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ABSTRACT. The structures of the Sephardic marriage relations in Adriatic area are
analyzed on historical ethnology perspective. The hypothesis of the research tried to verify
a relationship between endogamic marriages and family alliances on the basis of the documents
of the Jewish faminilies in the Adriatic, particularly in the Republic of Ragusa, in comparison to
Italian peninsula and Balkan cities in 17" century. The dowry was the primary way of conveyance
of capitals and mobile property to Sephardic woman. And its amount was crucial to prove the
social status of the bride’s family. At the same time the fosefet, the gift of the groom to his wife,
in the Balkan and Adriatic contexts reached surprisingly high levels. To compare the Sephardic
marriage market to the contexts of the external societies during the research were analyzed the
data transcribed in the registers of wedding the Republic of Ragusa in the seventeenth century
and the average the Jewish dowries surpassed those of artisans, captain vessels and merchants
and often approached the values of the merchant-aristocracy of the Republic. These research
conclusions are the out come of a comparative and syncretic analysis on the Sephardic marriages
in Adriatic and Balkans, which highlights the dynamics and trends of the Jewish women’
economy and of the marriage market in the Early Modern Era.
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After the expulsion of Jews from Spain in 1492 as a result of the Edict of
Granada (Rozen 1993: 296-352; Artigas 1997: 203-213; Assis, Miovi¢ 2007:
241-260; Prosperi 2011), the Republic of Ragusa (Dubrovnik) became the new
homeland for a small Jewish community, intensively involved in commercial
activities between the Balkans and the Adriatic (Ligorio 2016: 31-50). In the
Balkans the Sephardic families in 16™ century gradually formed an ethnic-re-
ligious community which formed a human capital of considerable importance
in the Mediterranean commercial markets (Tadi¢ 1967: 33—46). In Dubrovnik
Sephardim grafted their economic interconnections in a strategical commer-
cial hub. Dubrovnik in fact was a link between two conflictual civilization:
the Christian western Europe and the Balkans under the rule of the Ottomans
(Goldman 1996: 73—192). The Republic of Ragusa was able to build positive
trade relationships with the both of the shores of the Adriatic Region and main-
tain the position of political watchful neutrality. The history of the Republic is
a privileged observatory for the Mediterranean economic dynamics in Early
Modern Era, for its central role in inter-Adriatic and Balkan trade (Anselmi
1994: 25-55).The Archive of Dubrovnik State, which for good reason Fernand
Braudel called “one of the most important for understanding the history of the
Mediterranean,” has preserved a considerable number of sources relating to the
trading diaspora of the Balkans’ Sephardim (Ligorio 2018: 123—137).

The structures of the Sephardic marriage relations in Adriatic area are
being analyzed on ethnological, economic and social history perspective. The
hypothesis of the research on course is trying to verify the relationship be-
tween endogamy and family trade on the basis of the archival sources re-
garding the Jewish families in the Adriatic Region in, and use those data to
enable comparisons to be made between the socio-economic aspects of the
Jewish wedding models of Italian peninsula and Balkan cities on longue du-
rée perspective (Miovi¢ 2013; Delille 2013; Miovi¢ 2014: 97; Bisello 2015:
113—124). The research focus is the comparative and syncretic analysis on the
Sephardic marriages in Adriatic and Balkans, which highlights the dynamics
and trends of the Jewish women’s economy and of the marriage market in the
Early Modern Era.

The Sephardic families adopted twin strategies to strengthen business
alliances and to prevent an unfavorable splintering of the patrimony. The
dowry was the primary way of conveyance of capitals and mobile property
to Sephardic woman; in most of case this economical practice was far from
the concept of gender equity. In the dowry strategies prevailed the pragmatic
priority of the family alliance. The marriage were mostly economic agree-
ments. The minimum age for the Jewish wedding, according to the halakhic
prescriptions was 13 years of age for the groom and 12 years of age for the
bride. The marriages were meticulously organized by the relatives of the be-
trothed (Milano 1637: 85). The traditional betrothal involved the fidelity com-
mitments and was formalized in the Erusin (Moscati 2002; Schirone 2003:
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165-198). The adultery was strictly forbidden both during the engagement
of the future spouses and after the formalization of the marriage bond. On
the occasion of the engagement ritual, an agreement was sealed between the
families that in fact was a temporary marriage (Milano 1992: 556-557), theo-
retically the engagement was devoid of physical relationship because the lat-
ter was considered the perfecting of the union after the celebration of the wed-
ding. On this phase is officially established the amount of the dowry by the
families. On the one hand it was a manifestation the social status of the bride’s
family within the community, on the other it was a credit of the family of the
bride to the groom in economic perspective. The dowry was composed of the
dowry of the bride with the addition of the tosefet of the groom. The tosefet,
was a gift in money and gods of the groom to his bride.

dt:db+t

d;total dowry; dp bride dowry; ¢ tosefet

In Early modern Era in the contexts of Balkan and Adriatic the tosefet
reached surprisingly high level of monetary amount. In a comparative perspec-
tive the average the Jewish dowries in Dubrovnik surpassed those of Christian
artisans, vessel captains and merchants and often approached the values of
the dowry of the aristocracy of the Republic. The dowry contracts were a
guarantee of an emergency economic resource for the family economy and a
model of protection of the offspring in case of death or ‘ghet’ (the divorce of
the parents). In the case of second marriage of the woman the percentage of
the tosefet on the bride dowry sensibly decrease. For example, Judith, daugh-
ter of Leon Costantini, married in 1748 Gabriel Valenzin, recieved from the
groom a tosefet of 950 ducats, the 51,35 % of her dowry of 1850 ducats for
a total dowry of 2800 ducats. In 1769 Judith married remarried with Samuel
Benphorath with a dowry of 1 000 ducatsbut in this case the fosefet was of 200
ducats, off course a considerable value, but equivalent only to the 20 % of the
bride dowry, for a total dowry of 1.200 ducats (Drzavni Arhiv u Dubrovniku,
Diversa de Foris, vol. 140, ff. 225v.-228r.).

In Italy the percentage of fosefet in Sephardic tradition was higher than
Roman/Italian Jews and Ashkenazim communities. In Ancona the tosefet was
about the 20 %, in Rome the 25 %, in Piedmont the percentage was variable but
under the 50 % (Galasso 2003: 191-198), only in the Sephardic marriage, for
example in Livorno, in Venice and in Puglia the fosefet was at the level of the
range of 50 % (Vitale 1997). The same dynamics can be observed in Balkans.
The tosefet of Sephardic marriage was usually equivalent to the 50 % of the
bride dowry, it was a tradition of the Sephardim of Dubrovnik, but it was also
structural in the tradition of the Sephardic Ottoman communities in Balkans:
in Sofia, in Sarajevo, and in Salonika was adopted the same dowry system.
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In fact the family networks of Dubrovnik Sephardim covered the Balkans
and the Italian Peninsula and responded to specific economic interests aimed
at consolidating of family alliances. Inter-community exogamous marriag-
es strengthened ties. The Sephardim of Dubrovnik built net which contains
Jewish Dubrovnik in Belgrade, Sarajevo, Skopje, Sofia, Salonika, Split, and
on western Adriatic Ancona, Senigallia Livorno and Venice (Miovi¢ 2014).
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The monetary value of the Sephardic dowries in Dubrovnik was high in:
only 10 of 90 dowries recorded in the archive amount at less than 1000 ducats
usually were worth 2000 ducats and sometimes up to 6000 and 7500 ducats.
In the last quarter of the sixteenth century, only a dowry under of 1 000 ducats:
was the dowry of Chiara doughter of Salomon who married Jacob Levi on 15
January 1592, with a dowry of 400 scudi and a fosefet 200 scudi (the tradi-
tional 50 %) for a total of 600 scudi, corresponding to 540 ducats. The highest
for this period is that of the Gaon Rabbi Josef, son of Rabbi Abram, and David
Luna Cidi who brought with her a dowry of 2 500 scudi and recieved a fosefet
of Josef of 1500 scudi (60 %) for a total of 4000 scudi, equal to 3600 ducats.

In the first half of seventeenth century, before the tragic earthquake of
6 April 1667, on the basis of 12 wedding contracts only two of them had a
monetary value lower than 1000 ducats, 5 were up to 2000 ducats, and the
dowry of Ester Cohen for her wedding with Josef Franco in 1635 reached
the peak of 6200. Particularly interesting is the structure of this conspicu-
ous dowry, composed from 2800 ducats in money, 300 ducats in vessels and
1050 ducats in gold, jewelry, clothing, furniture and equipment for the house,
the dowry of Ester was of 4 150 ducats which was compounded by the fosefet
of Josef 2050 ducats. Even from 1667 until the end of the seventeenth century
the Sephardic bride continued to equip their daughters with high figures: on
16 qualities only 2 were less than 1000 ducats, while 10 significantly exceed-
ed 2000 ducats, of which 7 to above 3000 ducats.

In the eighteenth century the dynamics of the marriage policy was con-
firmed: on 44 contracts 10 amounted to below 1000 ducats, 13 in the fax be-
tween 1000 and 2000 ducats and were up to 3000 ducats, with bits of 6000
and 5 100 ducats. In the last five years of the Republic all the registered dowrys
except one exceeded the value of 2500 ducats.

Jacob Namias from Sofia cemented his family alliance in the wedding
with Grazia daughter of Efrahim Namias. The average of the tosefet was of
100000 Ottomanakge and the tosefet was the traditional 50 % of the bride
dowry 50000 Ottoman akge. Similarly the family alliance between the Oef
of Dubrovnik and the Cohen from Skopje is sealed through the union of
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Isac Oefand Reina Cohen, the wedding was held in June 1616 with dowry
of 1200 ducats and a tosefet 600 ducats (50 % ) for a total amount of 1800
ducats. Reina David’s father and his brother Aron have been in business for
several years with Isac and his father Aron. It is also interesting to note that
the commercial interests of Oef and Namias intersect in Dubrovnik, as the
former were as intermediaries of seconds for the trade of Cordovan from Sofia
towards Ancona (Ligorio 2016), the Namias were a Ponente diasporic family,
their commercial and family network in Italy covered Venice, Ancona, Ferrara.
The family after the expulsion from the Iberian Peninsula spread throughout
the Mediterranean and became a Levantine trade family (Leoni 2011: 263).

Value of the Sephardic dowry in Dubrovnik (1668-1700)
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Value of the Sephardic dowry in Dubrovnik (1701-1807)
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Comparation of dowries recordered in Dubrovnik in y. 1659 (green Christian nobles,
red Sephardic)

Maria di Lorenzo de Sorgo (f. notabile) ;_ 1500
Maria (p. falegname) —_ 150
Lucia di Pietro Germoglie —h 120
Paola di Marino di Giovanni —_ 200
Anizza di Michele Antonio —h 90
Anizza di Rado de Giorgi (f. notabile) —_ 1 000

Maria di Paolo Bercou [ 200

Bona Navarro (f. ebraica) - [ — 1 170

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600

Value of the dowry in ducats

name of the bride

The terms of the wedding contract were a kind of protection of the wife
interest. The husbands were obliged to strictly monogamous relationships
with the prohibition of concubinage, polygamy and adultery, and obliging the
divorce in the contract was possible only on after the consent of the wife, or
her strict relatives. In the case of husband’s death, the wife had the right to
get back her dowry and it would be divided in 2/3 to the widow and 1/3 to the
descendants. In the case of the death of his wife, the husband would inherit
the half of his wife’s dowry, while the other half would return to the parents
of the wife. While in the case of survival of the offspring after 60 days of the
woman’s departure, the groom would be entitled to inherit the whole dowry.
This system of guarantee was an exception in the Sephardic and Jewish tradi-
tion (Colafemmina 1992: 114-122; Delille 2013), because in theory the po-
lygamy was practiced possible in the form of levirate, and usually the ghet
(the divorce bill) was an unilateral decision of the husband without the accep-
tance of his wife. It is possible to compare to the standardized normaves about
the wedding. «Rav. Gershom decreed excommunication to the wedding [with
another woman] in addition to his wife, but he did not decree excommunica-
tion for yebama, nor for erusa» (Caro) and continued: «A man who marries a
woman who has stopped being able to give birth, and has made an oath that
will not marry any other woman against [the first wife will] can’t undo from
his oath without the consent of his wife» (Caro).

For the Sephardim, the polygamy was a peculiar condition, an exception
to the common monogamy, although in theory it was never considered pro-
hibited or illicit, provided that the use of the local community contemplated it
(Delille 2013). Joseph Caro in his Shulkan Aruch subordinates the matrimo-
nial structure to the social context of reference and to the cultural tradition.
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«A man can marry a certain number of women on the condition that he has
the means to support them, the sages have thought possible that a man does
not marry more than four women so that he can fulfill his obligations once a
month. In places where it is customary to marry only one woman, men are not
allowed to marry another woman. It is forbidden to marry two women in two
different places» (Caro); «A man who establishes in the ketubah that he will
not marry another woman after his first wife, does not sign a clause contrary to
the Torah» (Caro). Leone da Modena confirmed the lawfulness of polygamy
for the Levantines, unlike the Ashkenazi and Roman Jews. «It is licit to take
more than one and how many wives they want, as in many places of writing,
we see the license and the cases followed, so do Levantine; but among the
Germans it is neither permitted nor used, and in Italy very rare, and only in
case, that it has been many years with the first, and has not been able to have
children» (Modena 1637). However, the families of the Dubrovnik brides
were always very careful to include in the clauses of the ketubot the prohibi-
tion of polygamy in any form. The note was presented in a standardized form,
exemplifying the ketubah of Luna by David Cidi and her husband Josef Gaon
for the marriage contracted on 2 June 1582 and registered in Dubrovnik on
2 March 1593 in an anciet form of Italian speaked in Dubrovnik

Si obbigo detto Josephs sposo che non pigliara altra moglie vivente donna
Luna in nessun modo benanche sia serva, concubina o servitrice in modo
o forma alcuna del matrimonio del mondo e non si possi partir da quella
dandoli libello del repudio, eccetto che ella si contentata, consentandosi il
poi propinquo parente di essa e non la si possa ingannar ne farli paura ne
forzarla a vi li dira (Drzavni Arhiv u Dubrovniku, Diversa de Foris, vol.1,
ff. 71r.-75r.)

The same formula was also used among the families of Thessaloniki,
Sofia and Sarajevo.

Through the dowry contracts prove the relevant social and economic role
of the Jews Dubrovnik, and quantify the level of protection of the family of
the wife reached by in the perspective of a pragmatic wedding policy. The
results of this policy was a consolidate family networks across the Balkans in
Early Modern Era.
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CTPYKTYPA CE®APCKOI'O TOCE®ETA B PECITYBJIUKE PAT'Y3A

AHHOTAIL M. B crarbe ¢ TOUKH 3pEHUS] UCTOPUUECKON STHOJOTMH PAaCCMaTPUBAIOTCS
CTPYKTYpBI OpavHbIX OTHOLICHUI cedapaoB Apuatiku. BeiiBuraercs rumnoresa, npesonara-
FOIIIast CBA3b MEXK/Ty DHAOTAMHBIMH OpakaMiu U CEMEHHBIMU aTbTHCAMH Ha OCHOBE JJOKYMEHTOB
eBpEHCKHUX cemell Anpuarhku, B yacTHoCTH Pecry6nmku Parysa, conocTaBiIsieMbIX ¢ HCTOY-
HUKamK ¢ MTanbsHckoro moiyoctpoBa U u3 bankanckux roponoB XVII B. [puganoe Ob110
OCHOBHBIM CITOCOOOM TEepEeIBIKCHHS KalTUTAIOB B MOOMIIBHON COOCTBEHHOCTBIO Ce(apacKoit
JKeHIIMHBL. Ero pasmep urpan BaxHEHIIYIO pOb B MOATBEPAKIAECHUU CTaTyca CEMbH HEBECTHIL.
B T0 K€ Bpems1, TocedeT — MoAapoK KEHHXa CBOCH JKeHe — B OAJIKaHCKOM U aJpHaTHYECKOM
KOHTEKCTaX JOCTHUTall HEOXHIAHHO OONbIIMX pasMepoB. s comocraBieHHS cedapacKoro
OpavHOro pBHIHKA C CUTYyaIMeil BO BHEIIHNX COOOIIECTBAX aBTOP MPOBEI aHAIHM3 MaTepHaIoB
OpaunbIX peructpoB pecnyonuku Parysa B XVII B. CpenHee eBpelickoe MpUaIaHOE MTPEBOCXO-
JIJIO TIPHIAHOE PEMECIICHHUKOB, MOPCKHUX KAallUTAHOB U KYIIIOB M 3a4aCTyI0 JOCTHUIAJO pa3-
MEpOB TIPHIAHOTO TOPrOBOW apHCTOKPATHH PECITyONMKH. DTH JaHHbIC SBISIOTCS PE3yIETaToOM
CPaBHHUTENIBFHOTO M CHHKPETHYECKOro aHanm3a cedapIckux OpakoB B paifoHax AJpUaTHKU
1 basikaH, 4TO BBIABISAET JUHAMHUKY M TCHICHIIMH YKOHOMUKHU €BPEHCKUX >KEHIMH U OpayHOTo
poiaka Pannero Hosoro Bpemenu.
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