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When the Brody-born literary scholar Dov Sadan (1902–1989) wished to succinctly characterize the place of Jews in the ethnocultural mosaic of Galicia (the region spanning southeastern Poland and western Ukraine), his birthplace, he chose to do so using the tools of sociolinguistics. On the complex and politically tense reality in the region during the last years of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, he wrote:
The language they [the Jews of Eastern Galicia] spoke at home and on the street and among themselves was not Polish but Yiddish, and the language of their culture was not Polish but Hebrew, and the language of their learning was not Polish but German, and the language of the majority of the population among which they lived was not Polish but Ruthenian. 	Comment by Avital Tsype: Reference?
Sadan, who was a professor in the Yiddish department at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, chose wisely. The study of the linguistic changes that took place in Galicia during the years when the Jews were liberated from the corporeal-feudal order of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and became nationals of a multinational empire offers the historian a fruitful perspective on the modernization processes they underwent between 1772 and 1939. These linguistic changes are the key to understanding the political, social, and cultural responses that the imperial context engendered in this part of the world. 
The link formed between the enlightened absolute ruler and Western Enlightenment in mid-eighteenth-century Europe provoked enthusiastic reactions throughout the Ashkenazi Diaspora. A significant proportion of the early proponents of the Haskalah movement, from Alsace in the Kingdom of France, through Galicia under Austrian rule, and on to Belarus in the Russian Empire to the east, tended to interpret the cultural-political upheaval taking place before their eyes in Messianic terms. These maskilim were inclined to embrace the belief that a fundamentally new European era, an age ruled by intellect and grace, was about to supersede the rule of evil and ignorance passed down from the Middle Ages. The shift in social, economic, and cultural values that the rulers of Austria, Prussia, and Russia sought to instill in their countries inspired some enthusiastic Jewish nationals to wholeheartedly enlist in the service of the monarchy and help replace the crumbling chains of medieval corporation with the bonds of obedience to imperial bureaucracy. These feelings were adequately expressed by the maskil Naftali Hertz Wessely (1725–1805), who enthusiastically indulged in the hope of quasi-Messianic redemption heralded by the Toleranzedict pronounced by Emperor Joseph II with regard to the Jews of the Habsburg Empire. In the poem he wrote in biblical Hebrew and which was published in the Ha-Me’asef journal in 1782, Wessely praised the Austrian ruler’s reforms and called for his fellow Jews to free themselves from the subjugation of the (Yiddish-speaking) community and devote themselves to the imperial regime (which would entail switching to the official tongue of the state). Even devout scholars of the Haskalah mostly refrain from mentioning this poem nowadays. 
A far more well-known poem is “Hakitsa ami,” which has been considered a kind of manifesto of the Haskalah movement for over one hundred and fifty years. I myself had to study it over sixty years ago as part of the Hebrew literature curriculum at my Israeli high school. In 1866, more than eighty years after Wessely’s ode graced the pages of Ha-Me’asef in Konigsberg, another major journal of the Haskalah movement, Ha-Karmel, printed a similar Hebrew poem by Yehuda Leib Gordon (1830–1892) praising the reforms put in place by Tsar Alexander II of Russia in the years 1856–1863. Gordon repeated, with biblical flourishes similar to those employed by Wessely, the praise the latter showered on the eighteenth-century Austrian emperor. He, too, devoted a considerable part of his poem to the changes taking place “in the times” and called upon his people—the subjects of the Russian Empire—to recognize this shift, to accept the changing times willingly, and to join the inevitable march of progress that had led to the transformation of the relationship between Jews and “place,” between Jews and “kingdom.” One of the changes that Gordon beseeches the Jews of Russia to embrace is the transition from the traditional tongue (Yiddish) to the language of the Kingdom:	Comment by Avital Tsype: Wikipedia has his name listed as Judah, but the Hebrew pronunciation has been used here. 
Awake, my people! How long will you sleep?
The night has passed, the sun shines through.
Awake, cast your eyes hither and yon
Recognize your time and place.
The land where we live and are born
Is not thought to be part of Europe?
Europe, the smallest of continents
But the mightiest of all in wisdom and knowledge.
So raise your head high, stand up straight
Look at them with loving eyes,
Open your hearts to wisdom and reason
Become an enlightened nation, speaking their tongue.
To the treasury of the state bring your wealth
Bear your share of its riches and bounty
Be a man in the streets and a Jew at home
A brother to your countryman and a servant to your king.
It was no coincidence that these political poems—written over eighty years apart, in archaic Hebrew, in the two multinational empires in the eastern part of continental Europe—were published in journals, back then an innovative new medium for readers in the Ashkenazi diaspora, themselves a clear manifestation of a shift in the perception of time and of the connection between “time” and “place.” The link between the age of the Empire and the age of the Enlightenment in the two imperial powers that ruled over territories where most of the world’s Jewry in the 19th century resided carries, in my opinion, characteristics of secular messianism that sent the world’s largest Jewish diaspora oscillating between the magical hope of political redemption and the crisis of loss and oblivion of the past.
The Ashkenazi diaspora, stretching from the communities of Alsace and Holland in the west to those of Lithuania and Ukraine in the east up until the twentieth century, spoke, read, and wrote in two languages: the Holy Tongue (Hebrew) and the language of Ashkenaz. This bilingualism developed over hundreds of years, shaped by historical, geographical, and demographic factors and influenced by social, class, and gender aspects. Lushn ashkenaz (or Lamed-Alef for short), otherwise known as Yiddish (“Jewish”) or Taytsh (“German”), was the daily language of communication between men, women, and children, but was also the language of literary composition used to produce poetry and prose. This cultural-linguistic system existed in multi-generational contact with two much larger linguistic systems, which were related to it, influenced it, and were influenced by it (albeit to a lesser extent): the Germanic language system and the Slavic language system. The development of the correlations between the Yiddish language in its various dialects and the German language over the course of the last few centuries is an important chapter in the history of European-Jewish culture.
It is also a linguistic-cultural issue that has not yet been fully explored in the context of the development of the new Israeli culture. German, in its various dialects, was the language of the non-Jewish environment in a significant part of the Western Ashkenazi diaspora and often served simultaneously as the language of the state. As a result, its influence on Yiddish in Western and Central Europe lasted longer than in the eastern faction of Ashkenazi Jewry. An exception to this rule was the Jewish population of southwestern Ukraine. In this region, German served as the “state language” (alongside Polish) from the end of the eighteenth century and up until the end of World War I. In the province of Galicia, an administrative unit born with the annexation of large areas from the Kingdom of Poland by the Kingdom of Austria in the summer of 1772, a bilingual Jewish reality similar to that found in other areas of the Eastern European Ashkenazi diaspora prevailed. There was one thing, however, that set Galicia apart from other Jewish communities in Eastern Europe: German (or rather, a particular dialect that was preferred by government officials) had been the language of the dominant power in the region since 1772. The adoption of the German language among Yiddish speakers in Galicia in the modern era was a highly charged matter. Ideological, religious, political, and social issues made the transition from Yiddish—the traditional vernacular language of Ashkenazi Jews—to German—the language of the Empire—a major factor and a clear marker of the processes of modernization in the Austro-Hungarian context.
The literary output of Shmuel Yosef Agnon (1887–1970) is thus informed by over a hundred years of the Jewish-Imperial encounter taking place in the eastern parts of Galicia. This encounter began with the reforms of Emperor Joseph II and ended with the disintegration of the multi-ethnic Empire at the end of the First World War. In what follows, I will proceed in the footsteps of Dov Sadan and focus on the linguistic aspects of that encounter. The linguistic incarnations of the Jews of Galicia—the subjects of Agnon’s fiction—occupied a central place in the history of society and culture in this part of the country. Specifically, I am referring to the changes that took place in the status of the German language among the Jews and in the attitude of Jewish society toward it following the Austrian annexation.
However, before addressing the issue of the place of the German language in Galicia, I would like to say a few words about the attitude of the Galicia-born writer toward Germany, German Jews, and German-speaking Jewish culture. This attitude greatly influenced the way in which Agnon immersed in his work the historical materials concerning the role of the German language in the processes of modernization experienced by Galician Jews.
1. Germany and Galicia meet (again) in Jerusalem
Agnon is one of a large group of Eastern European Jews who were exposed to the influence of Western culture in its German manifestation during the “long nineteenth century.” As a native of in a small town in Western Ukraine in the nineteenth century and cut off from traditional Jewish existence by life’s circumstances, Agnon had at his disposal two alternative cultural-linguistic acculturation routes, a combination typical of the cultural biography of many of his Galician contemporaries: the one Polish, the other German. 
The influence of the German language on his overall oeuvre is far greater than that of Polish, even though the Polish history, culture, and language that permeated his childhood and adolescent environments also play a significant role in his writings. His youth was spent devouring European literature translated into German; later, he would even attempt to write in this language himself. Several years after immigrating to Ottoman Palestine, Agnon returned to Europe, traveled to Germany, and lived there for a significant period. After returning to Eretz Israel, he settled in Jerusalem but retained his affinity for German culture, thanks to connections with a group of Jewish scholars and intellectuals of German origin, including some of the founders of the Hebrew University on Mount Scopus. These maintained a kind of “oasis” of Central European language and culture in Palestine. Here, the author continued to have a complex relationship—typical of Eastern European Jewry (Ostjude)—with the refined German culture transposed into a Middle Eastern environment. 
The Nazis’ rise to power and the exposure, from afar and up close, to the tragic fate of German Jewry ousted so brutally from their beloved land made a deep impact on Agnon’s literary statements about the German language. In the novel Shira, which contains autobiographical elements of Agnon’s life in Jerusalem during the 1930s and 1940s, a discerning reader will find explicit expressions of the highly significant and multifaceted role that German heritage played in his life in Austrian-occupied Galicia, in interwar Germany, and in Mandatory Palestine. 
Germany had been the jewel of Western culture to which many an Eastern European Jewish eye looked up from the beginning of the Haskalah movement to the decade following World War I. In 1933, this coveted land overnight became a place from which Jews were seeking to escape, even if it meant “going east” (to a land not only situated in the Middle East but distinctly Eastern European in character): 
Many of the Herbsts’ relatives were left behind in Germany. Upon hearing that Henrietta and Manfred were going to the Land of Israel, they sneered at them for leaving a highly cultured country for an arid wilderness. When they heard Manfred was appointed lecturer at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, they were astonished to learn that Jerusalem had a university. When they heard lectures were held in Hebrew there, they were astonished that the language still existed. Between yesterday and tomorrow, events occurred in Germany – the very country that transformed it into an inferno – the very country about which it was said: Every Jew should bless God daily for living there…Now they wandered from land to land…But, in the end, they were helpless before the mass of supplicants, among them the Herbsts’ relatives who were left with no option other than Palestine.
The unbridgeable gap that the majority of the Jews of the Weimar Republic (until 1933) saw between High German culture and the inferior culture of Eretz Israel is presented in Agnon’s use of irony from a kind of doubled, “Orientalist” point of view: it both contains a contempt for the “Orient” and condescends to the way of life of our backward brothers from Eastern Europe. In the novel Shira, an old Jew “from the province of Posen” mocks his family members who immigrated to Israel to gain the position of lecturer at the Hebrew University by comparing the Jerusalem University to a Polish-Jewish kheyder (“traditional classroom”):
One day, my father took me to a poor neighborhood. We went into a crumbling building. I peered inside and saw shabbily dressed boys crowded together on narrow benches, reading in shrill voices from tattered books, their words a jumble of the holy tongue and zhargon [Yiddish], a skinny man stood over them, wielding a cane and a strap, groaning, grunting, and spitting… What is the point of this tale? The Hebrew University in Jerusalem, where our good friend Manfred was appointed lecturer, is the point. I don’t suppose the university in Jerusalem is exactly like the school my father threatened me with in my childhood. But most likely, it is similar; otherwise, why would the Zionists want to create a Hebrew university in Jerusalem, when they send their children to universities in Germany? What role is there for Hebrew in our time, our forefathers having renounced it? And what do we, the Jews of Germany, need with Jerusalem?  
This stereotypical description of the Easter European kheyder devoid of any aesthetic value, with its irritable melamed, mocks the traditional Ashkenazi mode of learning and its bilingualism—the division between the Holy Tongue (Hebrew and Aramaic) and Yiddish. Beginning in the late eighteenth century, the maskilim, who were critics of traditional Jewish education, sought to convert the rotten zhargon used by the teachers in the kheyder into high German [Hochdeutsch— a language that could easily be acquired in state schools under the Austrian Empire. It is no coincidence that Agnon chooses to voice this scorn toward the kheyder through the mouthpiece of an old Jew from Posen, an area that was under Polish rule until the late eighteenth century. The Jewish residents of this region had immigrated en masse to the major German cities and there came to be considered an undesirable cultural-demographic Eastern European element. The acquisition of German culture by Polish Jews from the Posen province during the long nineteenth century involved the rejection of their connection to Eastern European cultural heritage. Moving from Germany, the land of high culture, to the remote Jerusalem before 1933 seemed to many a German Jew a kind of pathetic return to this rejected heritage. Agnon was well aware of the German-language government school project for Jews operated in Galicia under the government of Joseph II. The memory of the Austrian government’s policy of “Germanizing” the Jewish population in the late eighteenth century (we will analyze Agnon’s descriptions of it later on) probably resonates behind the story  he puts in the mouth of the old Jewish man about the Jews who had lived in Posen under Prussian rule.
The traumatic experience undergone by German Jewry (along with hundreds of thousands of Jews from across Europe) when, to their horror, they discovered that the culture they admired, along with the language they loved, had become the culture of a hostile country, was a subject that occupied Agnon quite a bit. German Jews arriving in Jerusalem brought with them magnificent libraries and planted tens of thousands of pieces of European culture in general and German culture in particular in the sun-struck Middle Eastern city. In Shira, Agnon presents the book collections of the Jerusalem scholars—most of them professors at the young Hebrew University—at some length. Alongside these descriptions, he gives us the reflections of Professor Manfred Herbst, the novel’s protagonist, about the merits of German literature. Herbst, “who was reared on German Poetry,” as Agnon puts it, from the days of his youth in Germany, comes back to it in Jerusalem and begins to see its anti-Semitic character, a quality he had not sensed at all in previous readings:
Herbst was aware that Germany was afflicted with a big dose of anti-Semitism, so that, of all the Hebrew words fixed in the tongues of German Jews, the word rishes, meaning “viciousness,” was most widespread. But he never considered the change in its meaning, for now one says rishes to warn Jews not to behave in this or that manner, so as not to provoke Germans to be vicious, that is, to behave badly toward Jews...When Herbst went back to those books, he realized that even the finest of Germany’s lyricists did not eschew such viciousness, that they celebrated and transformed it into a virtue, giving their approval to all manner of cruelty toward Jews. In the course of this, they distorted words, twisted the straight, perverted justice. But truth is so great that it is evident even in a lie. They meant to portray the Jews as a paradigm of evil…It is worth mentioning here that many slanderous and vicious books were given to Herbst by Jews for his bar mitzva. The Jewish spirit was so totally dominated by Germany that Jews didn’t realize how much hatred permeated those books. But what the Jews didn’t recognize was recognized by the Germans, who learned what they learned.
In the quoted passage, Agnon penetrates deep into the crisis of the disillusionment from Jewish-German symbiosis experienced by German Jews. The roots of this crisis lay in what the Galician writer saw as the blindness produced by the (so-called) successful acculturation of German Jewry. Replacing the traditional culture of Lushn Askenaz (that is, the German language) with non-Jewish German culture yoked many Jews in Germany to the nation’s anti-Semitic discourse without even being aware of the internal change they had undergone. Professor Herbst, the protagonist of Shira, who is imbued with Western culture through and through, here has to come to terms with the crisis of European Enlightenment, a world to which the Jews of Ashkenaz had become addicted from the early days of the Haskalah movement. The spirit of Enlightenment, with the quasi-messianic optimism it inspired in its espousers, was a central component in their thought, art, feelings, and behaviors. They adhered to this spirit through the mediation of poetry, literature, and philosophy in the German language. After several generations, with the rise of the Nazi regime, they experienced a blatant rejection at the hand of the Enlightenment and its heritage in their homeland, a rejection that also resonated in their beloved German language.	Comment by Avital Tsype: Is that right?
While Professor Herbst ponders the harmful effects of German literature in Jerusalem, one of his daughters, Tamara, discovers the beauty and richness of European culture in her father’s German bookcase:
Even Tamara, who can barely read German, began taking books off these shelves. When she had finished her courses and received a teacher’s certificate, she’d discarded all the books about yeshiva students, old men with ear locks, beggars, self-educated young people, and similar persons, all those types celebrate by Hebrew literature, and turned to books in other languages, that told about real people, the kind whose thoughts and actions a civilized person is interested in. After reading everything that has been translated into Hebrew, she began reading in English and even in German. It’s an odd thing: visitors who come from Germany say that, since the Nazi rise to power, they have begun to value a single line of Hebrew more than all of Goethe and Kant; yet this girl, conceived, born and educated in the Land of Israel, whose friends were all born there, who speaks Hebrew fluently, replaces Hebrew books with gentile books and, what is more, she calls the Hebrew books drivel.	Comment by Susan: I’m leaving the spelling of the translation; technically, the right spelling is earlocks.
Here we find Agnon making fun of the new Hebrew literature, whose unique Eastern European themes were brought to Israel by the Ostjuden immigrants. What was supposed to serve as the foundation for the growth of modern Hebrew culture in the Land of Israel was inferior, according to many, compared to European literature in general and German literature in particular. This literature was incapable of competing with the masterworks of German culture residing in the libraries brought over by the “yekke” immigrants. German literature thus trickled through to the hearts and minds of the “sabras” and gave rise to a kind of reassimilation in the land of the fathers—under different circumstances, but with similar results to the process their ancestors had undergone in Germany. With a great twinkle of irony, Agnon remarks that, in Eretz Israel, it is the Ostjuden, descendants of the Galician hassids, who seem to be immune to cultural assimilation in its Zionist incarnation, for they are lucky enough to never have learned anything of European culture! About the education of the Galitsyaners, who were among the attendees in Professor Herbst’s lecture halls, Agnon writes thus:	Comment by Susan: This is usually spelled with two k’s, not one.
Others, who came from the study houses of Galicia, knew hardly anything about Greek cities beyond what appears in the Gemara and the [Hebrew version] of Josephus. Macedonia, for example, they related to the [Talmudic] Alexander of Macedon; Athens, to the sages of the Athenian school, and to   Rabbi Joshua ben Hananiah; Corfu, to [Jewish] newspapers items about its citrons on Sukkot. Though they themselves had changed since childhood, their faith in the righteous Hasidic zaddikim was intact. And who were the zaddikim? They were rabbis whose greatness was on the lips of everyone in the kloiz [...] When these young people moved away from the Torah and began reading secular books, they found support for much of what they had heard.
2. Dialects and the state language
And so was Dan in that remote place, an army regular. His fellow soldiers were all tall and husky and spoke a German [lushn ashkenaz] that could not be understood by anyone not born there, certainly not by this young Jewish boy who was born and raised in Buczacz, where everyone spoke lushn yehudish. If there was in Buczacz some enlightened person [maskil] knew German, it was the flowery German of Schiller…The miracle was that this Jewish boy from Galicia who had no German, much less the literate German that even those who spoke it didn’t know, was able to comprehend what his commanding officer wanted, and so he did not incur his wrath. 
Let us go back and analyze the words Agnon employs in the Hebrew original of the text I have just read in order to point out the different languages that the English version translates as “German.” The native tongue of the imperial army soldiers—some kind of German dialect or another—Agnon terms in Hebrew “lushn ashkenaz”; the language spoken by the Jews of Buczacz is called “lush yehudish” (that is, Yiddish); however, the high literary German spoken only by a handful of maskilim in the city is also called “lushn ashkenaz.” Dan of Buczacz, the protagonist of the story “Disappeared” (“Ha-Ne’elam”) is a Jewish soldier from a small town in central Galicia who is recruited to the Austrian army and is dispatched to serve in Upper Austria. There, in the course of his service, he is exposed to the linguistic melting pot bubbling away in the provinces of the Austrian Empire. Military service, as well as state education, were the two main tools used by the centralized state from eighteenth-century Europe onwards to spread the state language among its subjects from diverse ethnic groups. The German language, or to be more precise, the dialect of German preferred by the cultural decision-makers in the Kingdom of Austria in the second half of the eighteenth century, was to replace the local dialects used in the German linguistic space.
In the passage above, Agnon exposits the cultural-linguistic system experienced by the Yiddish-speaking Eastern European Jew in the Kaiser’s army. On the one hand, the Galician Jew had to deal with the language of the state used by his commanders. On the other hand, his knowledge of the Yiddish language had to be sufficient for him to be able to understand some of what was said in the various German dialects spoken by the conscripts around him. In this encounter, the Yiddish language played a similar role to German dialects from the rest of the Empire: an unpretentious and inferior-spoken tongue pushed aside by the dominant language of those in power. Indeed, Dan, could have acquired the high German that served the Jewish maskilim in their readings of classic German poetry and prose in his hometown. Yet, being a poor tailor, like his brothers in arms, he was not among the social strata to whom knowledge of literary German was available. Galician Yiddish is presented here as an organ in the German-speaking system: considered an inferior and fabricated dialect of the German language spoken by the lower classes (and women), it was, at the same time, not completely detached from the state language. The connection between Yiddish and German allowed the subjects a gradual transition from one language to the other via a process of “Germanization.”
It bears noting that Agnon was making ostensibly “innocent” use of the image the Yiddish language was given by the founders of the Haskalah movement all across the Ashkenazi diaspora. They saw Yiddish as a degraded tongue that may have originated in German but had become corrupted with the passage of time and the migrations of Jews around the continent, from Central Europe eastward. To their mind, the best way to return the Jews of Eastern Europe to the pure source of their spoken tongue was to substitute the Hebrew and Slavic elements in which Yiddish abounds with their Hochdeutsch counterparts. Either way, given that the Austrian Kingdom sought to replace the vernacular spoken by the majority of the Jewish population with the state language, the historical and linguistic proximity between Yiddish and German fulfilled a rather significant role in the acculturation of the Jews due to the perception of the Jewish spoken language as a dialect of the state language—one among many.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps distorted?
3. “The entire Book of Psalms as translated by R. Moyshe”
In the story “Two Scholars Who Were in Our Town” (“Shnei talmidey khachamim she-hayu be-irenu”), Agnon stages a confrontation between the status accorded to the German language among Jews in the Ashkenazi cultural space in the centuries preceding the Age of Enlightenment, and its image as a hostile language threatening the pillars of this culture in the early days of the Austrian rule in Galicia. Unlike the previous quotation, which concerned the linguistic education of a young Jewish tailor from the lower strata of Jewish society in Galicia, the following section deals with the place of the German language among the elites of that society:
[bookmark: _Hlk103433166][bookmark: _Hlk103276256]The emperor’s troops arrived in the town’s environs for training exercises, with the Archduke in command. It occurred to the community elders that should the Archduke come to town he would surely visit the Great Synagogue to bestow honor on the Jews. And there was no one who knew particularly not in the State Language. For in those days our town languished without a rabbi, with an aged instructor serving in place of a rabbi. That instructor was not accustomed to delivering sermons, even on Shabbat Shuva or Shabbat HaGadol, and it goes without saying not in the languages of the nations. They considered bringing a preacher from Tarnopol [Ternopil] from the students of Yossl ben Todrus, known as Joseph Perl. Reb Shlomo offered: “I will deliver the sermon and I am confident that the merit of my sacred ancestors, whose righteousness endures, will sustain me.” All were delighted that there would be no need to engage a preacher devoid of Torah and mitzvot and they were astonished that Reb Shlomo was willing to sermonize in a language to which he was not accustomed, because if he erred or stumbled it could only be for the worse, not for the better. The entire town prayed that he wouldn’t trip over his own tongue, and that his words would be pleasing to the Archduke. The prayers did their share and Reb Shlomo’s talent took care of the rest, so that when Reb Shlomo stood by the Holy Ark it was truly a holy moment…And yet, it wasn’t a miracle at all, inasmuch as Reb Shlomo knew the entire Book of Psalms as translated by R. Moyshe by heart and also most of the piyyutim that Reb Wolf Heidenheim (R” Wu) had translated, and somethings, after all he learned from his wife who was fluent in German [here in Hebrew: lushn ashkenaz]. This sermon brought him fame throughout the land. Reb Shlomo, however, tried to downplay it, so that it shouldn’t be said he gained acclaim by means of the German language [here, again, lushn ashkenaz in the original], and so as not to create an opening for the “new maskilim” to try and curry favor with him.	Comment by Susan: Is there a comma missing here from the original?
Reb Shlomo, in this story, represents a whole generation of Jewish talmidim chachamim who carried the pan-Ashkenazi tradition of the early modern period well into the first half of the nineteenth century. These were rabbis and Torah scholars who formed a supranational cultural network stretching from Amsterdam and Metz in Western Europe to Vilna, Lublin, and Lvyv at the eastern end of the continent, whose members had not yet been separated by the anachronistic boundary Western Enlightenment drew between Westjuden and Ostjuden. Constituents of this pan-Ashkenazi Torah elite married among themselves, accepted rabbinical positions in communities far from their birthplaces, and weighed in on debates and controversies that spread across the continent. The unity of Ashkenazi culture on the eve of the modern era was clearly expressed in the fact that the language of literature printed in Yiddish from Amsterdam to Vilnius was Westjuedish. It was also attested to by the close connection between writing and publishing in Westjuedish and the use of High German (spelled out in Hebrew letters) by Jewish scholars in the eighteenth century, some of whom went on to found the Haskalah movement. Some of the maskilim in Moshe Mendelssohn’s circle, who took part in the translation and interpretation of the Bible into German, moved between Jewish cultural centers in Eastern Europe and the communities of Central and Western Europe. Such was the case of R. Shlomo Dubno (1738–1813), a scholar from Western Ukraine who was a partner in Mendelssohn’s Be’ur enterprise and worked during his lifetime in Berlin, Vilnius, and Amsterdam. Dubno had studied in Galicia under R. Shlomo of Chelm, author of Merkavat Ha-Mishnah (“Chariot of the Mishnah”)— a commentary on Maimonides’s Mishne Torah. 	Comment by Avital Tsype: Not entirely clear in the original, please check.
R. Shlomo, the protagonist of Agnon’s story, who delivered a sermon to the Austrian Archduke, was one of the Galician intellectuals in this network and was well versed in the literary German of the eighteenth century. This rabbi from western Ukraine referred to Moshe Mendelssohn’s German translation of the Book of Psalms and knew it all by heart! The second source of his knowledge of the state language is the translations of the poems of Wolf Heidenheim, (1757–1832), a German exegete and grammarian nicknamed R “Wu. These two hallowed texts, in which the Jewish translators had given the state language a liturgical role, were written in the finest Hochdeutsch— the language that became the language of literature and culture in the German Lands in the second half of the eighteenth century.
4. “The vicissitudes of time”
One more law decreed the Kingdom of Austria, which dictated that a man must give his family a name in the German tongue. Not like Isaac son of Abraham, or Jacob son of Isaac, or Joseph son of Jacob, or Moses son of Amram, or David son of Jesse, but a name contrived by the gentiles. Thenceforth, the name of every Jew was divided: to the Torah he was called by his name in the Holy Tongue, while outside he was called by a name in the foreign tongue. The holy name of the families of Israel was uprooted, and they were called by a new name previously unknown to them or their fathers. And even the name of a Jew given to him the day he entered the covenant was changed to the foreign tongue. And if the official appointed by the emperor to hand out names to the Jews was a cruel gentile or a jester, he would give every Jew who came before him a jocular name or a disparaging name.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  “Tahapuchot Ha-Zman” (“The Vicissitudes of Time”), Ha-Ir U-melo’a, Jerusalem and Tel Aviv: Shoken, 1973, p. 492. My translation.] 

With the division of Poland in the late eighteenth century, the Jews of the crumbling Kingdom found themselves facing a vigorous bureaucratic assault of population censuses and resident registries that issued passports, birth certificates, and death certificates. All these were essential tools for streamlining the supervision over the subjects of the centralized countries into which the Kingdom was divided and were not motivated particularly by hostile sentiments toward the Jews. Nevertheless, the bureaucratic changes that took place in Prussia, Austria, and Russia threatened the traditional identity of Jewish communities and heralded a cultural change. They linked the ambitions of the enlightened absolute rulers to civilize the Eastern European natives, which entailed changes in language, dress, and economic occupation to official state documents. Thus, the conversion of Jewish names and the obligation to bear a surname became an ideologically charged matter, connected in the Jewish collective memory with the Exodus and the imposed Hellenization during the Second Temple period—two founding events in Jewish history memorialized through sacred texts and religious ceremonies.
However, the custom of giving a double name described by Agnon—a foreign (German) name given to the newborn for state business and a Jewish name for all things holy—existed in Ashkenazi culture before the days of Emperor Joseph II (or the days of King Frederick the Great and Tsar Alexander I in other parts of divided Poland). For hundreds of years before the advent of centralized state bureaucracy, lushn ashkenaz names were given to boys and girls and were used throughout their lives alongside a second name in the Holy Tongue. In the Ashkenazi diaspora, a special ceremony was conducted in which the Yiddish name was given to the newborn. “Haut la crèche” (“raise the crib” in French) was the name of the ceremony during which the child was given their common name a few days after the brit milah. A similar ceremony was conducted for girls. 
Let us note that on the subject of double names, Agnon distinguished between the ancient use of common names in lushn ashkenaz, which was completely legitimate in his eyes, and their modern use by the authorities, which seemed contrary to the spirit of the Jewish tradition, and which he rejected outright out of opposition to the adoption of gentile customs. The pre-modern unity of the Jew’s holy name (in Hebrew or Aramaic) and common name (in Yiddish) was violated, according to Agnon, due to the new meaning and non-traditional context within which common names were given under Austrian rule in Galicia.
5. “Fixed them up with schools”
The Kingdom of Austria had its say over the big things as well as the little things. It fixed them up with schools and put teachers in charge of teaching them the German language and writing and the sciences of the nations. And what’s wrong with that? If one is to write and speak, the man must know the language and writing of the country, and as for the sciences of the nations, the first sages who were great and righteous praised highly the seven liberal arts, but the righteous meant it for the sake of the Torah, for the wiser one is, the closer one is to the Torah, yet those teachers meant to distance their pupils from the Torah and bring them closer to the laws of the gentiles. And their end proves its beginning, since “they spoiled their dish.” And they would give evil counsel about Israel, and the Kingdom would hear it and add decree after decree.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Ibid., pp. 492–493.] 

Agnon here voices his opinion on the network of German-language schools established by the Austrian authorities in Galicia as part of the reforms made by Emperor Joseph II. The maskil Herz Homberg (1749–1841), whose name was engraved forever in the collective memory of Szlojmej Emunej Isroel in Galicia, was appointed supervisor of these schools in 1787. During his years in the administration, Homberg expressed his views on the Candle Tax imposed by the government on the Jews and was involved in various activities that were perceived as targeting the Jewish tradition. One can surmise that behind Agnon’s remarks about the teachers having “spoiled their dish” and gave “evil counsel about Israel,” there are glimpses of Homberg’s anachronistic figure as the writer’s contemporaries saw him. As Rachel Manekin shows in her research:
Homberg was not an agent of the Berlin Haskalah. He went back to Austria because he supported Josephine Enlightenment and fit in within the system that was implementing it. That system, religious at its core, pursued a policy of relative tolerance, made education mandatory for all, advocated state rule over the church, and worked to create some uniformity in the multinational and religious Empire by emphasizing the ideas of state and patriotism.
According to Manekin, Homberg was no radical maskil. She demonstrates most convincingly that the negative and much-maligned figure familiar to us today from later research and popular literature comes to us largely from the work of the Viennese historian Gershon Wolf. Wolf distorted what he found in his sources about the activities and thought of the Superintendent of the Josephine Schools and fashioned the character of the immoral maskil, radically collaborationist in his views and corrupt in his affairs. It is no wonder that Agnon took on the matter of the schools founded by the monarchy for the Jews of Galicia in his literary exploits. Ostensibly, the story “The Vicissitudes of Time” presents us with a position that was supposedly prevalent in the area when these government schools operated under the supervision of Herz Homberg. There was decisive religious opposition to secular studies in the language of the state and a struggle against the infidel and corrupt maskil who was cooperating with the hostile government. It is easy for Agnon’s readers to get caught up in the illusion that the author is presenting them with an authentic position, a kind of “voice of the masses emerging from my breast,” that faithfully represents the spirit of the people. In fact, we have before us one of the many instances in which Agnon makes anachronistic use of contemporary research and popular literature (works written and published from the end of the nineteenth century onward). This literature established—with almost miraculous consensus among sworn Orthodox, ardent nationalists, and zealous socialists—the dichotomy that still inhabits Jewish and Israeli political-cultural discourse between secular studies in the state language and sacred studies in traditional language. According to this clear and simple polar division, those who support only the former undermine the foundations of national existence, while those who support only the latter defend the walls of the nation. Thus, Agnon’s message, which would resonate for generations and belie the complexity of the cultural processes that actually took place, implies that the Galician maskilim, including Joseph Pearl, were far more radical in their views and their rejection of traditional values than what we know from the sources. Here again, we see the distinction, already encountered in Agnon’s writings, between the legitimacy of studying the language of the state and secular subjects in the eyes of the first generation of eighteenth-century maskilim, and the illegitimacy of the acquisition of the German language and the “sciences of the nations” (such as mathematics, history, geography) in the eyes of the Orthodox guards of the nineteenth century.	Comment by Avital Tsype: Unsure of spelling	Comment by Avital Tsype: Original unclear: 
“מסתבר כי עגנון עשה בעניין בתי הספר שייסדה המלכות”
6. Conclusion: The double face of lushn ashkenaz
As I’ve shown here, S. Y. Agnon’s work touches on the historical double status of the German language in the culture of Galician Jews during the transition from pre-modern autonomous community to citizenship in the Empire. He gave literary expression to the linguistic-social change that took place in parts of Poland annexed to the Kingdom of Austria, and his writings contain statements about the historical circumstances and cultural consequences of that change. Agnon sought to establish a kind of literary “testimony” for posterity about the complexity of the acculturation process that took place in the southeastern wing of the Ashkenazi diaspora and presented a “counter-history” in the spirit of Jewish Orthodoxy. His interpretation of what happened, however, differs wildly from that suggested by historians who continued to use the Haskalah narrative with which they identified. According to Agnon, on the one hand, there was no opposition in Ashkenazi society to the use of the German language as long as it did not become a political-cultural instrument in the hands of the authorities. This is why it could be considered lushn ashkenaz in Jewish society until the nineteenth century, as a pan-European Jewish language that united the communities of Israel in the early modern period, during which the boundaries between German and Yiddish were mostly fairly fluid. On the other hand, under the Austrian rule in Galicia, Jewish society began to perceive German as the “language of the gentiles,” a language that grew even more dangerous in modern times due to the significant role it played in what appeared to be the decimation of the world of tradition.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Agnon’s writings reveal a significant historical-cultural phenomenon: in the early modern period, before the German language came to be identified with the Enlightenment and before the emergence of modern national movements, an “imperial language” (or rather its dialect) could also be used simultaneously as a vernacular language in traditional Ashkenazi society. Thus, a Talmudic scholar from the “old generation” could deliver a sermon in German while drawing his knowledge of it from reading the writings of Moshe Mendelssohn and Wolf Heidenheim’s translations of German poetry, with the help of his German-fluent wife. This scholar and his ilk were, to borrow Agnon’s words, “the first maskilim,” who knew how to make proper use of German—a conservative use that did not threaten the continuation of a centuries-old corporate culture. Whereas the generations following the partitions of Poland (1772–1795)—the “new maskilim”—misused the language of the state. They saw the transition from Yiddish to German as a crucial implement of the cultural and social change that they sought to bring about forcibly among the Jews. They, too, knew how to preach in pure German but, unlike their predecessors, were “devoid of Torah and mitzvoth,” as Agnon puts it. This transition from one era to another, which took place during the nineteenth century in the cities of Galicia and its towns, is presented by Agnon in a very negative light. He gives the author and educator Joseph Perl (1773–1839), who is considered one of the founders of modern literature in Hebrew and Yiddish, the contemptuous (Yiddish!) nickname “Yossl ben Todrus.” This great Haskalah author, who founded a modern school in his city of Tarnopol, was, according to Agnon, an archetypical agent of secularization and assimilation in a foreign culture, a culture whose language (German) was threatening the values of traditional society and undermining the sociolinguistic basis (the diglossia of Holy Tongue and Yiddish) enabling its existence, which had gone on undisturbed for generations.	Comment by Avital Tsype: I’m not quite sure if this is the right term
