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History of financial activities involving
Jews in medieval and early modern Eu-
rope is a well-researched topic!. It reflects
a certain and noticeable Jewish involve-
ment in capital markets, commerce and
industry where lending and borrowing
played a vital part. The importance of such
Jewish involvement in credit operations
is well echoed in Polish historiography?,

I Naming just a few: ASSIS, Yom Tov. Jewish
Economy in the Medieval Crown of Aragon, 1213—
1327: Money and Power. Leiden, 1997, 261 p.; Botti-
cini Maristella. A Tale of “Benevolent” Governments:
Private Credit Markets, Public Finance, and the Role
of Jewish Lenders in Medieval and Renaissance Italy //
The Journal of Economic History. Vol. 60, No. 1 (Mar.,
2000), p. 164-189.

2 Rosman Murray Jay. The lords’ Jews: magnate-
Jewish relations in the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth during the eighteenth century. Cambridge, 1991,
256 p.; Kalik Judith. Patterns of Contact between the
Catholic Church and the Jews in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth: The Jewish Debts // Studies in the
History of the Jews in Old Poland in Honor of Jacob
Goldberg, Scripta Hierosolymitana. 1998, Jeruzale,
p- 102-122; Morgensztern Janina. Operacje kredytowe
Zydoéw w Zamosciu w XVII w. Warszawa, 1967, 32 p.;
Rybarski Roman. Kredyt i lichwa w ekonomji Sambor-
skiej w XVIII wieku. Lwow, 1936, 132 p.; Horn Maury-
cy. Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej w X VI i pierwszej potowie

which clarifies Jews’ position as creditors
and debtors in certain periods, the involve-
ment of Jewish communities in obtaining
and issuing loans, usage of credit, links
between Jews and peasants, noblemen,
monasteries, etc. As for the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania (hereafter GDL) until now
mainly assumptions had been made on
how Jews participated in credit operations,
how they dealt with other people and how
it shaped the whole economy. It constructs
a situation when regularly conclusions
for the whole Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth (hereafter PLC) credit market
are being made inclusively, despite using
sources that come mainly from Poland3. In

XVII w.: Dzialalno$¢ gospodarcza na tle rozwoju
demograficznego. Warszawa, 1975. P. 160-204; Gold-
berg Jakub. Arenda i kredyt. Arendarz zydowski wobec
zydow, mieszczan i wladzy dominialnej w matopols-
kich miasteczkach w XVIII wieku // Rozdziat wspdlnej
historii: studia z dziejow Zydéw w Polsce / Pod. red.
Jolanta Zyndul. Warszawa, 2001. P. 59-70; Rutkowski
Adam. Kredyt zydowski na rynku lokalnym Warszawy
w pierwszej polowie XV w. // Przeglad Historyczny.
T.70,z. 2, 1979, p. 267-284.

3 Rosman M. J. The lords’ Jews: magnate-Jewish
relations, 256 p.; Kalik J. The Jewish Debts, p. 102-22.
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these cases the GDL particularity regard-
ing Jews’ involvement in credit market, if
such exists, is neglected.

Therefore the article’s purpose is to
tackle this issue and deconstruct Jews’ ac-
tions as creditors and debtors specifically
in the GDL whilst comparing them with
cases from Poland. In order to do this a
wide range of sources are used encompass-
ing legal history such as the Third Lithu-
anian Statute* (hereafter TLS), statutory
laws’ set Volumina Legum’ and judicial
documents from 2 separate towns in the
GDL — Zagaré® (Pol. Zagare) and Birzai’
(Pol. Birze), municipal records from vari-
ous other towns®, visitation documents®,
both Polish and the GDL Jewish commu-
nities’ documents'? including their litiga-

4 Statut Wielkiego Ksigtswa Litewsiego...: bez

zadney odmiany, podlug wydania witenskiego, roku
1786. W Wilnie, 1786, 356 p. (TLS).

5 Volumina Legum (VL). (T. 1, 1859; T. 2, 1859;
T.3,1859; T. 4, 1859; T. 5, 1860; T. 6, 1860; T. 7, 1860;
T. 8, 1860) / Sud. Ohryzka J. Petersburg.

6 Zagarés dvaro teismo knygos (1670-1751) /
Sud. Vytautas Raudelitinas, Algirdas Baliulis, Romual-
das Firkovic¢ius. Vilnius, 2003, 727 p.

7 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745 / Sud.
Vytautas Raudelitinas, Romualdas Firkovicius. Vilnius,
1982, 472 p.

8 Lietuvos magdeburginiy miesty privilegijos ir
aktai. T. 3 Kédainiai (sud. Antanas Tyla. Vilnius, 2002,
610 p.); T. 4 Alytus (sud. Antanas Tyla. Vilnius, 2006,
489 p.); T. 5 Merkiné (sud. Agirdas Baliulis. Vilnius,
2007, 676 p.); T. 6 Trakai (sud. Algirdas Baliulis. Vil-
nius, 2008, 702 p.).

9 Vyskupo Ignoto Jokiibo Masalskio Kauno de-
kanato vizitacija 1782 m. / Sudaré¢ ir parengé Vytautas
Jogéla. Vilnius, 2001, 943 p.; Ukmergés dekanato vizi-
tacija 1784 m., atlikta Vilniaus vyskupo Ignoto Jokiibo
Masalskio parédymu / Parenge Sigitas Jegelevicius. Vil-
nius, 2009, 296 p.

10 Sejm Czterech Ziem. Zrodta / Ed. Jakub Kaz-
mierczyk Goldberg. Warszawa, 2011, 472 p.; Obnact-
Hoi [Tnnkoc Baana raBHbIX eBpeiicknux oOmuH JINTBbI:
coOpaHue MOCTaHOBJICHUH U peurenuii Baana (ceiima)
or 1623 mo 1761 r. / Ilox pemaxuueii, ¢ mpeaUCIOBH-
em u npumedanusmu Ceména Mapkosu4a./[y6HOBa.
C.-Ilerepbypr. T. 1 (1623-1662), 1909, 324 p.; T. 2
(1664-1761), 1912, 16 p.
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tions!! and other isolated documents. The
scope of these sources reveal complexity
of the subject and the fact that none of the
known material alone is able to showcase
how Jews acted as creditors and debtors
at certain places and times in the GDL.
Although it would be hard to say that the
source material used is already satisfacto-
ry for the topic, it can nevertheless reveal
great up until now unknown details about
the Jewish involvement in the GDL’s cred-
it market. Furthermore, it enables compar-
ison of analyzed data with the conclusions
made by a substantial number of Polish
historiography’s positions on the matter.
Their cumulative conclusions are given
when each article’s topic is addressed.

The article encompasses research of
legal and economic factors that were in-
fluential for Jewish credit operations. It
includes a comparison of conditions under
which Jews lent and borrowed in both the
GDL and Poland. The article also encom-
passes reconstruction of Jews’ credit net-
work and analyzes whether it differed at all
in both parts of the PLC. Lastly, article will
include inquiry into types of credit used by
Jewry, management of deposits and their
variety, cost and purpose of loans. The re-
search is limited to the 17-18t% c. because
of the steady rising of Jewry’s population
and influence to the economy at the time,
visible change of borrowing and lending
trends during the 17t ¢. and comparability
due to a higher level of availability of the
GDL material sources and Polish histori-
ography for the chosen period.

Before setting out to complete the
planned task, it is very important to iden-
tify the actual definition of credit. While

I TVIA, SA3756 (F. 11,b. 1044), SA 3762 (F. 11,
b. 1050) ; MAB RS, F. 43, b. 20757, 20947.



there is no precise concept (as in most cas-
es in social sciences), and a lot of differ-
ent methods, it could provoke a very long
discussion on what to consider as a valid
credit transaction. Therefore, I will define
it, with a reference to Western and Polish
historiography, and to the primary sources
of the GDL, as a mutual agreement be-
tween at least 2 parties, according to which
one is obliged to return agreed obligation
on a specific time. Credit can be expressed
in terms of money or kind, with or without
interest, formalized in a written agreement
or orally. It may have various functions
and types, but the ones that will be related
to Jewry will be analyzed separately fur-
ther in the article.

Legal environment and economic
factors that shaped Jewish credit
operations in Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth

Development of a legal system for Jews’
credit operations in the GDL and Poland
had similar patterns. This was due to the
perceptive royal Privilegium, which was
first given to Jewish communities in Po-
land in the middle of the 13% c.12, and
then reapplied to the Christianized GDL!3.
One of the features of these Privilegium
was the amount of articles that regulated
practices of Jews’ money lending, which
led some authors to believe that Jews at
first were only money lenders and were
invited into the country to provide loans
to the court'®. This assumption was di-

12 Wyrozumski Jerzy. Jews in Medieval Poland //

The Jews in Old Poland 1000-1795. London, 1993. P. 14.
13 Siaucinnaité-Verbickiené Jurgita. Zydai Lietu-
vos Didziosios Kunigaikstystés visuomenéje: sambiivio
aspektai. Vilnius, 2009. P. 80-81.
14 Eg. Salcius Petras. Rastai: Lietuvos prekybos
istorija. Vilnius, 1998. P. 26.

minished by Yitzhak Schipper, a leading
historian on Jews economic history!s.
His arguments were based on a greater
investigation of other economic activities
(most notably trade), and the fact that the
privilege was obtained by ad petitiones
Judaeorum'® which for him suggested that
it was necessity not only for the court, but
also for Jews to guarantee effective debt
recovery and its usage on trade. Perhaps,
as notes another influential scholar on
Jewish economic history Maurycy Horn,
Y. Schipper emphasized the Jewish trade
too much!?, but nevertheless for us it is
important to note that although money
lending was favorably regulated in the
aforementioned Privilegium, it was never
a dominant Jews’ occupation neither in Po-
land nor the GDL.

It is certainly true for the GDL. While
some authors believed that Jews were per-
forming various banking activities since
their first community was given estab-
lishment privilege at the end of the 14t
century!'8, T would be rather cautious and
suggest, as done Y. Schipper!?, that in the
GDL there were no professional bankers
per se at all (not discounting few well-
known figures who actively engaged not
only in financial activities, but in trade
and leasing?®) and that Jews were issuing

15 Litman Jacob. The economic role of Jews in
Medieval Poland : the contribution of Yitzhak Schipper.
Lanham, 1984. P. 118-120.

16 Tbid. P. 121.

17 Horn M. Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej w XVI i
pierwszej potowie XVII w. P. 160.

18 Zilénas Alfonsas. Bankininkystés uzuomazgos
Lietuvos Didziojoje Kunigaikstystéje / Pinigy studijos,
Vol. 1, 1998. P. 59.

19 Litman J. The economic role of Jews in Medi-
eval Poland. P. 142.

20 Siauciiinaité-Verbickiené Jurgita. Michelis Je-
zofovi¢ius — zymus Lietuvos Didziosios Kunigaikstys-
tés verslininkas (XV a. pabaiga — XVI a. pirmasis trec-
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mainly smaller credits?!. Favorable legis-
lation concerning Jewish money lending
remained in the GDL until the formation of
PLC (with short exception during the rule
of Alexander). A different situation existed
on the kingdom’s soil, where already in
1423 indebted nobility persuaded the king
to issue the statute of Warta “...forbidding
Jews to lend money on mortgages and
promissory notes??”. It was effective in the
Greater and Little Poland, decreasing the
number of credit transactions of Jews sig-
nificantly after the issue of statute, while
less developed regions such as Mazovia
and Red Ruthenia remained open to the
financial injections Jews could provide?3.
While the aforementioned restrictions
remained in Poland coming into the 171 c.,
Jews in the GDL had only to obey a rule
not to take blooded, wet and saint clothes
as pledges for loans which was regulated
in their initial Privilegium and later confir-
mations. With a creation of the PLC and a
confirmation of the TLS in 1588 no signifi-
cant alterations were done, just the Jews in
the GDL had to respect provisions stated
in the TLS, one compulsory source of law
for all social strata in the GDL. Concern-
ing crediting practices, Jews should have
been accustomed quite well to the TLS
legislations, as the latter was mainly based
on given Jewish privileges and their provi-
sions?4. The TLS mainly foresaw the law
of pledging® (Pol. Prawo zastawu) for

dalis) // Lietuvos Metrikos studijos : mokymo priemon¢ /
Sud. ir red. Irena Valikonyte. Vilnius, 1998. P. 99-123.

21 Steponaviciené Lirija. Tkaitas LDK teiséje iki
Pirmojo Lietuvos Statuto (1529 m.) // Lietuvos istorijos
studijos. T. 10, 2002. P. 13.

22 Ibid. P. 13.5

2 Horn M. Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej w XVI i
pierwszej potowie XVII w. P. 197.

24 PLS. P. 337-349.

25 TLS.P.215-232.
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both movable and immovable property,
with core feature of the latter being its
eternity. It meant that even though pledged
immovable property would go to a credi-
tor for a certain time, in case of failure to
pay on time it wouldn’t become de jure a
property of a lender (unless stated so in
the agreement), but would have various
buyout clauses. That said, expropriation
of movable property was much simpler.
Even though the TLS only foresaw pledg-
es that in time of a loan had to be given to
a lender, complementary additions?¢ indi-
cate that hipoteka institute also existed in
the GDL. Through hipoteka, loans would
be obtained without giving out agreed
pledge, but it would be seized temporarily
or permanently if a loan would not be paid
back at a certain time at a certain place.
The TLS also controlled the safety of loans
through court registers. Jews, as any other
group in the GDL, had to certify before
the court any loan that involved immov-
able property in order to gain legitimacy
for this transaction, but this was not re-
quired when issuing promissory notes or
using movable property as a pledge. For
Jews, who most often lived in urban areas,
such records were kept and judicial pro-
cess performed most often by municipal
courts. Despite integral legal framework
that existed in the GDL since 1588 through
the TLS, Jews dependent heavily on pri-
vate magnates’ law enforcement, also on
towns’ preferences, although they did not

26 TLS. P. 216-218, 221. Further information on
the hipoteka institute in GDL: Smigelskyté-Stukiené
Ramuné. LDK pavieto teismy notarinés funkcijos //
Lietuvos notariato istorija / Sud. Jolanta Karpaviciené.
Vilnius, 2012. P. 72-73; Ehrenkeutz Stefan. Ustawa o
waznoS$ci zapisow a praktika sadowa litewska / Ksig-
ga pamiagtkowa ku czci Oswalda Balzera. T. 1. Lwow,
1925. P. 243-254.



contradict what was issued by the TLS or
statutory laws?’. As for Poland, it did not
possess a single uniform legal system?8,
therefore different groups (such as Jews)
depended strongly on various given privi-
leges and their own law.

Loans’ documentation and fixation in
the GDL was possible in a couple of ways.
Through a public one this was done in
courts writing down an agreement in reg-
ister books. Through private ones agree-
ments were done between two related
parties, and later on, if necessary certified
in court books. Promissory notes were ex-
amples of the latter way. Perhaps, that is
why they were so popular not only among
Jews, but also other interested groups in
the GDL. One of the main features of this
promissory note that was visible already
from the First Lithuanian Statute was an
obligation to erect it if a loan was higher
than 10 kopy groszy. While at the time,
in the 16t c. this amount was quite large,
later on in the 17-18™ ¢. when the value
of the money dropped very quickly, 20 zt
which it represented, was relatively small,
but at the same time in enlarged possible
sources as less and less transactions were
done orally. Promissory notes were fol-
lowed by bills of exchanges, for which
a statutory law was erected in 1775 for
both Poland and the GDL?°. Although in
Poland’s most commercial towns bill of
exchanges circulated prior to that and had
laws that protected them (in Gdansk since

27 Eg. A case of GDL town Birze. Bardach Juliusz.
Zydzi w Birzach radziwittowskich w XVII-XVIII wie-
ku // Przeglad Historyczny, 1-2/90. Warszawa, 1990,
p. 199-220.

28 Lukowski Jerzy. Liberty’s folly: the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth in the eighteenth century,
1697-1795. London, New York, 2005. P. 101.

2 VL, T 8.P. 119-123.

1701, in Elblag since 1758)%°, elsewhere
their legal base did not exist. This statutory
law enabled better and faster execution of
debts, greater responsibility of debtors and
simpler procedures in courts altogether. It
also meant that bills of exchanges gradu-
ally drove out of the market the usage of
debit (or so-called promissory) notes for
which they were direct replacements.

The aforementioned statutory laws,
known as konstytucje, did not only en-
compass bills of exchanges. They tried to
regulate the cost of loans between differ-
ent groups, methods of credit usage, their
taxation, etc. For Jews the most important
issue was the allowed size of interest rates.
Poland interfered into regulating the size
of Jewish credit much more often, espe-
cially in earlier times of a settlement, first
prohibiting higher than 54% interest rates
in Little Poland in 1347, then in 1368 by
the statute of Vislick — to no more than
108 %3!. No such attempts are known in
the GDL, and they are very few as a whole
in the 17-18™ ¢. in the PLC, perhaps in-
dicating the aforementioned changed Jew-
ish approach from lending into borrowing.
Still one such statutory law in 1670 was
implemented prohibiting Jews to ask more
than 20% of the interest rate’2. The law
was imposed only in Poland with no spe-
cific indication that it also applied to the
GDL.

Statutory laws since the 17t c. also
regulated wyderkaf type of credit prac-

30 Mgczak Antoni. Kredyt. Formy i instrumenty
kredytu. Okres do schytku XVIII w. // Encyklopedia
historii gospodarczej Polski. T. 1. Warszawa, 1981.
P. 375.

31 Schipper Ignacy. Studya nad stosunkami go-
spodarczymi zydow w Polsce podczas $redniowiecza.
Lwow, 1911. P. 79-80.

32 VL,T.5.P.41.
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tices that were so common among Jewish
communities in both Poland and the GDL.
Judith Kalik, who is a leading researcher
on this matter, identified it as a type of
loan (although very similar to rent), where
debtors had to pledge their immovable
property (as stated in the statutory law,
loan should not be higher than 2 times
pledged property’s value), from whose in-
come the creditor would extract yearly in-
terest rates and sometimes even the whole
debt3. First in 1635 in Poland?*, and then
confirmed in 1673 in the GDL35, these
statutory laws permitted the Church to
take more than 7% of yearly interest rates
from pledged immovable properties and
guaranteed some safety for the debtors’
property in case of late repayment. Till the
last quarter of the 18™ ¢. no further laws,
that were important to regulation of inter-
est rates, were implemented. Then in 1775
the GDL almost unified the highest inter-
est rates to 7% for secular people and 6%
for the Church?®, while a year later leaving
only 1 common rate — the maximum inter-
est figure at 7%37, which, as it seems from
the sources, was also obeyed by Jewish
people and their communities. In Poland,
at the same time, since 1775 the maximum
rates were at 5% for secular people, and
3,5% for the Church33. These numbers in-
dicate that gradually in the 18 c. interest
rates were not only diminishing, but also
becoming unified for all social groups,
and thus moving to more inclusive credit
“market”. Of course, we should take into
account that these numbers were only reg-

33 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 114-115.
34 VL, T. 3. P. 406.

35 VL, T.5.P.91.

36 VL, T. 8. P.401.

37 VL, T. 8. P. 566.

3% VL, T.8.P. 112-113.
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ulative and did not always represent actual
transactions. For example, they were prob-
ably not obeyed when performing credit
operations orally, providing small loans or
credit in kind.

Regulating interest rates was not the
only task set by the the PLC Diets. They
also kept a close eye on the growing ar-
rears of Jewish communities since the
middle of the 17t c. This is shown by
numerous regulations from the noble con-
trolled legislative bodies such as treasury
tribunals?®. The inability of state institu-
tions to significantly affect debts taken by
Jewish councils was one of the reasons of
their abolition in 176440, This resulted into
even more actions by both Poland’s and
the GDL’s active governments towards
Jewish communities, though they were
only partly successful, while many of the
community debts remained until the aboli-
tion of the PLC.

Jews on their part also regulated loans
between themselves. It was necessary as
with the case of Christians, theoretically
they were not allowed to charge interest
from each other. However, as Maurycy
Horn*! and Janina Morgensztern*?, both
researchers of Jews’ credit activities in
Poland, note, the community’s policy free-
ing the usage of credit among each other
shifted at the turn of the 16™ and 17% c.
Before not too long, the Jewish councils
had to interfere and regulate the cost of

39 Sejm Czterech Ziem. Zrodha. P. 122, 164-165,
166-179.

40 VL, T.7.P.26-29, 81-83.

41 Horn Maurycy. Rola gospodarcza Zydow w Pol-
sce do konca XVIII wieku // Zydzi wéréd Chrzescijan
w dobie szlacheckiej Rzeczypospolitej / Ed. Waldemar
Kowalski i Jadwiga Muszynska. Kielce, 1996. P. 21.

42 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 10.



loans between Jews. In 1673 this hap-
pened in Poland, when the Jewish Council
of Four Lands permitted up to 30% interest
rates among Jews*®, while the Lithuanian
Jews’ Council during similar time (1667)
allowed even up to 50% interest rates**.
These decisions were driven by an under-
standing of high inflation rates at the time
and how interest rates had to follow up,
if anyone wanted to make any profit. On
the other hand, it also meant that there was
not a lot of life among Jews dealing with
credit, which required not a punishment of
the low maximum allowable interest rates,
but oppositely — the increase of it. The dif-
ference in the chosen figures also suggests
that in the GDL Jews’ credit activities were
in bigger decline and required bigger in-
centives.

Polish historiography suggests that
the elders of Jewish communities were
also responsible for checking movable
pledges that were more valuable than
2 z} and noticing them in their own books
in Poland since the beginning of the
17™ ¢4, although statutory laws indicate
that it was also an outcome of a policy
of the state visible already from the year
15324, It seems that no such activities
were performed in the GDL Jewish com-
munities. However, it is hard to check
that because no such books have yet been
found either in Poland or in the GDL, if ex-
istent at all. However, similarities between
the 2 regions of the PLC could be found
regarding Jewish communities’ stance on
certain individuals acquiring loans. In Po-

4 Ibid.

4 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 110.

45 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 12.

4 VL, T.2.P. 620

land there was an old sense that if a Jew
did not repay the given credit, and did not
have any property to be seized, local com-
munity, kahal, and its elders were respon-
sible for the debt repayment. And because
of that in 1673 the Council of Four Lands
in Poland amidst of the growing personal
indebtedness enforced all Jews in case of
acquiring loans to receive confirmation
from the local elders, while in the GDL
similar action was taken 2 years earlier*’.
It also encouraged local nepotism among
the elders of the communities who often
kept the right to themselves or granted this
permission only to the chosen ones*S.
Besides the legal factors to the condi-
tions under which Jews acted as creditors
and debtors in the PLC in the 17-18t ¢, as
important were the general economic situ-
ation and occurring trends, most notably
the 17% c. inflation which directly influ-
enced interest rates, even the availability
of capital. This relationship is well docu-
mented in the Western Europe economic
history studies*®, but rather untouched in
terms with the PLC locality. Despite that
it is possible to use researches that covered
the topic of the 17t c. inflation®® and try to
clarify its relation with the credit market.

47 Horn M. Rola gospodarcza Zydéw w Polsce do
konfica XVIII wieku. P. 26.

48 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 18.

49 Such example: Nightingale Pamela. Monetary
Contraction and Mercantile Credit in Later Medieval
England // The Economic History Review [interactive],
New Series, Vol. 43, No. 4 (Nov., 1990). P. 574.

30 Eg. Sadowski Zdzistaw. Pieniadz a poczatki upadku
Rzeczypospolitej w XVII wieku. Warszawa, 1964, 358 p.;
Bogucka Maria. Kryzys monetarny XVII w.: konsekwencje
spoteczne i psychologiczne w Polsce / Roczniki Dziejow
Spotecznych i Gospodarczych. T. 37, 1976, p. 87-102;
Magczak Antoni. Pieniadz i spoteczenstwo w Rzeczypo-
spolitej XVI-XVII w. // Roczniki Dziejow Spotecznych
i Gospodarczych. T. 37, 1976, p. 63-85.
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Although these researches were intended
only for Poland, basic trends should have
been similar to the GDL as well, as both
economies were interconnected, especially
in the monetary policy after the establish-
ment of the PLC and moreover after the
closure of all the GDL mints in 1666°! and
the loss of the own monetary policy. The
17™ ¢. monetary crisis in the PLC that first
occurred in 1620s in Poland was a conse-
quence of the general negative economic
trend in Western Europe lasting for several
decades, because of which a demand for
the PLC’s raw materials greatly dimin-
ished also significantly lowering export
product prices>2. Because of that and the
relatively good positions of silver in the
economic world market at the time com-
pared to gold, it substantially drove out the
base monetary metal in the PLC — silver.
It meant that the shortage of factual coin-
age had to be tackled in some way in or-
der to continue state functioning and the
chosen method (which was really the only
valid option) was money debasement that
was soon followed by monetary chaos and
surging inflation. Although authors who
researched the topic put great detail to
money value debasement, rise of prices,
none of them actually identified factual
inflation number through the 17t ¢. and
beyond that, but it is certain that it had hit
yearly double digits for many decades fol-
lowing the start of the monetary crisis.
Even though there were similar pat-
terns of money devaluation in both Po-

St Sajauskas Stasys, Kaubrys Dominykas. Lietu-

vos Didziosios Kunigaikstystés numizmatika. Vilnius,
1993. P. 350.

52 Hoszowski Stanislas. Central Europe and the
Sixteenth-and Seventeenth-century Price Revolution //
Economy and Society in Early Modern Europe: Essays
from Annales / Ed. Peter Burke. New York, 2011. P. 95.
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land and the GDL, it seems that the initial
crisis’ phase affected Poland stronger3,
while the GDL’s long lasting problems oc-
curred only in relation to the 1648-1667
Deluge. It is well-echoed in the legisla-
tive documents concerning Jews, where
they for the first time were identified as in-
debted people in the middle of the 17t ¢.54,
Since 1717, although the situation re-
mained difficult, especially because of
the so-called currenti moneta® deprecia-
tion and large amount of various type of
coins available in the market, including
copper ones that were minted in the wake
of the 17" monetary crisis, in general,
the economic climate was stabilising. It
meant less change of money value which
promised greater security for creditors and
better environment for the whole credit
market to function in both Poland and the
GDL. Ultimately, monetary reform in the
beginning of the Stanistaw August Ponia-
towski’s reign stabilised the money value
for good till the end of the 18t ¢.

High inflation was only part of the
overall economic and political struggles
of the PLC that became most obvious
through the middle of the 17 ¢. and were
the feature of the country till the middle
of the 18™ ¢. This is well-documented in
the history books, therefore in this sec-

53 Mgczak A. Kredyt. Formy i instrumenty kredy-
tu. P. 373.

54 AVAK.T. 5 Aktel Bpectckoro u FOpoaHsIHCKOTO
ropozckux cyaoB. Vilnius, 1871. P. 303. Granted uni-
versal privilege to GDL Jews contains separate article
which denies Christians to seize pledged Jewish prop-
erty in their own neighborhood.

55 At the time money was divided into ,,0ld, good*
(moneta bona) and ,current, bad” (moneta currens).
The likes of tynf'and szostak belonged to the latter. Lau-
menskaité Egidija. Pinigai ir pozitiris j pinigus Lietuvos
Didziojoje Kunigaikstystéje // Pinigy studijos [interak-
tyvus]. 1997, Vol. 2. P. 7.



tion only brief conclusions that were most
important to the active role of Jews in the
credit market will be discussed. Foremost,
landed nobility, especially magnates, grad-
ually gained more and more control of
the state, thus becoming most influential
members in the country. Strength of inde-
pendent towns was undermined by their
decisions, such as an abolition of duties for
nobility’s marketed goods. This increased
landed nobilities’ economic possibilities
and while the policy of dozen Crown cities
and towns towards Jews shifted regularly
and was unstable’®, this attracted Jews to-
wards magnates, their estates and towns>’.
Landowners, their economic thought and
policies, were as influential towards Jew-
ish crediting activities, as the state’s legis-
lative base, and this was no different both
in Poland and in the GDL. Despite the
economy decline, especially through the
second part of the 17 ¢. and the beginning
of the 18% c., the decrease of the overall
number of population, the number of Jews
had increased substantially over the same
period. It meant that they were also obliged
to disperse their operational activities in
order to fit in the fields of economy. This
theoretically meant that in order to man-
age a wider selection of activities, capital
was required to obtain rather than to give it
away, which could be one of the explana-
tions of the growing debtor status.

56 Hundert Gershon David. The implications of

Jewish economic activities for Christian-Jewish rela-
tions in the Polish Commonwealth // The Jews in Po-
land. P. 57.

57 Joint cooperation between Jews and the magna-
tes is best described in M. J. Rosman work: Rosman M. J.
The lords’ Jews. P. 256.

Patterns of partnerships

Since the establishment of the PLC, Jews’
activities in the credit market were rather
different and more widespread than in the
beginning of their settlement. It included
relationships with noblemen, the Church,
townspeople, villagers, inter Jew lending,
their communal debts, state’s position,
which evolved from a borrower to a guar-
antee of repayment of Jews’ debts. This
shows that the pattern was to continuously
involve as much possibilities as Jews were
able to exploit, diversify not only their
economic activities in general, but their
credit partners as well.

Jews preferred working with the social
groups that would give them protection
and freedom to do business. Earlier it was
the king’s court until the political situation
in the PLC raised the importance of the
nobility, especially the big territory own-
ers — magnates. They owned vast lands of
the Commonwealth with almost unrivaled
influence there. For them, as notes Moshe
Rosman, scholar known for his valuable
insights into the relationship between Jews
and magnates in the PLC, Jews were very
important as residents, tenants, artisans,
as well as occasional money exchang-
ers and providers of small loans®, which
would explain the fact that more than half
of the total of 750,000 Jews in the 18 c.
PLC lived in the private noblemen lands.
However Jews rarely were the providers
of credit to the noblemen, at least in the
18t ¢. Cases in the first part of the 17t c.
Poland (such as from the town Zamo$¢>?)
do still indicate those types of transactions,

58 Rosman M. J. The lords’ Jews. P. 35, 77.
59 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 6.
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but later in the 18™ ¢. noblemen asked for
loans from Jews only in cases when oth-
er noblemen or the Church could not do
that?, According to the evidence of prima-
ry sources, situation in the GDL looks to
be very similar. In the court case between
Michat Jozef Sapieha and its creditors
in 1740s for the total non-repaid sum of
around 500.000 zt°!, we wouldn’t find any
Jews just other magnates and monasteries.
Similar trend could be seen in the so-called
capital tax registers that accounted higher
loans than 1.000 zt during the period of
1776-1781%2, Only in a couple of occa-
sions (in rather numerous loans) we would
see Jews providing credit to noblemen,
while in no district Jews accounted for
more than 1% of the total credit value®.
Loans above 1.000 zt represented the high-
est value credit that probably had not been
available for the Jews at the time or they
would rather had used the capital in other
more profitable areas such as leasing.
Meanwhile, in the segment of smaller
loans, some Jews were still active creditors
in the GDL in the latter parts of the 17t c.
and 18™ c., as it is shown by the case of
Birzai town, a subject of the Radziwitt
family. Such an example is one Misan
Abramowicz, a local Jew-Karaim. There
are a few examples where he acted as a
lender at the end of the 17t c. First, there
was a case between him and Dawid Zosta,
a flag bearer of Naugardukas (Pol. Novo-
grodek), about a given debit note for 13,5
thalers, which was issued to the former by
Anna Katarzyna Wulf and Jan Jerzy Wulf

60 Rosman M. J. The lords’ Jews. P. 78.

61 LVIA, SA 11568 (F. 11, b. 1503), 1. 1-72

02 LVIA, SA 3698 (F. 11, b. 997-998).

63 Ibid., 1. 370-373, 548-557, 1070-1071, 1083~
1085.
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back in 1690%. There are various inter-
esting points about this case. Firstly, the
interest rate of the loan was at 7% (and
it was not counted after the death of the
original creditor); secondly, this trans-
action involved personal vouching and
pledging of immovable goods at the same
time. It shows quite a contradicting situa-
tion, where the loan was relatively cheap
(7% in the end of the 17% ¢. was usually
the lowest possible interest rate), but other
conditions were quite demanding (person-
al vouching and pledges). It most probably
meant that this Jew-Karaim was the only
possibility for the credit at the time, and he
could demand terms that were most ben-
eficial to him.

The second case comes from the year
1697, when the same Misan lent some
Marcin Palmsztruch, the majesty’s captain,
a mare, kontusz garment and some Turkish
coat for his trip to Vilnius (Pol. Wilno)®.
For these goods he received again a debit
note worth 20 thalers from some Jew-
ish guy Berk, who was actually a merce-
nary of the above mentioned Anna Wulf.
Again, from the description of the credit
giving story one could sense some urgency
from the debtor to acquire these necessary
things for his trip that might have attracted
him to Misan, which would suggest, as on
previous occasion, that coming to a Jew
for a loan was only the last option for a
nobleman. Although such cases are rare,
nevertheless it shows that even at the turn
of the 17-18™ ¢. some Jews, possibly the
wealthiest members of the locality, had
capital available to them and remained
open to an idea of lending to noblemen

64 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 130—
—133.
%5 Tbid. P. 133-135.



if necessary, as it was in the town Birzai.
Quite opposite conclusions can be drawn
from the town Pinsk, where a study shows
that individual Jewish creditors ceased to
exist already in 1669% and were in no po-
sition to provide credit to noblemen or in
fact to any other Christian.

Noblemen, especially the rich mag-
nates, had a much better capital accumula-
tion themselves and therefore either used
it for their own use, provided to other no-
blemen or in some cases issued credit to
Jews who were set up in their territories®’.
And it seems there was no particular dif-
ference between Poland and the GDL, as
lent money was used by Jews to set up or
enlarge their business, support community
and, in general, establish themselves in
the socio-economic scenery of the PLC.
Of course, this was not always a fruitful
relationship as Jews, in person and in com-
munities, were constantly increasing their
debts since the middle of the 17t c. and
missing time of due day for payments. Ex-
amples from both Poland®® and the GDL%
do clearly indicate this trend. It also had
negative effect on other Jewish economic
activities, as in case of unrepaid debts,
goods were seized, houses arrested, Jews
were put into jail and long term debts re-
mained to be sorted out by relatives. This
was a circle not so easy to get out from and
many didn’t.

Similar problems occurred with the
Church. At first it might sound quite

% Nadav Mordechai. The Jews of Pinsk, 1506 to
1880. Stanford, 2008. P. 209.

67 Rosman M. J. The lords’ Jews. P. 80.

68 Sejm Czterech Ziem. Zrodha. P. 122, 189-193,
198, 201-201.

% Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 103,
120-121, 122-123, 164-167, 171-172, 191, 194, 222—
223, 226-227, 240, 248, 324-326, 369-373; LMMPA,
T. 6. 481-484.

strange, as the Church was always trying
to protect Christians from Jews’ economic
activities, for a long time forbidding any
usurious activity at all. Since their policy
shifted gradually at the end of the medi-
eval times in Western Europe, similar pro-
cess occurred in both Poland and the GDL,
just a bit later, around the beginning of the
17% ¢. when it was already possible to see
the Church institutions and clergy as active
creditors. As was effectively investigated
by J. Kalik, one of the Church’s core part-
ners were Jewish communities. She found
out in mainly Polish cases that around
90 percent of the loans that were taken
by the Jewish communities were from
the Church?, while majority of them be-
longed to the Catholic Church institu-
tions’”!. The GDL data definitely supports
her arguments. For example, Vilnius kahat
during a period of 1788-1790 paid back
67.716 zt 16 gr. value of loans and additional
13.915 zt for interest: all of them to monas-
teries and local clergy’?. Many of the loans
to the same kahal, especially from the var-
ious monasteries were long lasting, unpaid
for several decades and in some cases even
for 100 and more years’3. Personal Jewish
loans from the Church were much rarer,
although they definitely existed as it is
showcased in some parishes in the 17-18th
centuries GDL74. Perhaps, J. Morgensztern
provided data from the 17 c¢. Zamosc,
where the Church was responsible for
11,3% of the loans to Jews” would also

70 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 103.

7V Kalik Judith. The Orthodox Church and the
Jews in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth // Jewish
History [interactive]. 2003, Vol. 17. No. 2. P. 230.

72 LVIA, SA 3756 (F. 11, b. 1044), 1. 8-13.

73 MAB RS, F. 43, b. 20757, 20947

74 Ukmergés dekanato vizitacija 1784 m. P. 141, 184.

75 Morgernsztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 17.
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be appropriate to the GDL. According to
her findings, majority of the loans to Jews
in the 17t ¢. were issued by townspeople
(41,1%) and noblemen (31,3%). The lat-
ter seemed to combine with the Church
occasionally on providing and recovering
loans from Jews, as J. Kalik showcased in
many cases of noblemen wills’6. In these
cases (both from Poland and the GDL) she
notes that in order to provide income for
the Church, secure constant prayers noble-
men left the latter to collect various their
own issued credits to Jews. J. Kalik notes
that majority of this type of loans were
provided to Jewish communities, while
some cases, at least in the GDL, show
that the Church was also left to recover
debts from individual Jews. It was not al-
ways as successful as the Church wanted
it to be. An example in one of the Kaunas
(Pol. Kowno) diocese parishes from year
1742 clearly shows that: when funders
promised a sum of 10.000 zi, of which
2.000 zt belonged to a certain Jew Peisach,
a parish received a debit note for this, but
Peisach, before any attempt to recover
money, became pauperized, later died and
in the end no revenue was received’”.
Cases like the one mentioned above
and many others involving communities,
which more often than not could not repay
the given loans on time, would suggest that
the Church had to be very cautious in deal-
ing with the Jews purely on the economic
grounds. However, until the end of the 18
¢. an increasing number of transactions in-
dicate rather incautious behavior. For this
I see a couple of reasons: first of all, as
J. Kalik notes, the Church might have tried

76 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 112-113.
77 Vyskupo Ignoto Jokiibo Masalskio Kauno deka-
nato vizitacija 1782 m. P. 13.
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to persuade Jews to Christianity”® through
its economic activity (although it’s not
clear how that would have been done);
secondly, even though regularly obeyed,
the Christian canonic rules still forbade
usury between Christian, but there was
no such restriction towards giving loans
to the Jews; finally, its financial posi-
tion strengthened noticeably during the
1617t ¢c., therefore it had a significant
amount of capital, but not always rightful
ideas what to do with it, so issuing credit
was one of the simplest ways to dispose it
and try to earn something. From the other
side, acquiring loans from the Church was
also a good deal for the Jews and their
communities. As mentioned above, high
inflation rates since the 17t c., created a
situation when they usually surpassed the
interest rates for the loans given by the
Church, therefore it was actually more
profitable to borrow money under these
conditions than to lend. Also, financial in-
jections were necessary for the communi-
ties in general, as they suffered shortage
of money due to necessity pay taxes, give
money to the government institutions, pay
ransoms, take care of the poor, provide
education, etc. All these entire conditions
created favorable environment for Jewish-
Church cooperation in the PLC’s credit
market, which since the beginning of the
17% ¢. never looked back.

It is worthwhile mentioning that this
relationship was not always one-sided. A
case from the late 18™ ¢. GDL suggests
that the Church in need of capital some-
times turned to known Jews as well. In
1787 Vilnius brotherhood of St. Rosary
besides the Dominican monastery agreed

78 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 111.



with a Jew Kivel Eliaszowicz, a leaser of
their belonged house in glaziers street, in
a couple of debit notes to borrow 3.350 zt
for its repair. A feature of this agreement
was that a brotherhood for a loan turned
to a man, whom they already knew and
probably trusted as he was leasing their
property before that. However, trust does
not always mean fulfillment of contract
conditions, as the aforementioned loan had
not been repaid in the agreed one-year pe-
riod. Instead brotherhood had to commit in
renting their property for another 6 years
to Kivel for free as a consequence’. This
transaction shows not only the reverse side
of the Church-Jew relationship in credit
market, but also indicates multiple Jews’
economic activities at the same time.
Jews, as most often urban dwellers, in
their daily life had most contact with towns-
people. It certainly reflected into common
credit arrangements, however the scale of
these activities varied a lot. It is known that
in Poland, in towns such as Zamos$¢ in the
whole 17t ¢. main Jews’ debtors and credi-
tors were the townspeople®?, while in town
called New Sambor (Pol. Nowy Sambor)
and based in the Sambor economy Jews’
credit in the middle of 18 ¢. accounted to
around 1/3 of all credit. That some wealthy
Jews remained active creditors up until the
end of 18™ ¢. in Poland is confirmed by
Jakub Goldberg’s study about Little Po-
land’s smaller towns3!. Therefore it seems
that, even if the scale of cooperation in
credit dealings, due to hard times in the
towns, wealth and capital concentration in

7 VUB RS, F4-(A530) 21628, 21629, 21633~
2638, 21647, 21649, 212651, 21652, 21663, 21667,
. 1-14.

80 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVIIw. P. 6, 17.

81 Goldberg J. Arenda i kredyt. P. 64.

the hand of the Church and rich noblemen
not to mention growing Jewry indebtness,
gradually declined since the 17 ¢. coming
into the 18, it still remained a visible part
of the economic life. Cases in the GDL
echo a similar pattern that saw individual
Jews remained both active creditors and
debtors of townspeople until the end of
18 ¢. For example, one Philip Bendkows-
ki, a chairman of a town Druck, after his
deathin 1765 lefttotal arrears of 1 56 thalers,
4 tynfs and 2 szostaks collected since
1758: 17% of them belonged to Jews®2.
They were also active creditors in bigger
towns such as Alytus®3 (Pol. Olita) and
Birzai®* with cases covering large periods
from the 17t to the end of 18t c., while a
number of loans taken from the townspeo-
ple was also steady throughout®?.

Even in today’s Lithuanian folkloristic
tradition there is a very strong understand-
ing of Jews as usurers®, which directly
comes from the historical memory of
peasantry. However, this notion certainly
must be from the 19t ¢., when the condi-
tions for Jew money lending were better
suited for them®” and not representative of
the 17-18™ ¢. situation. In support of this
argument, we could look at the low num-
ber of court cases between Jews creditors

82 VUB RS, F. 4-(A1191), 1. 117.

83 LMMPA, T. 4. P. 183185, 200201, 376-379.

84 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 135—
138, 239.

85 Ibid. P. 171-172, 226-227, 240, 324-326, 369—
373.

86 Anglickiené Laima. Judéjo jvaizdis lietuviy fol-
klore: viduramzisky prietary atspindziai // Tautosakos
darbai. T. 21 (28). Vilnius, 2004. P. 41-55; Jacovskis
Jehoshua. Zydy anektodai. Vilnius, 2004. P. 221.

87 Vareikis Vygantas. Lietuvio ir zydo santykio
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and peasants’ debtors in the GDL towns
such as Zagaré and Birzai®8. Of course
such possibility should not be excluded
that credit between Jews and peasants
(low value) was not recorded altogeth-
er, as was suggested by J. Goldberg®.
Nevertheless, even the cases from Poland
do indicate that Jews’ credit to peasants in
the 17-18™ c., if existent at all, was very
weak. For example, Antoni Maczak, who
investigated peasantry credit in Malbork
district in the beginning of 171 ¢.%, did not
identify any Jews among their creditors;
neither did Przemystaw Szafran in the coun-
tryside around Gdansk in the 17-18% ¢!
However, not all the historiography was
straightforward on this matter. Rather dif-
ferent conclusions are drawn by Roman
Rybarski, who analyzed credit prevalence
in the Polish economy of Sambor in the
18" ¢. He concluded that over the course
of the century, even though Jews loans
to peasants did not exceed 6,6% of total
loan value, still were quite numerous®?.
Similar view is shared by M. Rosman,
who concludes that Jews quite often being
the arendarzy in the noblemen properties,
besides various economic activities also
did provide small credit to the peasants®3.
Nevertheless, a lack of definite known
transactions would suggest, that at least in

88 Zagarés dvaro teismo knygos (1670-1751).

P. 329; Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620—-1745. 472 p.

89 Goldberg J. Arenda i kredyt. P. 65.

9 Mgczak Antoni. Kredyt w gospodarcze chlo-
pskiej na zutawach Malborskich poczatku XVII w. //
Przeglad Historyczny. T. 51, z. 2. Warszawa, 1960.
P. 285-331.

91 Szafran Przemystaw. Kredyt na Zulawach
Gdanskich w XVII-XVIII w. / Rocznik Gdanski.
T. 45, 1985, p. 139-148.
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9 Rosman M. J. The lords’ Jews. P. 77.
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the GDL, Jewry’s credit to peasants was
rather weak and definitely in small amount.

On the other hand, there are snippets
that Jews were themselves sometimes in-
debted to peasants as it is shown in one
case from the GDL%4. Here we can see a
nobleman’s notice from year 1711, which
was left to him by 2 peasants’ wills, that
he is due to gather peasants’ debts from
2 Jews. Important issue must be taken
with the size of credits (7 and 4 thalers)
that was by no means small. It shows that
probably well-off peasants were capable
of issuing that kind of amount of credit,
and Jews were among those who did ac-
quire it. However, those kinds of cases are
more exceptional than standard, therefore
examples in Poland and some initial ones
from the GDL would suggest that contrac-
tual agreements for credit among Jews and
peasants were rather rare and not so influ-
ential to the whole economy.

More noticeable was the inter-Jew cre-
dit. In Poland this is confirmed by J. Mor-
gensztern’s research, where she found out
that in the 17% ¢. Polish town Zamos$¢ 33%
of'the total Jews’ credit was shared between
members of the community?®3. Her conclu-
sions are echoed by J. Goldberg’s findings.
He analyzes one Izrael Abramowicz, aren-
darz in one of the Little Poland’s villages
at the end of the 18t ¢. Izrael seemed to be
the main local businessman, operating in
various economic fields. Therefore, there
is no surprise that as of 1793 in his debt-
ors’ list it was possible to find 100 names,
but what is surprising is that among them —
65 were Jews’. Where economic matters

94 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 241—
242.

95 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 6.

9%  Goldberg J. Arenda i kredyt. P. 64.



intersected, there were no warm feelings
between Jews, as this creditor later on in
his career had to litigate with the local ka-
hal and when his debtors fled in the end, he
had to go bankrupt. As J. Goldberg notes,
Izrael had some features of a professional
banker, as he lent not only his own money,
but the money that was given to him to
invest, probably representing something
that was growing in the last quarter in
the PLCY7 — private banking houses. That
credit operations among Jews also existed
in the GDL we can see from some cases in
the town Birzai’s.

Since in 1720 the GDL Jewish Coun-
cil banned individual Jews loaning to local
communities or to the Council®, it is clear
that up to this moment this was also prac-
ticed, at least in the GDL. However, the
decisions of the Jewish Councils in both
the GDL and Poland, respectively in 1667
and 1673 indicate that credit transactions
among Jews at certain times were not most
fluid. This especially could be said about
the GDL, where the Lithuanian Jewish
Council even allowed up to 50% of inter-
est rates between community members un-
derstanding that there was “no life” in the
Jewish credit market with the purpose to
inject some. It is not clear how Jews set up
their business ventures and how they man-
aged capital plus initiative operations, but
certainly from some references it seems
that similar forms to the medieval com-
menda existed, especially in the liveliest
PLC trading centers.

Even though Lithuanian and Polish
Jewish Councils with the state tried to

97 Mgczak A. Kredyt. Formy i instrumenty kredy-
tu. P. 374.

9% Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 57-60,
162-163.

99 Nadav M. The Jews of Pinsk, 1506 to 1880.
P. 271.

limit their growing communal debts, it
seems that no real effect had been reached.
In both Poland and the GDL the amount of
debts they incurred till 1764 is staggering.
For example as of 1768 statistics from the
debt liquidation commissions that were set
up to tackle them, the 4 main communities
in the GDL had unpaid debts of 1.641.231 zt
(Pinsk (Pol. Pinsk) 309.140 zi, Vilnius
722.800 zl, Brest (Pol. Brzes¢) 222.720 zi,
Grodno 386.571 z)!%0, Although they
were banned to take new loans in order
to pay debts back, this was always go-
ing to be hard task for the communities.
Therefore, Sejm in 1775 allowed the com-
munities in the GDL to acquire further
500.000 zt'%! just to repay the loans owed
to Jesuits, who were probably the biggest
creditors of the GDL Jewish communities
in the 18t ¢. Only the Vilnius kahat as of
1766 had incurred debts to Jesuits worth
129.265 zt and 28 gr.192 The state, in mak-
ing this exception, surely was looking to
its own interests, because the property of
Jesuits was already transferred to a newly
created commission for education, which
foresaw educational programs. If we com-
pared these debts to the ones incurred by
Poland’s Jewish communities, we would
see that the latter’s were not much big-
ger despite higher population. As of 1766
statistics from the commission for liqui-
dating Jews’ communal debts in Poland
the total due debt was at 1.706.084 zt
14 gr.19, excluding a 166.828 zt 23 gr. that

100 Tbid. P. 273.

101 VL, T. 8. P. 405.

102 MAB RS, F. 43, b. 20757, 1. 21.

103 Little Poland 338.089 zi, Greater Poland
466.294 zt, Ruthenia 249.316 zi, Przemyst district
21.483 zt, Volhynia and Kiev districts 225.984 zi, Os-
trog district 76.973 zt 20 gr., Vladimir district 34.421
15 gr., Liublin area 129.466 zi, Chetm and Bial area
126.918 zt 9 gr. and finally Podolia region 37.139 zt.
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was directly owned by the Polish Jewish
Council!%, As shown by the case of Pinsk,
the Jewish communities were also inter-
related in credit transactions with regional
councils, by either issuing them loans or
acquiring'®,

At the end it is worthwhile to analyze
a couple of areas, where Jewish credit ac-
tivities were rarely visible. There are no in-
dications that in the 17-18% ¢. Jews could
be providing loans to state’s and king’s
treasuries both in Poland and the GDL,
which was still a feature before an estab-
lishment of the PLC. They were gradually
overtaken by the nobles (or better to say
rich magnates) and the Church, who were
more willing to provide loans in exchange
of pledged landed territories'%. This was
a consequence of capital accumulation in
the hands of the latter, while Jews since
the 17% c., and especially 1620s, were not
willing to take more risk and probably
were not in the position to gather neces-
sary amount of capital needed by the court.

It is still not entirely clear whether and
how Jews operated in the international
credit market. For example, it is known
that Gdansk, when obtaining a foreign
credit in the 18 ¢. for sure did not use any
of the Jews’ help!?7. However, it seems
that they were at least in contact with
foreign money lenders, as it is shown by
the court case between Vilnius kahal and
their creditors from Berlin at the end of
the 18t ¢.108 Furthermore, if we took into

104 Sejm Czterech Ziem. Zrodta. P. 166-170.
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account the number of Jews participating in
international fairs, like the one in the 18 c.
Leipzig, where Jews were the dominant
group from Poland'® (and possibly the
GDL) and that at least partly they should
have used some crediting methods (like
postponing due payment day), the picture
would be rather different. However, at this
moment the lack of sources of definite
transactions doesn’t allow to make strong-
er conclusions.

Types of credit, deposits and usage
of loans

Since establishing patterns of partnerships
involving Jews in both Poland’s and the
GDL’s credit markets, to provide clearer
picture of how this market was function-
ing, it’s important to analyze what types
of credit Jews used, how it was given and
obtained, conditions, pledging options and
purpose. To start with, there are several
given methodologies on the types of cred-
it''0 that might be used deductively, but
none of them seem to fully accompany the
range of credit practiced by the Jews in the
17-18% ¢. PLC. Therefore with reference
to them, historiographical works and pri-
mary sources, own set of definitions will
be created.

First of all, although credit originally
meant trust, practically no loan was issued
without some security. Nevertheless, it is

19 Horn M. Rola gospodarcza Zydow w Polsce do
konica XVIII wieku. P. 27.

110" For example for medieval Europe most com-
monly used are from: Spufford P. Handbook of Me-
dieval Exchange. P. xxxii; Postan M. Credit in Medi-
eval Trade. P. 234-261. For Poland up to 18" c. from:
Maqczak A. Kredyt. Formy i instrumenty kredytu. P. 374.
For Jews but for early settlement period: Schipper I.
Studya nad stosunkami gospodarczymi zydéw w Polsce
podczas $redniowiecza. P. 85-92.



impossible to discount existence of oral
agreements between debtors and creditors,
or even the vast prevalence of this prac-
tice in the 17-18%™ ¢. PLC, as it was sug-
gested by J. Goldberg. It must be said that
this type of credit agreement was definitely
only for small loans, as, for example, in the
GDL, the TLS explicitly stated that loans
above 10 kopy gr. (20 zt) must be notified
in a written agreement'!!. No such known
demand existed in Poland, nevertheless
only written agreements could be effec-
tively used in case of lawsuit and protect-
ing interests of creditors, ensuring their
capital safety. Therefore oral agreements
could be used only for very small amounts
and probably given only to trusted people.
Since 1620s the increasingly growing Jew-
ish indebtedness presupposes that this way
of lending to Jews was probably uncom-
mon in both Poland and the GDL, as credi-
tors were putting their active money at a
greater risk. But Jews themselves could
well use this option along their other ac-
tivities, for example, meanwhile adminis-
trating karczma, a local tavern. This way
of lending small amount of money, usually
to peasants, is also supported in the histo-
riography!!2.

Loans that were in any way secured
dominated the market. There were many
ways to do that in both Poland and the
GDL, and it seems there were no essen-
tial differences between the provinces.
The simplest form of debt security was a
promissory note and it was widely used by
the Jews, especially for smaller amount of
loans. They gradually became even more

T TLS. P. 230.

12 Rybarski R. Kredyt i lichwa w ekonomji Sam-
borskiej w XVIII w. P. 28; Goldberg J. Arenda i kredyt.
P. 63.

popular coming towards the end of the
18" ¢. when promissory notes were fol-
lowed up by bills of exchanges!!3. The
latter offered better, faster, simpler pro-
cedures of protecting a loan in a court
and provided with a more quality tool for
conducting various businesses, especially
trade. Bills of exchanges among Jews were
used both ways in order to obtain and pro-
vide loans. They were usually short term
most likely for up to 1 year as that was reg-
ulated by the statutory law. In addition to
having a debt proving document, records
in court books could have also supported
the claim if necessary. Loans secured with
documents, would it be debit/promissory
notes or bills of exchanges were a feature
of individual Jews.

Jewish communities obtaining larger
amounts of credit often used the form of
wyderkaf (rebuy). It was a commonly used
crediting method between the Church and
Jewish communities. They were usually
long-lasting loans, dragging communities
into further debts just to finance the previ-
ous ones. As stated already in this article,
its principle was pledging of an immov-
able property (most likely in the town) for
a loan. J. Kalik suggested that there were
2 types of wyderkaf loans: the first when
the property is used to extract only the in-
terest rate until the lent sum is given back,
and the second when the actual lent sum is
never given back and money is extracted
continuously until a certain period (some-
times even perpetually)!'4. These types of
loans, the so-called sale of rent credit, have
been long debated, whether it actually fits
the definition of a credit!!. However if we

113 VL, T. 8. P. 119-123.

114 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 114-115.

15 Ungeheuer M. M. Stosunki kredytowe w ziemi
przemyskiej w potowie XV wieku. P. 5; Samsonowicz
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used Michael Postan’s, who is regarded as
a pioneer of the credit history studies in
Western Europe, comments on the topic,
we would definitely have to assume that
the wyderkaf type of transaction should be
understood as a credit operation, because
it involves pledging property by a subject
who directly enquires for a loan!®.
Another form of credit security used
by Jews was hipoteka. Cases from the
GDL indicate that only on very rare occa-
sions!'!” this was practiced by Jews, both
creditors and debtors, perhaps indicating
that a record in the court books was not
a satisfactory guarantee for the creditors.
This is quite a contrast to Poland’s towns,
such as Zamo$¢, where even up to 42% of
Jews’ loans could have been secured un-
der the hipoteka institute!!3. At this mo-
ment it is hard to say why hipoteka insti-
tute was relatively unpopular in the GDL.
Perhaps creditors felt a pledge obtained in
their hands would guarantee more security
since they distrusted debtors on a greater
scale. These given securities could have
been movable or immovable property,
as was already discussed through the so-
called prawo zastawu (pledge law). In a
way it was similar to wyderkaf, however
it encompassed broader pledging options,
and certainly had a separate legal base.
While the wyderkaf type of loans were
most often used by Jewish communities,
individual Jews, when using immovable

Henryk. Badania nad kapitalem mieszczanskim Gdans-
ka w II potowie XV wieku. Warszawa, 1960. P. 63—64;
Lesinski Bogdan. Kupno renty w $redniowiecznej Pol-
sce: na tle 6wczesnej doktryny i praktyki zachodnioeu-
ropejskiej. Poznan, 1966. P. 8.

116 Postan M. Credit in Medieval Trade. P. 246~
249.

17 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 103.

118 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciuw XVII w. P. 11, 19, 23.
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property as a pledge, used a common form
of prawo zastawu which was regulated by
the TLS in the GDL. It worked both ways
as Jews acquired real estate through pledg-
ing!!%, and herewith mortgaged their own
property!20, but all the cases studied sup-
port the argument that this property had to
be located in towns. In case of unpaid debt,
this pledged real estate could have been
seized altogether by the creditor, if so writ-
ten in the agreement, or would stay at the
creditor’s disposal for another period until
the maturity date. Most usually this period,
regardless of the loan time, was 3 years in
the GDL. Even though the land owning re-
strictions were stronger in Poland for the
Jews since the 15t c., it did not harm the
prospects of pledging and receiving im-
movable property in towns, as it is shown
by the cases from Zamo$¢!2!. As for mov-
able goods, restrictions were much lighter
only preventing to obtain saint, stolen and
blooded things as pledges. Movable pledg-
es used by Jews were very similar in both
Poland and the GDL, including jewels,
dishes, fabrics, fur, armament, serfs, etc.!22

Pledges were also combined: for exam-
ple having a debit note wouldn’t necessar-
ily prevent agreeing on a supplementary
movable or immovable pledge written in
the contract. Choosing a pledge depended
on various issues: firstly — available prop-
erty, secondly — size of a loan, thirdly there

119 TMMPA, T. 4. P. 200-201, 376-379; Birzy dva-
ro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 261.

120 LMMPA, T. 5. P. 426-429. T. 6. P. 434.

121 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 12.

122" Rutkowski Adam. Kredyt zydowski na rynku lo-
kalnym Warszawy w pierwszej potowie XV w. // Prze-
glad Historyczny. T. 70, z. 2, 1979. P. 276; Birzy dvaro
teismo knygos, 1620—1745. P. 130-133; Zagarés dvaro
teismo knygos (1670-1751). P. 384; Nadav M. The Jews
of Pinsk, 1506 to 1880. P. 41-42.



was debtor’s credibility, history and lastly
preferences of a creditor. The factual value
of a pledge varied throughout and in most
of the cases it is very difficult to estimate
it from given sources. However, some in-
dications suggest that a value of a pledged
immovable property should account for
around 50% to 70% of a loan size, while
movable property should cover the whole
100% or even more. With the first case,
the evidence could be the requirement of
the wyderkaf type of loans to be secured
by 50% valued property!'?? and a certain
agreement made in 1753 by Trakai (Pol.
Troki) Jew-Karaim community’s mem-
bers!'?4, While for the movable property,
assumption is made by one TLS provision,
which stated that in case of defaulted pay-
ment for a debt with a pledged movable
property, creditor should ask the debtor
first to rebuy, and if not done so, he could
sell goods with keeping the profit for him-
self1?3 (D.S. note). Of course the chosen
pledge and the value of it also heavily
depended on such factors as duration of a
loan, interest rates, whether the property
might generate revenue, needs repair, etc.
Besides the available property to
pledge, loan possibilities and the size of
them also depended on the credit history.
Naturally, the worse you performed in the
economic matters, the worse the condi-
tions would be while obtaining new loans.
As the Jews’ growing indebtedness prob-
ably made some alterations to the market,
nevertheless it is hard to see that their
creditors were somehow restrained on giv-
ing out loans to them. Especially this is
true for the communities which obtained

123 VL, T. 3. P. 406, T. 5. P. 91.
124 LMMPA, T. 6. P. 428-434.
125 TLS. P. 231.

loans successfully until the end of the 18t
c. in both Poland and the GDL. Obtain-
ing bigger loans required more trust from
debtors, or rather more beneficial pledges
given to them. Therefore if a Jew had not
had any property which he could use, natu-
rally, the only option for him would be to
issue a bill of exchange, calling for some
vouchers, or in some rare cases pledging
his head. Preferences of creditors also mat-
tered. This is clearly visible from the rela-
tionship between the Church and the Jews.
It is yet hard to see any significant differ-
ences between the GDL and Poland on this
matter during the 17-18% c.

One of the other ways how to secure a
credit was by personal vouching. It seems
that this was well practiced by the Jews,
who occasionally supported their fellow
members, as it is demonstrated by some
of the GDL examples. Such case can be
seen from the year 1698, when a Birzai
town Jew lIzrael Lazarowicz summoned
to court the same town’s Jews-Karaits
Abram Beniaminowicz, his sons Mark
and Ezra Abramowicz, since a year earlier
they vouched for another Jew-Karait Mark
Moizeszowicz, that he would repay 310 zt
in time. He did not and for that had to go
to jail, while his vouchers were also un-
willing to repay the owed sum, therefore
the town’s court decided to seize Abram’s
house and give it to the creditor to use for
1 year. After that year the owed sum had to
be repaid anyway, and in case of that not
happening, the creditor could have used
the house for another year!?°. This case
show how communal partnerships and
given support was important to enabling
a greater scale of credit operations. Of

126 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 162~
163.
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course sometimes it also had a negative ef-
fect on the members of the community as
this case indicates. It is interesting to note
the distinction between the Jews-Karaits
and Jews-Rabinical and how they engaged
in the credit market separately supporting
each own members. These and other cas-
es!?7 clearly show that a Jew vouching for
another Jew was a usual practice, at least
in the GDL. Whilst as yet there are no re-
searches on the same topic in Poland, it is
hard to say whether and how Jews vouched
for each other in the 17—18% c. Poland, al-
though one might assume that the practices
should have been similar.

Exploring the vouching topic, it is very
clear, at least from the GDL cases, that not
only the communal support was very im-
portant, but also the family ties in dealing
with credit. For example, a case from 1699
town Birzai shows how a Jew father has
vouched a couple of times for his son, in
order for him to obtain credit from one no-
bleman!28, Another example of family ties
could be seen from the year 1712 when a
Jew woman named Lejbowa Izraelewic-
zowa noted in the court books that she had
the right to gather 10 beat thalers from a
nobleman with a name Krick who also
pledged a barn for this matter. The woman
in the same notice enabled her brother-in-
law to recover the debt if necessary. There
are no indications on why it was done, but
certainly from these and other cases we can
see that family ties for Jews in the credit
activities were very useful. This argument
is well supported in historiography, for ex-
ample, in the case from the 1640s Pinsk
when probably the richest moneylender

127 Tbid. P. 239, 324-326, 369-373.
128 Tbid. P. 369-373.
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in town closely operated with his son-in-
law!29,

The other interesting topic is the role
of Jewish women in dealing with credit.
As shown by previous and other cases
from the GDL!30, their role seems to be
substantial, although majority of the court
cases were still involving men. Women
were responsible for the family’s credit
(due and owned) after the death of their
husbands. Although in this situation they
usually appeared in courts with their sons,
from the enumeration and the context, it
seems clear that mothers were leading the
process. Women also dealt with credit is-
sues when husbands were away, often ap-
peared together in the court when both of
them were present. It clearly shows how
involved they wanted to be, and also that
women had the required skills to do so.
It must be noted that in the GDL not only
Jewish women were so eager to participate
in the credit operations, as, for example,
in some districts up to 1/3 of the total val-
ue loans were issued and even up to 50%
obtained by spouses or women alone!3!.
Absolute majority: the noblewomen.

Repaying the loans usually meant com-
bining the initial credit with interest, al-
though various forms of extracting loans
without the factual interest existed!32, such
as in the form of products or labor!33. Leav-
ing those methods aside, we would see that
the interest rate, which was used by Jews,
usually leaned against the maximum per-

129 Nadav M. The Jews of Pinsk, 1506 to 1880.
P. 113.

130 Tbid. P. 130138, 164-166.

131 LVIA, SA 3698 (F. 11, b. 998), 1. 442-445.

132 Kalik J. The Orthodox Church and the Jews in
the Polish-Lithuanian... P. 231.

133 Rybarski, R. Kredyt i lichwa w ekonomji Sam-
borskiej w XVIII wieku. P. 37-38.



missible levels and during the 17-18 ¢.
had tendency to lower in both Poland and
the GDL. However, credit issued by the
Jews, at least in Poland, was still costing
more than from any other group, usually at
around 20% echoing the maximum levels
set by the 1670 constitution. Even though
these were the most expensive loans as of
the 17-18™ c., occasionally these limits
were exceeded, as it was shown in a case
of the 17" ¢. Zamo$¢'3* and in the 18t c.
economy of Sambor!33. Contradicting
these numbers are cases from the GDL,
where even at the end of the 17™ c. Jews
were willing to provide credit at as low as
7%136, which was a norm for other social
groups at the time as well. 7-8% figure was
dominating the whole market in the 18t c.
GDL, long before the last quarter of the
century, when the smaller 7% figure was
officially stamped as a maximum allow-
able rate. Researchers had suggested that
especially in the earlier centuries the inter-
est rates were hidden in various forms!37,
and it might have been the case in the
17-18% ¢. PLC, particularly when immov-
able property had been taken as a pledge
for duration of a time and used up as a
source of revenue in addition with capital
plus interest. Nevertheless, current data
suggest that in a case of Jews providing
credit around the corner of the 17-18 c.
loans were some way cheaper in the GDL
than in Poland. It was gradually evening

134 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 9-10.

135 Rybarski R. Kredyt i lichwa w ekonomji Sam-
borskiej w XVIII wieku. P. 41.

136 Already showcased example from year 1690
Birze shows that a Jew lent to a nobleman 13.5 thalers
with 7% yearly interest rate. Birzy dvaro teismo knygos,
1620-1745. P. 130-133.

137 Rutkowski A. Kredyt zydowski na rynku lokal-
nym Warszawy w pierwszej potowie XV w. P. 270-271.

out in the latter parts of the 18" c., espe-
cially in the fast growing financial centers
like Warsaw, until Poland in 1775 set a
maximum level of 5% of interest rates and
therefore made the capital cheaper there
than in the GDL.

Starting from the middle of the 17% c.
and coming to the beginning of the 18™ c.
in both Poland and the GDL, for the Jews
more important than their own given loans
were the conditions of credit given to them
by other social groups, most notably the
Church and the noblemen. J. Kalik has
noted that for the Jews the cheapest loans
(usually at 7%) were provided by the
Church institutions, most often by mon-
asteries!38, Although J. Kalik’s research
scope encompassed both the GDL and
Poland, the examples she provided mainly
concerned Poland. They contradict what
has already been examined in the GDL,
where there were cases such as the one in
the 1670s Pinsk when a Jewish community
had a credit loaned at 10% from a monas-
tery!3?, while Jesuits loaned Vilnius kahat
at a rate of 9 to 10% in the 17" ¢.140 First
of all, this indicates that the cost of credit
in the GDL and Poland was not homogene-
ous and secondly, that in certain situations
the Church credit was not so cheap after all
in the GDL compared to Poland. Although
the usual interest rates asked by the Church
certainly diminished in the 18% ¢. GDL,
so did the cost of credit from noblemen,
townspeople and as mentioned already —
from Jews, evening it out among all the
social groups. This requires further exami-
nation, but it seems that the interest rate
margins were much smaller in the GDL

138 Kalik J. The Jewish Debts. P. 109.

139 Nadav M. The Jews of Pinsk, 1506 to 1880.
P. 210.

140 MAB RS, F. 43, b. 20757, 1. 12.

43



than in Poland thus meaning that although
the Church’s credit was easily available to
Jews and others, its conditions were much
more similar to what others could have of-
fered. This is further emphasized by the
difference in the limited interest rates for
the Church since 1776, where in Poland
this figure was at 3,5% (for others 5%),
while in the GDL everybody had to obey
the 7% rule.

As with the credit conditions, both
J. Kalik and J. Morgensztern seem to agree
that Jews’ loans taken from the noblemen,
and especially the townspeople, were more
expensive than from the Church!#! in Po-
land. Their given examples from the 17t c.
indicate that the interest rate that noblemen
asked was usually at about 8-10%, which
is also the case in the 18t ¢.!42 While we
do not yet possess the contracts where no-
blemen would be issuing credit to Jews
and noting down actual interest rate in
the 17t ¢. GDL, there are other cases that
indicate their charged interest rate being
in between 9% to 10%'43, which is very
similar to the figures from Poland. As stat-
ed before, these interest rates diminished
clearly from the middle of the 18™ ¢. and
usually were at around 7-8% in the latter
parts of the 18" ¢c. GDL. As with the credit
from the townspeople, the only informa-
tion which is certain is that in the 17t ¢.
Poland they could ask Jews up to 15%
annual interest, as it was investigated by
J. Morgenstern, but whether this was simi-
lar in the GDL is unclear.

141 Morgensztern J. Operacije kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 20; Kalik J. The Jewish Debts.
P. 118.

142 Rybarski R. Kredyt i lichwa w ekonomji Sam-
borskiej w XVIII wieku. P. 64.

143 Birzy dvaro teismo knygos, 1620-1745. P. 106—
110, 308-309.
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When providing credit Jews usually
preferred their loans to be given back as
quickly as possible!#4, most often for up to
one year. Usage of short term loans was
more beneficial for the Jews. When lend-
ing they could charge higher interest and
not lose liquid capital for too long, while
borrowing they could use quick capital for
the mercantile operations'4>. When in need
of capital not for mercantile activities,
Jews however did not hesitate to negotiate
for longer periods and tried to prolong the
time for repaying the loans. Nevertheless,
long term loans were usually a feature of
communities when they started to acquire
credit. They were usually in the form of
wyderkaf. When they could not repay the
debts on time or pay the interest, the credit
might had been re-financed, which means
that in order to pay the debts the Jewish
communities acquired further new loans,
which certainly prolonged the whole pro-
cess altogether.

The timing of the Jews’ recorded credit
operations in the PLC had some patterns
that depended on agricultural cycles, fair
and market days, with lesser extent on
days when local court sessions were tak-
ing place. Adam Rutkowski, who analyzed
how the credit issued by Jews depended
on a specific time of a year, emphasized
that credit was much more on offer in
February, April before the sowing, and in
June and July before harvesting, while the
most popular period in a year for loan re-
payments was September and October!4°.
In addition, another economic historian,

144 Tbid. P. 130-133, 162-163; LMMPA, T. 4.
P. 376-379.

145 Morgensztern J. Operacje kredytowe Zydow w
Zamosciu w XVII w. P. 23.

146 Rutkowski A. Kredyt zydowski na rynku lokal-
nym Warszawy w pierwszej potowie XV w. P. 270.



Henryk Samsonowicz, emphasized the
beginning of the year for the increase of
loans!4’. He also noted that the spring
credits every year depended on the “first
running waters”48, which means the days
when the merchants could start travelling
and selling their goods, which was also
an area of interest for the Jewish people.
These patterns seem to be similar in the
GDL. The credit registers in a district of
Wotkowysk as of the year 1777 indicate
that 58% of the credit was issued in April,
21% in March and 8% in June!#°. These
findings are well-supported by various
court registers involving Jews with par-
ticular importance given to the St. George
day (April 23') as a date when a lot of
credit agreements were done, and as a due
day for debt repayments. Supplementing
it were the days of fairs and local mar-
kets that meant gathering of economically
minded people in a locality which facili-
tated quicker and greater in number credit
transactions, debt executions!*.

Although from the majority of prima-
ry sources it is hard to identify for what
reasons the Jews took up credit!?!, some
observations indicate that individuals most
often took it because of some difficult situ-
ation (in need to pay taxes, repairing dam-
ages, etc.), for business matters (such as
enlargement of trade), sometimes even for
very specific reasons such as sending the
children to school and life'>2. On the other

147 Samsonowicz Henryk Bohdan. Local credits
in mediaeval Poland // Studia Historiae Oeconomicae.
1994, T. 21. P. 56.

148 Tbid.

149 LVIA, SA 3698 (F. 11, b. 997), 1. 313-321.

150 Sejm Czterech Ziem. Zrédta. P. 195-196.

151 Usually a line “in a need of money” (Pol. po-
trzebny pieniedzy) dominates credit agreements.

152 LMMPA, T. 5. P. 426-429.

hand, Jewish communities most often took
it to pay taxes, provide the necessities to
their community members, sometimes to
pay ransom fees'>3 and other more specific
matters.

CONCLUSION

The development of the credit markets in
both Poland and the GDL since the 17 c.
had similar patterns. Both were hardly hit
by the economic and more importantly the
inflation crisis, that was both tackled and
even more fuelled by money debasement.
It caused great chaos in the credit markets
leaving creditors and debtors vulnerable to
various speculations, until the stabilization
in the PLC economy after the first quarter
of the 18™ ¢. brought relative calmness to
the daily life and prospered the usage of
credit. Jews in both Poland and the GDL
were interrelated to this cycle, however
the Polish Jewry felt the consequences of
the 17% ¢. monetary and economic crisis
through credit operations much earlier, al-
ready in the 1620s, while in the GDL this
happened around the middle of the 17t ¢.
and is more connected to the Deluge and
its effects on the country.

A common feature in the 171 ¢. PLC
was the fast growing indebtedness of
Jewish communities and the decrease of
individual Jew creditors, although the lat-
ter’s stance change should not be overes-
timated. A number of individual Jews, in
both the GDL and Poland, remained active
creditors in the 17 and 18t c., while their
actual influence dependent greatly on spe-
cific locality and its needs. Until the middle
of the 18t c., the GDL’s Jewish communi-
ties managed to acquire and not repay more

153 LMMPA, T. 6. P. 434.
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loans, than their counterparts in Poland.
However, the main partner of this in both
provinces was the Church, most notably
various different monasteries. They very
often provided loans through the form of
wyderkaf, when the interest or sometimes
even the whole amount of loaned capital
was to be extracted from the property in
agreed time or perpetually. Another way of
securing credit, used much more often by
the Poland’s Jewry, than by the GDL’s was
through the hipoteka institute. In the GDL
Jews who were obliged to follow the TLS
provisions for their credit agreements,
more often used the so-called pledge law
(prawo zastawu), which guaranteed safety
and execution of loans secured by movable
and immovable pledges. Bigger loans usu-
ally had to be secured by immovable prop-
erty, most often some property in towns,
and were longer, while smaller loans were
shorter and could have been secured by
simple debit notes, with the latter becom-
ing more and more popular in the 18" c.
in both Poland and the GDL for all kinds
of debts. Occasionally Jews in GDL used
personal guaranteeing as a method of se-
curing a loan. This most usually involved
other community members. It reflects the
importance of family ties in credit dealings
in Jewish community, as a sphere of pass-
ing up loan business, collecting or secur-
ing credit. An important role in those ties
was played by the Jewish women.
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While Jews’ credit dealings with other
groups were regulated by the common law
in both Poland and the GDL, inter-Jew re-
lationship through loans was maintained
by the Jewish communities. Their stance
in both parts of the PLC was similar, al-
though after the 17t mid-century monetary
crisis, the GDL’s Jewish Council permitted
higher interest rates between the Jews, an
indicator of a more impaired credit market
and a loss of capital in the GDL after the
Deluge than in Poland.

In Poland, the credit provided by Jews
was the most expensive in the market
throughout the 17% ¢. and in large parts of
the 18 ¢. with figures often reaching 20%
and above. In the GDL, however, since the
middle of the 17 ¢. Jews could issue loans
with as low interest rates as 7%, making
the cost of their loans very similar to what
other groups could have offered. In the sec-
ond part of the 18t c. these rates seemed to
overlap, since in the last quarter of the 18
c. the credit provided by Jews in Poland
became a couple of percent cheaper than
in the GDL. Jews in Poland obtained large
amounts of credit from the Church, because
its provided credit was the cheapest, how-
ever sources from the GDL indicate that in
the latter this was rather due to high avail-
ability of capital than to low interest rates.
Interest rates from all social groups in GDL
already from the second part of 17t c. were
much more homogenous than in Poland.



SKOLINTOJAI IR SKOLININKAI ZYDAI XVII-XVIII AMZIUJE:
LYGINAMOJI LIETUVOS DIDZIOSIOS KUNIGAIKSTYSTES

IR LENKIJOS STUDIJA
Darius Sakalauskas

Santrauka

Siame straipsnyje analizuojami Lietuvos DidZiosios
Kunigaikstystés (LDK) zydy ekonominés veiklos,
kredity teikimo ir gavimo salygos, partneriai ir prak-
tikos XVII-XVIII a. Iki siol zydy jsitraukimas j kre-
ditinius santykius LDK atskirai nagrinétas nebuvo,
o iSvados paprastai darytos remiantis pavyzdziais
i§ Lenkijos. D¢l to daznai tai, kas buvo istirta lenky
istoriografijos, implicitiSkai buvo taikoma ir LDK,
nors socioekonominé struktiira abiejose Abiejy Tau-
ty Respublikos dalyse gal¢jo buti skirtinga. Tai léme,
kad tyrimas i$ principo yra lyginamasis, siekia atsa-
kyti | klausima, ar zydy, kaip kreditoriy ar debitoriy,
veikla LDK tur¢jo savity bruozy ir skyrési nuo na-
grinéty atvejy Lenkijoje, ar i§ principo buvo panasi.
Nors pagrindinés tendencijos visoje ATR buvo vie-
nodos, tai yra XVII a. padidéjo zydy bendruomeniy
jsiskolinimas ir sumazéjo pavieniy zydy galimybés
skolinti, tyrimas atskleide, kad egzistavo ir tam tikry
skirtumy. Visy pirma, XVII a. monetarin¢ ir finansy

krizé Europoje greiciau ir stipriau paveiké Lenkijos
zydy galimybes skolintis ir skolinti, o LDK zydy da-
lyvavimo kredito rinkoje XVII a. galimybes labiau-
siai veiké amziaus vidurio Tvanas. Tiek Lenkijoje,
tiek LDK tai lémé ypa¢ smarky bendruomeniniy
skoly padidéjima. Sias skolas dazniausiai finansuo-
davo Baznycia, galéjusi palankiomis saglygomis su-
teikti didelius skolinto kapitalo kiekius. LDK zydy
bendruomenés, XVIII a. vidurio duomenimis, buvo
labiau jsiskolinusios nei Lenkijos zydy bendruomenés.
Pavieniai zydai tiek Lenkijoje, tiek LDK liko svarbiis
kreditoriai mazesniyjy ir vidutiniy paskoly segmente,
tiesa, jy aktyvumas priklausydavo nuo vietos ypa-
tybiy ir galimybiy sukaupti reikiamg kapitala. Visa
XVII a. ir XVIII a. pirmaja pus¢ Lenkijoje zydai sko-
lindavo brangiau nei tai darydavo LDK zydai, taciau
XVIII a. antrojoje puséje, pasikeitus ekonominiam kli-
matui, zydy ir kity ekonominiy grupiy kreditas Lenki-
joje jau paprastai budavo pigesnis nei LDK.
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