Epilogue

[bookmark: _Hlk508724290]The idea for this book matured slowly. Many years ago, the history of Yiddish in Israel began to fascinate me. I have since read accounts, impressions, and anecdotal stories, and participated, both actively and as an observer, in discussions and debates on the topic. These were usually of two types. The first involved individuals who had been active in the Yiddish world for many years, mostly Holocaust survivors who immigrated to Israel between the late 1940s and 1950s and who took the attitude towards Yiddish in Israel as a personal insult. Many of them argued fervently that Yiddish was falling prey to “diaspora negating” ideology, and that in practice this ideology led to discrimination against Yiddish, its marginalization within Israeli culture, and even to the actual persecution of Yiddish in Israel. “The authorities in Israel not only killed Yiddish, they dead-checked it,”[footnoteRef:2] said Yitzhak Luden, a leading Yiddish journalist, who died in 2017 after a long and very accomplished life. Many others habitually cited Ben-Gurion’s 1945 description of Yiddish as “a foreign and grating language,” a one-off observation that he never repeated.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vQsN-aXiH2Q]  [3:  ] 

	The second type of conversation on Yiddish involved individuals, born after the Holocaust, who grew up in Israel. These people usually regarded Yiddish as a “pleasant” and “folksy” language that creates a “warm atmosphere” and is essentially “funny” in the sense of being entertaining, but also ludicrous. 

“A foreign and grating language”? The attitude of the State of Israel toward Yiddish
This book deals with the history of Yiddish in Israel from the establishment of the state to the end of the twentieth century. Its focus is on the following questions: Was there indeed a consolidated, official attitude toward Yiddish in Israel? What motivated the attempts to restrict Yiddish during the 1950s? How did Yiddish develop in Israel and how did these restrictions affect its development? And what factors fostered the development of Yiddish culture in Israel—press, theatre, literature, and academia?
	This study’s main conclusion unequivocally contradicts claims made by Yiddish activists regarding a deliberate anti-Yiddish policy. The state of Israel never formulated a definitive policy on Yiddish, certainly not one that negated it. It is true that high ranking bureaucrats attempted to initiate limitations on the use of Yiddish, and that some interest groups tried to push for measures against Yiddish including attempts to persuade members of the Knesset to introduce some relevant legislation. All these attempts were nipped in the bud. Ultimately, no government official or agency in Israel—prime minister, government, Knesset, or individual ministers—ever took practical steps, even the smallest, toward setting a policy on Yiddish. There was a general tendency to prefer Hebrew and to prevent the use of non-Hebrew languages from becoming a hurdle for the inculcation of Hebrew. This tendency—not policy—generated limitations on foreign languages, including Yiddish. 
	 In the state’s early years cultural initiatives in the Yiddish language, particularly the press and theatre, did suffer from various restrictions. However, these constraints were not anchored in distinctive legislation. In fact, no such law relating to Yiddish or any language other than Hebrew, was ever passed in Israel. The restrictions on Yiddish were based on the British mandate’s press and theatre ordinances. With the establishment of the state of Israel, these ordinances were endorsed as press and theatre licensing laws, which were the basis for some rules— “temporary orders”—pertaining to the provision of licenses for newspapers and plays. These rules enabled the licensing bodies to limit or even deny licenses to theaters and newspapers for various reasons. 
	Nevertheless, Yiddish had a massive presence in Israel during the first decade of the state, not only as a spoken language, but also as the cultural language of a vibrant Yiddish theatre scene and prolific Yiddish press with a large readership.	Comment by Author:  Perhaps “substantial” or “considerable”
	Given the difficulties in obtaining performance licenses, Yiddish theater groups mostly ignored this obligation. Although in some cases, police charged actors for performing without a license, the penalty for this offense was usually a symbolic fine, which did not dissuade the actors from continuing to disobey the law. Officials’ attempts to increase police enforcement or raise penalties for the unauthorized performance of plays in languages other than Hebrew, especially Yiddish, were dismissed. 
	Moreover, in July 1951, just over three years after the founding of the state, the Israeli government, led by Ben-Gurion, instructed the Minister of the Interior to allow the provision of licenses for non-Hebrew, particularly Yiddish, plays. From then on, all licensing requests to produce Yiddish plays were responded in favor, and Yiddish actors’ performances were not disrupted. 
	Neither did licensing restraints on Yiddish newspapers’ publication as dailies prevent their publication. Publishers found inventive ways to circumvent the rules by publishing dailies under the guise of two newspapers with different headlines, both of which had obtained separate licenses. These ploys were conspicuous and recognized not only by readers, who perceived the newspapers as bona fide dailies, but also by members of Knesset and government ministers. Nevertheless, no steps were taken to stop or limit these newspapers’ publication. 
	Another obstacle faced by Yiddish newspapers in the early 1950s was a shortage in paper due to both the scarcity of foreign currency required for the importation of paper to Israel, and a paper shortage in the global marketplace. The distribution of paper to newspapers was rationed, and over the years, Yiddish newspaper publishers argued that the government had discriminated against them in terms of paper rations to undermine production and distribution. However, it was in fact Hebrew newspaper publishers, not heads of government, who acted against Yiddish papers for economic reasons. To reduce competition in the newspaper market, Hebrew publishers acted to introduce ordinances, even laws, that would limit paper rations for newspapers in foreign languages, especially in Yiddish. Ezriel Carlebach is a particularly blatant example of this phenomenon: while he wrote scathing articles against restrictions on the Yiddish theatre, at the same time, he took steps to limit the Yiddish press against which he competed for paper rations and within the newspaper market itself. It was not, therefore, anti-Yiddish ideology that motivated efforts to limit the publication of Yiddish newspapers, but rather pure financial interests. The heads of state, however, did not endorse these efforts—some of which were rejected, while others gradually disappeared. 
	Moreover, political parties, including Mapai, the ruling party, published daily Yiddish newspapers to advance their political interests and reach Yiddish readers, while employing the same tactics that Yiddish newspapers used to obtain licenses and compete over paper rations. Thus, these parties contributed to the creation of a vibrant Yiddish press in Israel.
	Indeed, during the state’s early years, cultural initiatives in Yiddish suffered hardships and restrictions. But it is also undisputed that during those same years, a vivacious world of cultural projects in Yiddish existed in Israel, particularly the theatre and press. Why, therefore, has the opinion that Yiddish was persecuted in Israel of the 1950s become permanently embedded? Why, even in the early twenty-first century, did Yiddish speakers, mainly actors and journalists, continue to argue that the young state of Israel had imposed a policy of persecution against Yiddish? The answer to these questions is complex. 
	The inculcation of Hebrew was undoubtedly not only one of the leaderships’ main objectives in the early years of the state, but also one of its most difficult and decisive missions. Indeed, Hebrew was one of the principle ideological foundations of the Zionist movement, and therefore, its inculcation was an inseparable part of the realization of Zionist ideology. Furthermore, given that a common language constitutes a universal keystone in the creation of nationalism and in the construction of a nation, this role was imposed also upon Hebrew. However, in Israel of the 1940s and 50s, Hebrew played another significant, more practical role. In a country that absorbed immigrants from many countries, who spoke different and strange languages—some Jewish dialects, others foreign tongues—Hebrew was intended as the common language of the state that would render the immigrants one public, a united community that spoke one language. The significance of this endeavor is beyond description, and it is on this basis that the attitude toward foreign languages was derived. In practical terms, the greater hold a language had on the Jewish public, the more it was perceived as a threat to the Hebrew inculcation project. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting, or replacing “different and strange” with “many and varied”
	But Yiddish was neither a “different” nor “foreign” language. Yiddish was the great Jewish language. The language that most Jews in the pre-Holocaust world knew how to speak, and indeed, spoke. The body of modern secular Jewish literature in Yiddish in the pre-state years was significantly larger than that of Hebrew literature and included works by prominent authors, which were considered Jewish classics. Yiddish was also the language which, in the early twentieth century, competed with Hebrew over the status of the Jewish people’s national language in both practical and official contexts. Moreover, like the Yiddish speakers, most state officials had themselves immigrated from Eastern Europe with the establishment of the state and were not only fluent in Yiddish, but also shared a warm, more personal, attitude toward it. Some, in fact, did not conceal their affection for Yiddish. But alongside their positive personal feelings toward the language, they were also aware of its powerful status in the Jewish nation and considered the possibility that its pervasive use in the state of Israel would impinge upon the inculcation of Hebrew. Herein lie the contradictions that characterized the attitude toward Yiddish in Israel. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting.
	Yiddish speakers in Israel, the new immigrants from Eastern Europe—most of whom were Holocaust survivors—expected the opposite. They were not merely “immigrants to home.” From their viewpoint, they had been reunited with people from their cities and villages who shared their culture and spoke their language. They hoped—even took for granted—that state leaders, who themselves had come from East European cities and villages, would display a sympathetic and heartfelt attitude toward Yiddish, embrace it, and support and nurture Yiddish cultural initiatives. The reality was different.
	The attitude toward Yiddish in Israel, therefore, was a result of the tension between the leaders’ supportive position toward the language and its cultural works, and their broader considerations related to the formation of Israeli society and culture, and the inculcation of Hebrew. It was also the result of the tension between the leadership’s position and the immigrants’ expectation that Yiddish would be held in regard in Israel. This conflict explains why, although there was no definitive anti-Yiddish policy, steps were taken to limit its use on the theatre stage and in the press. Moreover, it explains why, despite these steps’ limited effectiveness and the short time in which they were valid, and the fact that an intensive Yiddish culture existed in Israel at least until the 1960s, Yiddish speakers, particularly those active in the Yiddish cultural scene, perceived the state’s attitude toward the language as discriminating, demeaning, and even, persecuting. Indeed, this perception reflected their immense disappointment. The immigrants from Eastern Europe hoped that the Jewish language, which they had spoken and in which they had created in the past, and which for many symbolized their Jewish identity, would be received in Israel with honor and blessing. From their perspective, a respectful attitude toward Yiddish was meant to be part of the essence of the Jewish state. They saw the extremely complex position toward Yiddish not only as persecutorial, but mostly as degrading and rejecting.
	For this reason, they also failed to see that beyond the affection and apprehension toward Yiddish and the political parties’ narrow interests, from shortly before the establishment of the state, Israeli authorities had a national interest in nurturing certain aspects of Yiddish culture. 
	Before the founding of the state, the Yishuv leadership led by Ben-Gurion, perceived the future state not only as a civil state, but as the state of the Jewish nation and its spiritual center. They did indeed aspire to create a new Israeli culture that would be entirely Hebrew, Zionist, and of the Land of Israel. But at the same time, they also recognized the need to balance this culture with the representation—although in moderation—of the diasporic Jewish cultures, notably high cultures with limited audiences. 
	One way to obtain this goal was to encourage Jewish luminaries in the sciences, arts, and literature to settle in Israel. The preference was for public figures who were renown not only in the Jewish sphere, but often, throughout the world. By joining the Jewish community in Israel, these figures would provide the young state with gravitas within both the Jewish world, and the world at large, and assist in constructing its status as the Jewish people’s spiritual and cultural center. 
	As part of the effort to realize this idea, attempts were made over the years to petition famous Yiddish actors living abroad, several of whom were international stars—not necessarily Jewish—to settle in Israel and perform in plays subsidized by public funding. In the theatrical field, these efforts failed. 
	In the literary field, on the other hand, such efforts were highly successful. The fact that the world renown Yiddish poet, Avraham Sutzkever, settled in Israel and edited a literary quarterly—which was fully financed by public funds, including the editor and staff’s salaries—rendered Israel not only a permanent center of Yiddish literature in the post-Holocaust world, but also a focus of incomparable literary excellency. Yiddish literature and academic research on Yiddish flourished in Israel. Still, few were aware of Sutzkever’s literary project, and of the fact that one of the greatest Jewish writers of the twentieth century lived in Israel. The Israeli public was unfamiliar with this literature; in fact, they did not even know it existed. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting
	Thus, the points outlined so far lead to the conclusion that the authorities’ attitude toward Yiddish was not the main factor in determining how Yiddish would fare in Israel, and that the main causes were associated rather with the absorption and acclimation processes that the new immigrants underwent in Israel. Some of these processes were natural, universal, and characteristic of immigrant societies in general, while others were specific to the unique circumstances of the State of Israel—a young state struggling with economic and security problems, and especially with language and cultural challenges given that the number of immigrants that arrived in Israel in its early years exceeded that of its veteran citizens. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting
	These acclimation processes and daily life in a state whose official language is Hebrew, gradually detracted from the use of foreign languages in general, and of Yiddish, in particular. Most Yiddish speakers continued to love the language for what it symbolized, and approximately half of their generation spoke it often. On rare occasions, when a world-renowned actor performed, they also attended the theatre, but for the most part, they switched to Hebrew. They spoke Hebrew in the public space and workplace, gradually abandoned the Yiddish newspaper for the Hebrew, and more importantly, most avoided speaking Yiddish with the second generation. Everyday life in Israel was conducted in Hebrew. 	Comment by Author: Consider: their children
	The authorities’ position on Yiddish was now insignificant. From the mid-1950s, and more so since the 1960s, what defined Yiddish’s status in Israel was not the authorities’ attitude, but rather that of the general public, which included Yiddish speakers and their second generation, as well as those who did not know Yiddish at all. The status of Yiddish in Israeli culture and in the public discourse was now part of the development of Israeli culture—from the waves of nostalgia that flooded the country, through musical influences from abroad, to political and social incidents, some of which were extremely dramatic.	Comment by Author: Consider: children	Comment by Author: החלק הזה מעט משובש במקור. אני מקוה שהבנתי.
	Thus, the wave of nostalgia for the East European Jewish past following Eichmann’s trial in 1961, was instrumental in the phenomenal success of Itzik Manger’s Yiddish play, Songs of the Megillah, and of other plays, which although performed in Hebrew, dealt with the Jewish past in Eastern Europe. While the state leadership attended a Yiddish play and by doing so, demonstrated its support for the language, and even though the Hebrew press praised the Yiddish play and not others, the return of Yiddish to the center of Israeli culture was temporary. The question of the bond with the Land of Israel, which occupied a central position in the Israeli discourse following the 1967 War, pushed the East European past out of the realm of nostalgia, and replaced it for a long time. The leadership’s attitude toward Yiddish had already been irrelevant for some time. The natural and spontaneous processes determined the fate of Yiddish for better or for worse. 
	This conclusion is reinforced considering efforts made by organizations established during the 1970s whose aim was to rehabilitate the status of Yiddish in Israel by holding conventions, publishing new periodicals, and awarding prizes. During these years, state leaders collaborated with various Yiddish initiatives. Government officials sponsored events related to Yiddish culture, the Prime Minister’s Prize for Yiddish Literature was founded, and there was even an attempt to establish a publicly funded Yiddish theatre. However, despite the support of institutions and public figures, most of these initiatives failed. The public was not interested in Yiddish theatre, and Yiddish literature written in Israel reflected values which readers did not identify with. The East European Jewish past no longer interested members of the first generation who came to Israel with the establishment of the state and had not yet become of interest to the second generation. Still, toward the end of the twentieth century, Yiddish was revived in certain parts of the Israeli public. This shift was not at all related to official policy. It was a result of social trends that led to cultural changes.
	Beginning in the early 1980s, a social process developed that was a kind of “photographic negative” of the processes which had occurred in the 1950s. Contrary to the government sanctioned “melting pot” policy, which ultimately did not prevent Yiddish from finding its place in Israel, a reverse, grassroots process, which sprouted a new identity politics, was now taking place. This process reshaped Israel’s popular culture as well as its regions of memory. Israeli society began to make room for collective memories and for personal, private memories as culture-forming factors. This process, rather than various attempts by public institutions to act on behalf of Yiddish, laid the ground for the return of Yiddish to Israeli culture in the 1990s. The main manifestation of the reintroduction of Yiddish was the establishment of the Yiddish theatre, “Yiddishpiel,” a private initiative, initially financed by private funds. Public bodies also participated in this transformation: the Tel Aviv Municipality supported the Yiddish theatre, and the Knesset legislated “The National Authority for Yiddish Culture” law—steps taken to complement social and cultural developments, and not dictates of superior authorities. 
	Still, despite these changes and notwithstanding that in practical terms the limitations on Yiddish in the early 1950s had a minor influence on its development, the impact of Yiddish was not sustained in the long run. The insult to Yiddish speakers due to the representation of their language and culture as inappropriate to life in Israel, and as a result, Yiddish’s reputation as “diasporic,” “folksy,” and mostly “funny,” lasted for many decades. The issue that needs to be explored then, is what affect these representations had on the status of Yiddish in Israel and on its place in Israeli society and culture throughout the following decades. 
“But it sounds better in Yiddish”: How Yiddish endured in Israel’s public space 
The development of Yiddish in Israel was, therefore, integrated within the larger development processes that occurred in the state over the years. These processes formed all aspects of Israeli culture and determined the nature of the written Hebrew language, and of the Israeli vernacular. From the 1970s, the everyday use of Yiddish—in all its forms—gradually decreased. Toward the end of the twentieth century, the number of Yiddish speakers who had immigrated to Israel with the establishment of the state, was extremely small. And still, Yiddish continued to exist in the Israeli public space and in Israelis’ consciousness, and even became a small but well-integrated part of Israeli culture in the twenty-first century. It was in fact images of Yiddish, which were enrooted over the years and had become part of Israeli popular culture, that prevented its disappearance. In 1987, a year after the publication of Yossel Birstein’s short story “A Drop of Silence,” which appears at the beginning of this book, Am Oved, a leading Israeli press, published Aharon Megged’s novel Pygmalion. Like in Birstein’s “A Drop of Silence,” at the center of Pygmalion is a Yiddish author. But while Birstein’s story reflected the image of the Yiddish author in Israel through the eyes of a Yiddish author—who later switched to writing in Hebrew—Megged’s novel reflected the image of the Yiddish author, and of Yiddish in general, from the point of view of an important, leading Hebrew author—one of the generation of 1948 authors—who did not know Yiddish at all.[footnoteRef:4]	Comment by Author: Perhaps: the protagonist [4:  Aharon Megged, Foigelman 
] 

	The novel, at the center of which is a meeting between an Israeli-born historian and a Yiddish author, presents all the stereotypical attitudes toward Yiddish in Israel, including statements regarding Zionism’s persecution of Yiddish. However, it focuses mainly on the image of Yiddish as a folksy, warm, humorous, and often ludicrous, language. 
	Researchers of Yiddish, intellectuals, and journalists for Hebrew and Yiddish papers, experienced these images as degrading and belittling, and as sinning against the great literature written in Yiddish, and harming its status in Israel. Over the years, Dan Miron has argued that this ridiculing was in fact the most longstanding anti-Yiddish attitude, and explained that its purpose was to create a sharp divide between the Hebrew speaking Zionists and Yiddish speakers. This ridiculing, in his opinion, could exist only among those who had live contact with Yiddish. He repeatedly explained the extent to which this attitude did an injustice to Shalom Aleichem, and to his stature as a modern Jewish writer, one of the greatest authors of the Jewish people.[footnoteRef:5] Ha’aretz journalists, Yehoshua Gilboa and Avraham Neve Tzel, both former East Europeans who spoke Yiddish, regretfully expressed similar positions in separate articles published in 1976 following the Jewish Conference on Yiddish held in Jerusalem. “Today, when I hear a Yiddish expression in my home,” Gilboa wrote, “it is used to express something ludicrous that is meant to elicit laughter,”[footnoteRef:6] and Neve Tzel commented “What’s funnier than a Yeminite saying ‘Yiddishe Mama.’”[footnoteRef:7]	Comment by Author: Consider: actual contact -or-  live interaction	Comment by Author: The reference to Luden in the footnote is incomplete. [5:  Dan Miron, Ha’Tzad Ha’Afel: 11-12.
Miron repeated this position also in articles published in Ha’aretz; see: Dan Miron, “Hem Tzohakim Ani  Bokhe” Ha’aretz, July 14, 2004, August 25, 2011.]  [6:  Yehoshua A. Gilboa, “Ha’Tragedya Shel Ha’Yiddish” Ha’aretz, September 1, 1976.]  [7:  Avraham Neve Tzel, Yiddish Le’lo Kadish” Ha’aretz, September 3, 1976. See also Yitzhak Luden, “Di Yerush

 ] 

	Miron is undoubtedly correct regarding the pre-state period and the first two decades of the state; it is also obvious that the greater Israeli public—including graduates of Israel’s educational system who had been exposed to a minimal part of Shalom Aleichem’s works by way of Y.D. Berkowitz’s translations—were not equipped to comprehend Shalom Aleichem’s greatness. The question relevant to our discussion is did Yiddish’s folksy image in the Israeli public, especially as a language associated with laughter and that possesses comical elements, harm its status in Israel in the long run. The answer, based on an examination of the status of Yiddish in Israel from the 1970s to the present, indicates the opposite.
	From the 1970s, live contact with Yiddish gradually decreased. Moreover, the need to differentiate between Hebrew and Yiddish speakers, or stress Zionism’s superiority over the diaspora, had vanished. Yiddish’s comical image, on the other hand, had already become fixed in the public consciousness. And even if its beginning was with Zionism’s patronizing of Yiddish, this linkage slowly disappeared. Now it was derived from other sources. During these years, the majority of the Israeli public discovered Yiddish through two sources. The first was folk aphorisms and idioms in Yiddish, which were integrated in spoken Hebrew by way of paraphrasing or translation and which had become part of the Israeli vernacular.[footnoteRef:8] These were largely perceived as entertaining. The second source was the Yiddish theatre in Israel, which was impressed upon the public consciousness as comic theatre.  [8:  For multiple examples, see Rubik Rozental] 

	Notably, it was not the largely second-rate comic operettas—performed by many groups during the 1950s and 60s, and by few in the 70s—that created this image. The non-Yiddish speaking public was unaware of these performances. The image of Yiddish was derived rather from the sophisticated Yiddish theatre: the widely famous comic duo Dzigan & Schumacher were instrumental in creating a linkage between the Yiddish theatre and Yiddish in general, and sharp-witted humor in the consciousness of many, including second generation Yiddish speakers who had heard about them from their parents. 
In addition to these performances, in the 1960s readings of Shalom Aleichem’s works featuring leading Israeli stage actors—Shmuel Rodensky, Shmulik Segal, Eliyahu Goldenberg, and Shmuel Atzmon—proved highly successful. It was the humor in Shalom Aleichem’s work that reinforced the image of Yiddish in the public consciousness as a language of comic texts. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	But while this image greatly saddened those knowledgeable in Yiddish literature and high culture, it did not have a negative effect on the Israeli public’s attitude toward Yiddish. On the contrary. In 1977, a year after the Jewish Conference on Yiddish, a journalist for Ma’ariv conducted interviews with high school students in Holon, a medium sized city on the outskirts of Tel Aviv, who studied Yiddish. A ninth grader said he was studying Yiddish to communicate better with his grandparents, however he did not forget to add that “Yiddish has an essence and humor of its own.”[footnoteRef:9] The image of Yiddish as humorous was an aspect of the language that attracted an adolescent boy to choose Yiddish studies. And he was not the only one. [9:  Nurit Bartzky, “Ivri Daber Yidish” Ma’ariv, (Musaf Yamim Ve’Leilot), October 7, 1977: 8-10.] 

	In 1989, two years after the publication of Pygmalion, Aharon Megged returned to Yiddish, this time not in a novel, but rather in two essays. “I have never spoken Yiddish, I have never learned it,” Megged wrote, “and still I feel as if I understand much more than I know [i.e. of the language], I feel it, I ‘sense’ its qualities...I can read a poem by Manger, not understand most of its words and still understand the poem, ‘feel’ it. I am ignorant in Yiddish, but my heart longs for it...it is softer, warmer, more intimate.”[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Aharon Megged, Shulhan Ha’Ktiva Sheli: 136-7] 

	While speaking at a Tribute to Yiddish in the Knesset in 1993, the Deputy Speaker, Iraqi born Ovadia Ali said: “I, who was born in Iraq...admit and confess that it [Yiddish] is not my tongue, and had it been...perhaps I would have started with a good joke of the witty type, the kind which, when told in another language, people remark ‘but its sounds better in Yiddish.’”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  The 46th assembly of the 13th Knesset, January 4, 1993
http://knesset.gov.il/tql/knesset_new/knesset13/HTML_27_03_2012_06-21-01-PM/19930104@19930104003@003.html
] 

	There is no doubt that one of the main forces that preserved Yiddish in Israeli society toward the end of the twentieth century was the second generation for whom Yiddish was a part of their private memories, but who lacked the means to connect with these memories in the private sphere. These individuals were attracted to expressions of Yiddish culture in the public space, rendering them a kind of “realm of memory” of their own. The other, no less powerful force was unquestionably Yiddish’s folksy and humorous image. The fact that Yiddish was perceived as a language that could be understood without really knowing it—to “feel it,” as Megged wrote—encouraged many of the second generation, and some of the third, to become closer to it. But most were satisfied with fulfilling the role of audience for the Yiddish theatre. A smaller group began attending various activities in Yiddish offered to the Israeli public toward the end of the twentieth century, while few others, mainly of the third generation, discovered Yiddish high culture, and became deeply involved in its literature—poetry, prose, and drama. Thus, paradoxically, Shalom Aleichem’s superficial image contributed to drawing people closer to Yiddish and ultimately caused young people at the beginning of the twenty-first century to take a serious interest in a Yiddish author who died in the second decade of the twentieth century. 
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