbershtam of Cieszanów 

(1870-1914).46 The letters were published from copies held by Rubin, who was a relative 

of Halbershtam. This publication was not a legislative act, nor did it seek to regulate 

educational conduct in Rodna. Rather, publication of Tsevi Elimelekh’s Regulations was 

simply part of a fundraising effort for the yeshiva. 

The different editions are not identical. Besides cosmetic and orthographic differences, 

the taxation system differs from one edition to the next. Thus, for instance, the 

Czernowitz and Munkács editions both mention collections on Purim, whereas the 

Lemberg and Cluj editions do not. Lemberg and Cluj have the anniversary of a relative’s 

death as a tax event, while the other editions do not. Czernowitz, Lemberg, and Cluj 

instruct a member of the society to go the cemetery from the beginning of the month of 

Elul until Yom Kippur and collect donations from those who come to visit the deceased; 

there is no parallel instruction in Munkács.47 These variations are entirely in concert with 

the spirit of the legislation, as the Munkács edition explicitly praised “anyone who adds 

to the aforementioned regulations.”48 

Thus Tsevi Elimelekh’s Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta served two important non-legislative 

roles in the hundred years after the legislation was first enacted: First, the document 

                                                 
44 Ibid., [3b]; “kirya ne’emana” (faithful town) is a reference to Tsevi Elimelekh’s own description of 
Munkács (Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 6a); the phrase “a voice that kindles flames of fire” is taken from 
Psalms 29:7. The immediate previous edition included a warning against reprinting without permission of 
the Munkács Society (ibid., title page); Moznayim latorah appears to be such an infringement. A copy of 
Moznayim latorah held in the National Library of Israel (S50A627) belonged to Rabbi David Hakohen 
Zaltzer (1842-1908), who served on the rabbinical court in Munkács. The Lemberg edition appears to have 
been working from both the Czernowitz edition and the Munkács edition: section 1, paragraph 3 is 
identical in Munkács and Lemberg, but different in Czernowitz; while various turns of phrase in Lemberg 
already appear in Czernowitz, as in section 1, paragraph 2. 
45 Pinkas hakehillot, Rumania, 2:261-62; Y. Y. Cohen, Hakhmei Hungarya vehasifrut hatoranit ba (Jerusalem, 
1997), 563. 
46 Kakh hi darka shel torah, 14a-16b. 
47 Halakhot vetakkanot shel havurat talmud torah, 9a; Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 10b; Moznayim latorah, 4b; Kakh 
hi darka shel torah, 11b. Besides differences in spelling and typos, Cluj is identical to Lemberg. For a 
comparison between Munkács and Lemberg, see Kuntras tamkhin de’orayta, ed. A. M. Meisels (Brooklyn, 
2000), 9-39. 
48 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, 10b. 
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served as a source of inspiration for other similar societies. Second, reprinting the 

regulations and selling the booklet was a marketing and fundraising ploy. While there is 

no explicit indication, it is possible that the Regulations were adopted as legislation in 

Kołomyja and Czernowitz. In Horodenka, Lemberg, Cluj, and Rodna there was no 

pretense of re-enacting the legislation in order to regulate Jewish education. Alas, we 

have no indication of the actual societal impact of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta in 

Kołomyja, Czernowitz, Horodenka, Lemberg, Cluj, or Rodna. What about the impact of 

the legislation in its Munkács birthplace? It is to this question that I now turn. 

5. Effectiveness: The Mukačevo Battleground 
The question of the impact of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta in its birthplace can be divided 

into three periods. The division is based on the tenure of the rabbis serving in Munkács; 

or “Mukačevo,” as the city became known after the First World War with the creation of 

Czechoslovakia. The three periods are:  

1827-1893: The initial period following the legislation, for which scant 

information about the legislation has reached us, and none regarding its impact. 

 

1893-1913: The tenure of Rabbi Tsevi Hirsh Shapira (1850-1913).  

 

1913-1937: The tenure of Rabbi Hayim Elazar Shapira (1871-1937), the only son 

and successor of Tsevi Hirsh.  

During the rabbinates of Tsevi Hirsh and Hayim Elazar, the legislation appears to have 

been ignored in favor of other methods for preserving traditional education and 

countering the winds of change.  

From 1827 until 1893 
Tsevi Elimelekh served in the Munkács rabbinate for a brief four year stint, between 

1824 and 1828, before returning to Galicia where he became the acclaimed hasidic 

master of Dynów.49 There can be no doubt that Tsevi Elimelekh’s legislative intention 

was to regulate the Munkács education system. Alas, we do not know whether he was 

successful. We are left to ponder whether Tsevi Elimelekh’s detailed fundraising 

mechanism was effectively implemented: Did members pay their dues? Was taxation 

remitted willingly and promptly? Regrettably, we have no evidence as to whether the 

Regulations operated smoothly and successfully when they were enacted in the late 1820s 

(or for that matter, at any time afterwards). The fact that Tsevi Elimelekh left the city in 

                                                 
49 Yosef Salmon suggested that Tsevi Elimelekh’s appointment to the rabbinate on the other side of the 
Carpathian Mountains was connected to tension between him and Rabbi Naftali Tsevi Horowitz of 
Ropczyce (1760-1827); see Y. Salmon, “R. Naftali Tsevi miropshits – kavim biyografim,” in Tsadikim ve’anshei 
ma’ase, ed. I. Bartal, R. Elior, and C. Shmeruk (Jerusalem, 1994), 100 n. 61; cf. Y. Berger, Eser kedushot 
(Warsaw and Piotrkow, 1906), section 2, paragraph 35. 
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acrimonious circumstances soon after enacting Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, would not 

have furthered the effectiveness of his legislation.50 

While it is unclear how the Tamkhin De’orayta Society fared after Tsevi Elimelekh’s 

departure, when his grandson Shelomo arrived in Munkács in 1881 he added his name to 

the founding document, suggesting that the Society still existed in some form. This is the 

next reported mention of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta – more than fifty years after Tsevi 

Elimelekh left Hungary – and it appears in the 1895 Munkács edition of Takkanot 

tamkhin de’orayta. This edition, printed two years after Shelomo’s demise, includes an 

introduction by the gaba’im of the Tamkhin De’orayta Society; perhaps suggesting that the 

group was active during Shelomo’s tenure in Munkács.51 Alas, Shelomo’s writings – 

which were published piecemeal – give no clue as to the operation of the Society or the 

effectiveness of the Regulations during his rabbinate.52 

Rabbi Tsevi Hirsh Shapira, 1893-1913 
The Hungarian Revolution of 1848 and the Austro-Hungarian compromise of 1867 had 

far reaching implications in many areas of Jewish life. Beginning with the 1868 Law 

XXXVIII concerning public education, the Hungarian government pursued changes in 

Jewish education. At the 1868-69 Jewish Congress in Budapest, education was one the 

issues debated most fiercely. Rabbinic leaders in Carpathian Ruthenia (and elsewhere) 

actively fought against any change to traditional education practice.53  

Tsevi Hirsh – who succeeded his father in 1893 – spearheaded the protest against change 

in Munkács. Information about Tsevi Hirsch’s positions and activity in this arena comes 

to us from secondary sources.54 Together with an argumentum ex silentio when considering 

his writings, we are able to reconstruct Tsevi Hirsch’s approach to the Takkanot tamkhin 

de’orayta legislation. 

During Tsevi Hirsh’s tenure, the Hungarian authorities zealously promoted 

Magyarization of the minorities. Thus children from the age of six were required to 

attend a Hungarian school, and any person who could not read Hungarian was declared 
                                                 

50 The exact acrimonious circumstances are a matter of debate; see Weingarten, “Munkatch,” 351; 
Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit, 23; Anonymous, Di shtot munkatch ([New York], 2005), 11 n. 21. 
51 Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, [1b-2a]. 
52 In his will, Shelomo Shapira instructed that his writings not be published. With the understanding that 
Shelomo had prohibited publication in book form, his son and grandson sporadically copied from 
manuscripts they inherited, inserting select passages into their own works. Recently, the scattered passages 
were collated and published in two volumes: Osef torat shem shelomo (Jerusalem, 2011). 
53 For the Hungarian legislation and the debates it caused, see Moskovits, Jewish Education in Hungary, 294-
97; Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit, 70-73; Yanovsky, “Facing the Challenge,” 64-76. For details of 
educational decisions from the Congress and afterwards, see Moskovits, Jewish Education in Hungary, 61-104. 
For rabbinic responses from Carpathian Ruthenia, see, for example, the 1875 responsum of Rabbi Moshe 
Schick (1807-1879): She’elot uteshuvot maharam schick (Munkács and Lemberg, 1880-1883), yoreh de’ah, section 
335; see also Shelomo Tsevi Schick, Mimoshe ad moshe (Munkács, 1903), 43b-44a. 
54 See, for instance, D. Kahana (Gelb), Toldot rabbeinu (Mukačevo, 1938), section 90. The writings of 
Shemuel Hakohen Weingarten (1899-1987) are also an important source. Weingarten was born in 
Munkács, and his father Aharon Mordechai had been one of the community leaders during Tsevi Hirsh’s 
tenure. Shemuel had a close relationship with Hayim Elazar; a relationship maintained despite Shemuel’s 
ardent Zionism and Hayim Elazar’s vehement opposition to Zionism. See S. Weingarten, “Ha’admor 
mimunkatch, rabbi Hayim Elazar Shapira, ba‘al tehusha bikortit,” Shana beshana (1980), 446 ff; idem, 
Peirurim mishulhanam shel gedolei yisra’el, ed. A. Hakohen (Jerusalem, 2004). 
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illiterate – even if that person was literate in other languages such as Hebrew, Yiddish, 

German, or Russian. The official community rabbi was also required to be fluent in 

Hungarian, and had to have completed the first four grades of high school. Tsevi Hirsh 

did not answer these criteria – his mother tongue was Yiddish, he grew up in Galicia 

where he would have heard German or Polish, and he had received a traditional Jewish 

education. Tsevi Hirsh was therefore forced to forgo his state appointment and salary.55 

Elsewhere in Hungary, rabbis supported Jewish schools that taught in Hungarian but 

were staffed by Jewish teachers and closed for Sabbath. Tsevi Hirsh viewed these 

institutions as particularly dangerous, seeing their apparent Jewish character as a façade 

for undermining traditional Jewish education. Tsevi Hirsh valiantly fought these 

educational reforms, urging his followers not to send their children to school. At first his 

adherents were able to avoid the schools, but as truancy fines were imposed, they too 

began sending their children. By the beginning of the twentieth century, Hungarian could 

be heard even in hasidic homes in Munkács.56 

Despite Tsevi Hirsh’s strident attempts to curb changes in the traditional educational 

system in Munkács, there is no evidence that connects his activity to the Tamkhin 

De’orayta Society or to his great-grandfather’s legislation. While the term “tamkhin 

de’orayta” and the attendant notion of supporting Jewish education appeared twice in 

Tsevi Hirsh’s writings,57 there is no reference to Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta in his wide-

ranging works. Moreover, it is surprising that Tsevi Hirsh is not mentioned anywhere in 

the 1895 Munkács publication of the legislation. Ironically, regulations for establishing a 

different type of learning society were printed in Munkács during Tsevi Hirsh’s tenure, 

and this publication carried his approbation.58 All this, despite the familial link between 

the author of the legislation and the incumbent rabbi, and despite the socializing aspect 

of the Regulations that was designed to prevent change – a mechanism and goal that fit 

Tsevi Hirsh’s outlook. While the fight over the direction of Jewish education in Munkács 

raged, it appears that at the turn of the century, the Regulations were an ineffective, or at 

least insufficient, mechanism for blocking educational reform.  

It is important to point out that Tsevi Hirsh was cognizant of his own local legislative 

authority as a communal rabbi and as a hasidic master. Indeed, Tsevi Hirsh enacted 

legislation with regard to a number of Passover related matters: In 1894, soon after Tsevi 

                                                 
55 On schools in Carpathian Ruthenia during Tsevi Hirsch’s tenure, see Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya 
hakarpatit, 69-73; on the centrality of the language issue, see ibid., 65-66; on fluency in Hungarian amongst 
Subcarpathian Jews generally, and rabbis in particular, see ibid., 84-85.  
According to Weingarten, Tsevi Hirsh’s son and ultimate successor, Hayim Elazar, spoke Hungarian albeit 
not fluently (“Munkatch,” 358; Peirurim, 29). In 1904 he was appointed rabbi of nearby Szentmiklós 
(Čynadijovo, Czechoslovakia; Чинадієвe, Ukraine), and in this capacity he was the official state rabbi of the 
area which included Munkács (Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 214). In a 1936 newspaper report, Hayim Elazar 
was described as speaking classic German, using Hungarian, quoting Latin phrases, and of course being 
fluent in Yiddish; see B. Oberlander, “Tsion halo tishali,” Heichal habesht 31 (2011), 204. Weingarten wrote 
that Hayim Elazar spoke Hebrew, and in preparation for his 1930 visit to the Land of Israel, he secretly 
practiced speaking Hebrew with Sephardi pronunciation together with Weingarten (Peirurim, 19). 
56 Weingarten, “Munkatch,” 355-58. 
57 Be’er lahai ro’i, part one (Munkács, 1903), 10; Haggada shel pesah tiferet banim (Munkács, 1914), 22b. 
58 Meshulam Feivish Halevi Heller of Zbarż, Yosher divrei emet (Munkács, 1905), [14]; cf. Gries, Sifrut 
hahanhagot, 135 n. 128. 
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Hirsh took office, he issued directives for the preparation of slivovitz – liquor made from 

plums that contains no hamets and is therefore kosher for Passover when prepared using 

appropriate vessels. The directives were co-signed by members of the Munkács 

rabbinical court. Ten years later, in 1904, an addendum was added to the slivovitz 

directives by the same legislative body.59 In the lead up to Passover 1900, Tsevi Hirsh 

printed a sheet in Hebrew and in Yiddish with instructions for the infrequent occurrence 

of the eve of Passover falling on Sabbath. That sheet also included directives for 

checking for hamets on the eve of Passover.60 Each year, Tsevi Hirsh issued guidelines 

regarding the matsa baking process. These directives were written in Yiddish and posted 

in each matsa bakery.61 

Tsevi Hirsh’s legislative activity was not limited to Passover related matters. In 1907, he 

established Kollel Munkatch va’asara gelilot, “The Collective Associated with Munkács and 

Ten Regions” – a charity to support Jews from Carpathian Ruthenia who had immigrated 

to the Land of Israel. A local society for this charitable endeavor was established, and 

Tsevi Hirsh enacted (or presided over the enacting of) rules for that society. There were 

two sets of regulations; one for the beneficiaries living in the Land of Israel and the other 

for the donors from Carpathian Ruthenia. Each donation carried an entitlement for the 

donor that was to be provided by the beneficiaries. For instance, in lieu of a donation of 

one hundred koruna, the donor’s anniversary of death would be commemorated by two 

Kollel members who would dedicate their study to the deceased.62  

Tsevi Hirsh also responded to legal questions regarding bylaws of other communities.63 

In a lengthy responsum, he discussed communal bylaws – the record of which had been 

destroyed by fire – that set a formula for dividing mi shebeirakh revenue between the 

communal treasury and three local societies. In that particular case, communal officials 

wanted to change the allocation in order to direct greater funds to the communal coffers, 

at the expense of the local voluntary societies. Tsevi Hirsh ruled against this unilateral 

reallocation.64 

In another responsum, Tsevi Hirsh dealt with a case involving a society whose purpose 

was Torah study in communal places. Members were quibbling with the gaba’im of the 

society, and the gaba’im had admitted new members who were unworthy in the eyes of 

original members. The original members – with the support of the local rabbi – wanted 

to dissolve the society and then establish an identical society under a different name, 

                                                 
59 Y. M. Gold, Darkhei hayim veshalom (Munkács, 1940), section 573; copied from the log book of the 
Munkatch rabbinical court. 
60 Gold, Darkhei hayim veshalom (Jerusalem, 1974), 400-3. 
61 Gold, Darkhei hayim veshalom, section 545.  
62 The requirements for beneficiaries appear in M. Goldstein, Masa’ot Yerushalayim (Mukačevo, 1931; new 
edition Jerusalem, 2004), 97-101. This edition transcribes the original 1909 document entitled Takkanot 
hakollel, with the names and titles of the sixteen signatories. This list was headed by Tsevi Hirsh and 
included Hayim Elazar. Details of benefits for donors appear in Heshbon… mikollel Munkatch… (Munkács, 
1912), [3]. 
63 Kuntras ya’anu vekol (Paks, 1903), section 11; reprinted in Tsevi Hirsh Shapira, She’elot uteshuvot tsevi tiferet 
(Munkács, 1912), section 7.  
64 Ibid., section 1. Tsevi Hirsh’s contemporary Rabbi Shalom Mordechai Shwadron (1835-1911), penned a 
responsum on the same issue. The responsum was later printed in She’elot uteshuvot maharsham, vol. 7 
(Jerusalem, 1968), section 60.  
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albeit without the existing gaba’im or the newcomers. Alas, the bylaws of the society 

required two-thirds of the members to approve dissolution, and with the new members 

this majority could not be mustered. Tsevi Hirsh responded to the rabbi who had turned 

to him, and approved the proposed dissolution. Regarding the required majority, Tsevi 

Hirsh emphasized the role of the community rabbi in validating society bylaws. Tsevi 

Hirsh did not state that the rabbi could dissolve the society without the majority, but he 

assumed that the rabbi would have the power “to force the opinion of society members 

such that two-thirds will agree with his opinion.”65 

In light of Tsevi Hirsh’s legislative activity, involvement, and awareness, it seems 

significant that he chose not to combat educational reforms with the existing Takkanot 

tamkhin de’orayta, nor by enacting alternative legislation. It appears that Tsevi Hirsh well 

understood the limited potential for enforcing local rabbinic legislation and bylaws of 

voluntary societies. He may, therefore, have been hesitant to employ legislative 

mechanisms in the highly contentious matter of Jewish education in Munkács. The 

upshot was that Tsevi Hirsh ignored the historic Munkács legislation – his great-

grandfather’s Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta. 

Rabbi Hayim Elazar Shapira, 1913-1937   
Tsevi Hirsh was succeeded by his only son, Hayim Elazar, who also sought to combat 

local educational reform. Hayim Elazar repeatedly insisted that traditional education 

practices continue without changing the slightest whit.66 Yet like his father, Hayim Elazar 

avoided Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta. To further fidelity to traditional schooling and prevent 

educational reform, Hayim Elazar used blistering rhetoric which he conveyed in fiery 

sermons, in his writings, and in public protests. In his final years, Hayim Elazar’s 

students transcribed and published some of his sermons from the Days of Awe, and 

these sermons sound even more virulent.67 Thus – in contrast to Tsevi Hirsh’s legacy 

                                                 
65 Shapira, She’elot uteshuvot tsevi tiferet, section 84. 
66 Hayim Elazar Shapira, Divrei torah, vol. 2 (Mukačevo, 1929), section 132; Anonymous, Kuntras divrei 
kodesh… behay shata [5]695 (Berehovo, 1934/5?), 6; M. Goldstein, Tikkun olam (Mukačevo, 1936), 20; 
Hayim Elazar Shapira, Tsava’a (Mukačevo, 1937), section 5; Kahana, Toldot rabbeinu, section 98; Hayim 
Elazar Shapira, Hayim veshalom (Sighet, 1938-1940), nitsavim 29:27-28; Gold, Darkhei hayim veshalom, section 
1072. This was also one of Hayim Elazar’s reasons for opposing the daf hayomi (page a day) program of 
Talmud study that was introduced in 1923 (Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]695, 5-6). 
On Hayim Elazar, see Weingarten, “Ha’admor mimunkatch,” 440-49; A. Ravitzky, “Munkács and 
Jerusalem: Ultra-Orthodox Opposition to Zionism and Agudaism,” in Zionism and Religion, ed. S. Almog, J. 
Reinharz, and A. Shapira (Hanover, 1998), 67-89; A. L. Nadler, “The War on Modernity of R. Hayyim 
Elazar Shapira of Munkacz,” Modern Judaism 14 (1994), 233-64; L. Cooper, “Ha’admor mimunkatch harav 
Hayim Elazar Shapira” (PhD diss., Bar-Ilan University, 2011); M. Inbari, “Aktivizm meshihi befo’alo 
uvehaguto shel harav Hayim Elazar Shapira mimunkatch bein milhamot olam,” Cathedra 149 (2013), 77-
104; L. Cooper, “Neged zirmei hamayim hazeidonim: Ha’admor mimunkatch r. Hayim Elazar Shapira,” in 
Hagedolim: ishim she’itsvu et penei hayahadut hahareidit beyisra’el, ed. B. Brown and N. Leon, forthcoming. 
67 Sermons printed were from the years 1928 through 1936, with the exception of 1929 and 1931. It has 
been argued that in the 1930s, Hayim Elazar’s rhetoric reached fever pitch with messianic agitation 
(Nadler, “War on Modernity,” 233; Inbari, “Aktivizm meshihi,” 97-100). While I do not discount this 
possibility, it is important to consider the different types of source material that have reached us. Sermons 
from Hayim Elazar’s final years are student transcripts that were not vetted or edited by Hayim Elazar 
before publication (although Hayim Elazar instructed in his will that they should be included in his 
posthumously printed works). It is possible that sermons from earlier years were just as fiery in their 
original medium, but Hayim Elazar edited them in preparation for publication. The fact that Hayim Elazar 
never appeared to be reticent about vociferously arguing his position, suggests that strident words were not 
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which is apparent from secondary accounts and by inference from his writings – we have 

rich sources that demonstrate Hayim Elazar’s position and indicate his decision not to 

deploy legislation in the local and regional battle over Jewish education. 

There is much overlap between Hayim Elazar’s sermons and the socializing themes of 

Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta. For instance, Hayim Elazar followed his great-great 

grandfather, Tsevi Elimelekh, in casting the study of philosophy and secular studies 

generally as the cause for weakened commitment to Jewish tradition.68 Despite the 

overlap, Hayim Elazar did not reference Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta; instead he used 

searing, evocative, and creative rhetoric to make his point. Hayim Elazar’s sermons on 

the importance of the beard and side-locks demonstrate this choice: 

Behold in the image of God, He made man, with side-locks and a beard… And this is the straight 
and choicest path – not to shave his beard or side-locks at all, certainly not with a razor which is a 
grave prohibition according to Torah law, but even [using] scissors or depilatories, there are great 
jurists who rule stringently that this is forbidden.69 

While Hayim Elazar mentioned the legal angle, the thrust of his words were in a different 

direction: being in the image of God meant that a Jew should have side-locks and a 

beard. In a sermon from October 1933, some eight months after Hitler rose to power, 

Hayim Elazar related to the dire situation of Germans Jews. He acknowledged that 

German Jews were being physically beaten and persecuted, “even though most of them 

transgress the religion, and they are Sabbath desecrators, and have shaved their beard – 

not with depilatories, rather by means of the severe prohibition of scissors and a razor. 

And they have already left the Jewish people entirely.”70 If German Jews were no longer 

considered part of the Jewish collective, why were they being persecuted? Hayim Elazar 

explained that they were still referred to as Jews, even though “they have no image of 

God and form of Israel” – referring to their beardless faces and lack of side-locks. 

Undoubtedly, those who heard these sermons and those who later read the student 

transcripts, understood that at least in Hayim Elazar’s eyes, a person who chose to cut 

his side-locks or remove facial hair was essentially removing any semblance of God’s 

image. Hayim Elazar made no mention of the Regulations regarding beard and side-locks 

in Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta. It is apparent that in Hayim Elazar’s milieu, depicting the 

image of God as being bearded and keeping side-locks was a more effective socializing 

tool than the threat of expulsion from membership in a voluntary society.  

Hayim Elazar’s sermons were regularly laced with hope for an imminent messianic 

redemption, and his urgings regarding traditional schooling also reflected this: 

                                                                                                                                            
an innovation of his final years. An alternative possibility is that there is a correlation between the pitch of 
the rhetoric and the success of the Mukačevo Gymnasium. On the growth of the Gymnasium student 
body, see the figures in A. Sola, “Bein shetei milhamot olam,” in Encyclopedia of the Jewish Diaspora: 
Karpatorus, ed. Y. Erez (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv, 1959), 196, 198.  
68 M. Goldstein, Divrei kodesh… [5]693 (Jerusalem, 1933), 7-9; Anonymous, Kuntras divrei kodesh: rishmei 
hit’orerut… behay shata [5]697 (Mukačevo, 1936/7?), 5-6. Hayim Elazar Shapira, Sha’ar yissaskhar (Mukačevo, 
1938-1940), 39, 117, 391. 
69 Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]695, 7. See also Goldstein, Divrei kodesh [5]693, 9. 
70 Anonymous, Kuntras divrei kodesh… shenat [5]694 (Mukačevo, 1933/4?), 5. 
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Teaching Torah to the offspring of the Children of Israel should only be in the heder, and we 
should teach as per the custom of our forebears. In this way alone, we will merit the redemption 
speedily in our days, amen.71  

Hayim Elazar told his readership that this passage was taken from a sermon that he 

delivered on Shabbat hagadol – the Sabbath before Passover when the rabbi traditionally 

delivers a lengthy sermon – indicating the very public nature of his pronouncement. On 

another public occasion, Hayim Elazar harshly criticized any attempt to teach general 

studies. He was aware that the authorities required students to study the vernacular; 

indeed, his father had unsuccessfully tried to rally his followers to ignore those rules. 

Hayim Elazar’s responded by demanding that at the very least, general studies should not 

be taught in the same building where Torah was studied. In Hayim Elazar’s eyes, using 

the same physical location was just like other combinations that were forbidden 

according to Jewish law: kosher food with non-kosher food (ta’arovet), wool and linen 

(sha’atnez), and crossbreeding of seeds or of animals (kilayim).72 

During Hayim Elazar’s tenure, educational possibilities in the region expanded, though 

the rabbinic leadership continued to oppose changes.73 In 1918, the local Zionists opened 

a primary school in Mukačevo, now in newly formed Czechoslovakia. Hayim Elazar and 

his rabbinical court officially prohibited attending the school, but the pronouncement 

was to no avail. In 1924, the cornerstone was laid for the Hebrejské reformní reálné 

gymnázium (Hebrew Reform Real Gymnasium) in Mukačevo – the first institution of its 

kind in Carpathian Ruthenia. Hayim Elazar and his rabbinical court declared that very 

day a fast day and a day of public mourning. In the synagogue, the ancient rite of 

excommunication was pronounced, condemning all those involved in the deplorable 

venture.74 Hayim Elazar would have realized that such bans issued by a Jewish court of 

law would not be effective. But he did not back down or despair: From the pulpit, 

whenever he had the opportunity, he would castigate anyone who dared send their 

children to the school. 

The primary language of instruction in the Gymnasium was Modern Hebrew: Hebrew 

grammar was studied for five hours a week and Bible classes were conducted in Modern 

Hebrew. Czech was the second language, followed by English, and then German. In 

1927 the Gymnasium opened a course to train teachers. Text books for the Gymnasium 

were printed by Nekudah, the Mukačevo printing press affiliated with local Zionist 

                                                 
71 Shapira, Hayim veshalom, tsav 6:1; see also Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]697, 5-6. Regarding Jewish education for 
girls, and specifically the Beis Yaakov schools which Hayim Elazar denounced as “Beit Esav” (the house of 
Esau), see anonymous, Divrei ha’iggeret (Jerusalem, 1932), 6; Goldstein, Tikkun olam, 34, 148, 165; Shapira, 
Hayim veshalom, ha’azinu 29:27-28. Weingarten, however, recorded a trade school for girls from poor 
families (“Munkatch,” 368).  
72 Shapira, Hayim veshalom, bereishit 1:4; the particular passage targeted Agudas Yisroel. See also ibid., 
vayishlah 32:12; anonymous, Ketsat rishumei devarim imrot tehorot… shenat [5]691 (Jerusalem, 1931), 3 n; 
anonymous, Divrei ha’iggeret, 3; Goldstein, Tikkun olam, 13. 
73 Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit, 73. 
74 S. L. Moškovič, A dor vos geyt unter (Mukačevo, 1937), 51; Weingarten, “Munkatch,” 363; Sola, “Bein 
shetei milhamot olam,” 189-90; cf. ibid., 186; “Morim ve’ishei tsibbur,” in Encyclopedia of the Jewish Diaspora: 
Karpatorus, ed. Y. Erez (Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv, 1959), 545.  
Other bans issued by Hayim Elazar were more effective. See, for instance, regarding a 1920 ban against 
Yiddish theater in Mukačevo: S. J. Harendorf, Teater karavannen (London, 1955), 168-70; idem, “The 
Yiddish Theater in Czechoslovakia,” in The Jews of Czechoslovakia (Philadelphia, 1968-1984), 2:553-54. 
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leaders. The Gymnasium’s first graduating class was celebrated in 1932.75 Later that year, 

on the anniversary of his father’s death as he stood by the gravesite, Hayim Elazar 

publically cried out:  

Will not our strength fail and our heart dissolve in water, when we see how the heresy is gaining 
strength from every side, and the heretics made here [in Mukačevo] the Hebrew school, the 
contaminated Gymnasium of the Zionists, that from there will go forth forced conversion and 
heresy – may the Merciful One save us. … And we have already warned and cried out regarding 
this, and we have announced that anyone who sends his son or his daughter to the 
aforementioned schools must rend [his garments] and mourn for them, just as is done for 
the deceased. And someone who causes them to sin in this way has even more so killed 
them – may it not be our fate, may God save us.76 

Thus Hayim Elazar painted an evocative and troubling image of a parent mourning a 

child, in his attempt to counter the success of the Gymnasium. He also made a point of 

expressing his indignation at the audacity of calling the institute “Hagimnaziyum ha’ivrit,” 

“The Hebrew Gymnasium” – presumably because “ivri” is a biblical term used to 

describe heroes such as Abraham, Joseph, the courageous midwives in Egypt, and 

Jonah.77  

In subsequent years, Hayim Elazar’s fiery rhetoric did not abate. On Yom Kippur 1934, 

before the solemn Kol nidrei prayer, he declared:  

And I say to you, and also to the complacent women! You should know that whoever sends his 
children, even a grandchild or a great-grandchild, to the schools and the contaminated 
Gymnasium of the Zionists – and all the more so the boy or the girl who goes there – then Yom 
Kippur does not atone for him!78  

It is not difficult to imagine the impact of this harsh prognosis, sounded as the opening 

volley of the Day of Atonement.  

In 1935, Hayim Elazar decried what he considered to be the problematic religious 

approaches inherent in the Gymnasium’s curriculum:  

Behold the accursed Zionists established schools and the contaminated Gymnasium of theirs 
with a curriculum that actually denies the First Cause [God] – as if it were possible [to deny]! – 
[that is, they deny] the novelty of the creation of the world by the one and only Creator, may His 
name be blessed. And they ensnare children of Israel in their net [taking them] to the depths of 
the netherworld; may the Merciful One save us.79 

                                                 
75 Weingarten, “Munkatch,” 364; Sola, “Bein shetei milhamot olam,” 185-201; Z. Scharfstein, Toldot 
hahinukh beyisra’el bedorot ha’aharonim2 (Jerusalem, 1960), 2:298; A. Sola, “Subcarpathian Ruthenia: 1918-
1938,” in The Jews of Czechoslovakia (Philadelphia, 1968-1984), 1:144-46. For a vignettes of the Gymnasium 
from a student’s memoir, see P. Litman, Hana’ar mimunkatch (Haifa, 1996), 20-22. The Nekuda publishing 
house also printed traditional Jewish works. On Mukačevo printing, see P. Y. Hacohen, “Hadefus ha’ivri 
behungarya,” Kirjath Sepher 25 (1948-1949): 206-28; 26 (1949-1950): 111-12; N. Ben-Menahem, “Hadefus 
ha’ivri bemunkatch,” Kirjath Sepher 26 (1949-1950): 201-15; H. Liberman, Ohel Rahel (New York, 1980-1984), 
1:221-67; Reinhardt, Kehilot yehudei rusya hakarpatit, 73-78; Y. Spiegel, Toledot hayehudim berusya hakarpatit, ed. 
Y. Alfasi (Tel Aviv, 1997), 157.  
76 Goldstein, Divrei kodesh [5]693, 12, emphasis in original; see also Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]695, 3, 5. 
77 Genesis 14:13; 39:14; 41:12; 43:32; Exodus 1:15-16, 19; Jonah 1:9. Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]695, 5; Kuntras 
divrei kodesh [5]697, 5. See also Moškovič, A dor vos geyt unter, 17. Hayim Elazar also objected to the Agudah-
affiliated Mesivta in Warsaw, condemning the Polish sign that announced that the building housed the 
seminary of Polish rabbis (Goldstein, Tikkun olam, 13). 
78 Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]695, 10; “complacent women” (nashim sha’ananot) is taken from Isaiah 32:9. 
79 Anonymous, Kuntras divrei kodesh… behay shata [5]696 (Mukačevo, 1935/6?), 4, emphasis in original.  
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A few weeks later, Hayim Elazar sent a letter to Tiberius to Rabbi Yaakov Hai Zerihan 

(1869-1953), and he reiterated the charges condemning the curriculum.80 An undated 

proclamation of protest issued no earlier than late 1934 condemned the Zionist 

Gymnasium in Mukačevo and the similar institution in nearby Užhorod as being “very 

dangerous for the souls of young Jewish boys and young Jewish girls” on account of the 

curriculum that educated towards heretical beliefs and transgression against Jewish law. 

The document was signed first by Hayim Elazar, and followed by the four members of 

the Mukačevo rabbinical court and eight other rabbis from the region. The proclamation 

singled out the sin of mixed dancing, and declared that “whoever sends his children to 

Hebrew schools – it is as if he is poisoning them with a death potion, and erasing them 

from the book of life of Judaism!”81 In 1936 – Hayim Elazar’s final year – he vociferously 

expressed similar sentiments: 

In this era, they have damaged the holy study, and the Zionists have established their house of 
impurity… and there they learn and teach the youth to deny the singularity of the God of the 
world, may His name be blessed; and [they teach the youth] to deny the Torah of Moses – the 
Written Law and the Oral Law. And when the students of these houses of heresy grow up they 
are truly total heretics, ridiculing God and His anointed one, and they totally despise the honor of 
Heaven and His Torah and belief in Him – may God save us. Woe to us! There is a holy 
obligation incumbent upon us, and upon each and every person of the Children of Israel, 
to fight against this idol worship with real self-sacrifice [mesirut nefesh].82 

Hayim Elazar’s harsh words were not reserved for the High Holy Days, and they echoed 

beyond the confines of his hasidic following. He readily issued proclamations and 

penned public letters denouncing the Gymnasium, and at times the tension led to blows 

in the streets of Mukačevo.83 In 1935, Die Selbstwehr, the German language Zionist 

newspaper published in Prague, reported a sermon delivered by Hayim Elazar:   

Whosoever sends his children to the accursed Hebrew school shall be wiped out and shall not be 
permitted to live to raise his children. The children will not live to see the next year. A Zionist 
must not be called to the Holy Ark, and no one may partake of his wine. For the past ten years I 
have spat whenever I passed the godless Hebrew high school.84 

The newspaper reported that the sermon had been delivered on June 21, 1934. 

According to Hayim Elazar’s biographer, that day had been declared a half-day fast in 

Mukačevo in order to spiritually counter a raging typhus epidemic. As per traditional 

Jewish custom, Hayim Elazar delivered a sermon with the aim of inspiring those present 

to repent so that God would end the epidemic. The biographer offered a different 

                                                 
80 Weinberger, Iggerot shapirin, 302. 
81 N. E. Roth, Meir hayim (Benei Brak, 1990-2000), 1:442-43. The document is transcribed; I have yet to see 
the original. The Gymnasium in Užhorod opened on September 1, 1934. It is entirely possible that Hayim 
Elazar was the author or instigator of the proclamation, given the tone and language of the document and 
the fact that he is the first signatory.  
A priceless 1933 film of Mukačevo that is widely available on the internet captures young men and women 
dancing in concentric circles with arms locked, somewhat incongruously singing words from the liturgy 
that invoke Jewish mystical tradition: “May abundant bounty thereby be bestowed upon all the worlds.”  
82 Kuntras divrei kodesh [5]697, 5, emphasis in original. See also Goldstein, Tikkun olam, 158-59 n. 
83 Goldstein, Tikkun olam, 158-60; Sola, “Bein shetei milhamot olam,” 199-200; idem, “Subcarpathian 
Ruthenia,” 1:148-49; idem, “Modern Hebrew Education in Subcarpathian Ruthenia,” in The Jews of 
Czechoslovakia (Philadelphia, 1968-1984), 2:425-29. 
84 Anonymous, “Der Munkačer Rabbi verurteilt,” Selbstwehr: Jüdisches Volksblatt, September 6, 1935, 3; A. 
M. L. Rabinowicz, “The Jewish Party,” in The Jews of Czechoslovakia (Philadelphia, 1968-1984), 2:297-98. 



25 
 

version of the fiery sermon that squarely pinned the blame for the epidemic on the 

Zionist Gymnasium.85 Hayim Elazar was subsequently sued by the Gymnasium in the 

District Court of Užhorod. The court dismissed the case, but on appeal Hayim Elazar 

was found guilty of committing a misdemeanor and sentenced to a fine of one thousand 

koruna or twenty days in prison. From other reports, it appears that court proceedings 

between the warring factions were conducted more than once.86  

Hayim Elazar’s rhetoric was not his only strategy for combatting educational reforms in 

Mukačevo; he also established competing institutions. In 1922, he departed from the 

custom of his predecessors and opened a yeshiva which he named after his father’s 

magnum opus on Jewish ritual law – Darkhei teshuva. Hayim Elazar took an active role in 

the institution: he delivered lectures twice a week and personally tested the students. 

Darkhei Teshuva was a popular and successful educational institution; reports suggest 

that in the 1920s it had up to two hundred students.87 This initiative, however, was 

unable to halt the decline of traditional Jewish education in Mukačevo. 

Like his father, Hayim Elazar was familiar with legislative mechanisms that were part of 

any community rabbi’s arsenal. In 1927, he reissued his father’s directives for when the 

eve of Passover falls on Sabbath.88 Then, during his 1930 pilgrimage to the Land of 

Israel, Hayim Elazar visited Kollel Munkatch va’asara gelilot and enacted regulations for the 

conduct of Kollel members. This legislation is particularly noteworthy in the present 

context, in that it mirrored rules that were included in Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta. For 

instance, those who wished to pray in the Kollel’s beit midrash were required to be 

“distinguished in their clothing,” meaning that they were to dress in traditional clothing 

rather than modern attire. Similarly, they were not to trim their beards or grow their hair, 

and their conduct was to follow Jewish tradition in every way. When Hayim Elazar 

visited the Kollel he warned all those present against the trap of Zionist schools “‘for 

many are those she has struck dead’ (Proverbs 7:26) – may the Merciful One save us.” 

The writer who recorded these words pointed out that it was unnecessary to issue such a 

warning to “our” Kollel members, though he added: “But who knows what the next day 

will bring, as the various impure parties gain strength. May God have mercy.” Hayim 

Elazar had issued this dire appraisal on his first Friday night after arriving in Jerusalem, 

and he repeated his ominous assessment a week later when visiting Safed. The Kollel 

regulations formalized this warning: “To distance from holy matters, as much as possible, 

those who send their sons or their daughters to schools that are not according to the 

ancient education [system] that has been practiced since our forebears, [according to] the 
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purity of holiness.”89 Clearly Hayim Elazar felt that legislation was an effective socializing 

tool for the Kollel in Jerusalem.90 This is hardly surprising, given the economic 

dependence of Kollel members and their families on their benefactors from Carpathian 

Ruthenia and considering Hayim Elazar’s role as the head of the charity. But for 

socializing the youth of Mukačevo, it would appear that Hayim Elazar deemed legislation 

an ineffective mechanism. 

It should be noted that the Tamkhin De’orayta Society still existed in some form during 

Hayim Elazar’s tenure. One of his students reported that during the afternoon prayer on 

fast days, funds for Tamkhin de’orayta were collected. Hayim Elazar himself, on occasion, 

would put coins in the Tamkhin de’orayta collection box after morning prayers.91 In 

interwar Munkács, the Tamkhin De’orayta Society was one of a number of charitable 

societies originally set up for educational purposes. Another society called Mahazikei 

Torah, “Upholders of Torah,” was also affiliated with Hayim Elazar. This society assisted 

the needy and more generally oversaw traditional Jewish education in Munkács.92 There 

was also a society called Talmud Torah that had been established by Rabbi Hayim Sofer 

(1821-1886), during his tenure as rabbi of Munkács, between 1867 and 1879. This society 

focused on providing traditional Jewish education for the needy who were not affiliated 

with the Hasidim.93 Thus in interwar Mukačevo, Tamkhin de’orayta was a legitimate charity 

for providing the needy, principally from the hasidic sector, with Jewish education. 

Notwithstanding the Tamkhin de’orayta collection box and Hayim Elazar’s participation, 

the Society and its pervasive system of taxation appear to have been unable to deal with 

the economic burden of educating Mukačevo youth. 

The late 1920s saw the Great Depression challenge the financial viability of Hayim 

Elazar’s Darkhei Teshuva yeshiva. Yet in grappling with this reality, there is no evidence 

that the Tamkhin De’orayta Society was tapped or that the fundraising mechanisms of the 

legislation were employed. Instead, Hayim Elazar granted permission to publish a 

travelogue of his 1930 pilgrimage to the Holy Land that was written by one of his trusted 
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disciples. Proceeds from the sale of the book were earmarked for the yeshiva, and writers 

of approbations and introductions to the volume emphasized the importance and 

necessity of this financial support.94 

In the final decade of his life, Hayim Elazar repeatedly mentioned the difficulties that 

parents had in paying tuition for traditional Jewish education. In his eyes, this financial 

difficulty precipitated a host of other problems; foremost among the problems was 

immigration to America, which – he opined – almost guaranteed a lack of Sabbath 

observance.95 

There are places in Hayim Elazar’s writings where we might expect a reference to the 

Regulations or to the notion of supporting traditional Jewish education, yet Hayim Elazar 

is silent. For instance, when discussing Jacob’s tussle with the angel, Hayim Elazar related 

the passage to the importance of educating youth, but not in terms of tamkhin de’orayta.96 

Lest we think that Hayim Elazar was unfamiliar with Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta – in his 

commentary on Shulhan arukh, Hayim Elazar related to a particular legal issue that is 

discussed in the preamble of the legislation: Tsevi Elimelekh opined that once there is a 

rabbinic definition for how to fulfil a commandment, that commandment can only be 

fulfilled in the defined manner and there is no longer a concept of fulfilling the biblical 

commandment alone.97 Cleary Hayim Elazar was familiar with the legislation, though he 

did not cite it on educational matters. It is therefore evident that Hayim Elazar’s choice 

not to refer to Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta was deliberate. Despite his wide ranging literary 

oeuvre and frequent citations of his predecessors’ works, and despite his ardent attempts 

to fashion his following and to prevent educational reform, Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta 

was not a text cited by Hayim Elazar. 

It is apparent that despite the existence of the Tamkhin De’orayta Society and other similar 

institutions, and despite the legislative mechanisms at his disposal, Hayim Elazar fought 

reforms in Mukačevo education from the pulpit and the printing press. It would seem 

that the strong socializing elements of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta were insufficient in 

twentieth century Mukačevo. For this battle, Hayim Elazar’s fiery tongue and quick pen 

were his weapons of choice.  

6. Conclusion: Legislative Decline 
In the late 1820s, Rabbi Tsevi Elimelekh Shapira of Dynów enacted legislation that was 

designed to provide, oversee, and regulate traditional Jewish education for all males in 

Munkács. While the legislation’s stated purpose was to provide educational opportunities, 

the Regulations had undeniable socializing objectives. Thus financial support was not 

need-based, but dependent on conduct and appearance. Educational issues were given 

scant attention, while matters of appearance and sartorial guidelines were emphasized. 
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The thrust of the socializing element was to stem educational reforms and brewing 

modernity from making inroads in traditional Munkács society. 

In the century that followed the initial enactment of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta, Tsevi 

Elimelekh’s directives were lauded. It is unclear whether the document was adopted as 

binding legislation on the communal level outside its Munkács birthplace. It is apparent, 

however, that Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta served as inspiration for the bylaws of similar 

societies in other towns. The publication of the directives in Czernowitz (1864), Munkács 

(1895), Lemberg (1896), and Cluj (1926) were not necessarily legislative acts. Rather, 

bringing Tsevi Elimelekh’s legislation to the printing press was a public relations strategy: 

printing the document demonstrated the ethos and altruism of local charitable societies, 

provided a backdrop for the enactment of their own bylaws, and promised a source of 

revenue from the sale of the booklet. 

At the turn of the century, education reforms that were making inroads in Jewish 

Munkács were countered by means other than legislation. What may have been an 

effective mechanism for defining the contours of local Jewish education at the beginning 

of the nineteenth century was not effective by the end of that century. Thus Tsevi 

Elimelekh’s descendant-successors opted for persuasive and fiery rhetoric, rather than 

legislation. 

 

Considering a broader perspective, the story of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta tells two 

different tales; two tales that may evoke conflicting emotions. First, this is a case study of 

the erosion of rabbinic authority in the face of the winds of change. Rabbinic legislation 

that was once central to the enterprise of organizing and regulating the Jewish 

community was no longer effectual. In its stead, rabbinic leadership sought alternative 

means to address their charges. In interwar Mukačevo, the legislation-substitute was 

primarily fierce and creative sermonizing. Inevitably, however, the rhetoric could only be 

of limited utility, as freedom reigned supreme.  

Second, this is a story of the virtual disappearance of legislation as an institution for 

creating Jewish law. Legal systems require mechanisms for dealing with the vicissitudes 

of life, and legislation is a key source of law in most legal systems. While the 

ineffectiveness of the Munkács legislation reflects a victory over rabbinic hegemony, it 

also signals the decline of an important legal tool for responding to contemporary 

realities. The story of Takkanot tamkhin de’orayta is therefore a chapter in the ongoing saga 

of an ancient legal system whose relics are floundering in exile. 


