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Only several decades after the Holocaust did scholars of the history of late 19th-century Jewry begin to distance themselves from the political-ideological discourse that had held sway in Poland and Russia early in the 20th century. This vast Eastern European Jewish community, constituting nearly 90% of world Jewry on the eve of the Second World War, exported a historiographic legacy written along party lines. The spirit of these works continued to have an impact in the new lands to which their authors and readers had emigrated, despite the political, social, and cultural realities that had given birth to them having long been erased from reality. This dissonance, often accompanied by overt or covert rebellion against influential academic institutions, along with challenges to the authority of venerated teachers, took place on both sides of the Atlantic at the same time.
Together with a group of young Israeli historians, the author of the following study participated in this intellectual rebellion, which began in the academic campuses of Jerusalem, Tel Aviv, Haifa, and Be’er Sheva after the 1967 Arab Israeli War. A similar group appeared in American and Canadian universities, and played a key role in the efflorescence of Jewish Studies in North America. Both groups, separated by thousands of miles, and spawned in completely disparate academic environments, shared a sweeping objection to the relatively simplistic historical imagery instilled in historians of Eastern European Jewry by social and/or national radical traditions. Thus, for example, Israeli and North American historians simultaneously “discovered” new Jewish Orthodoxy as a distinctly modern phenomenon. They soon began liberating the study of Hassidism from Marxist-nationalist socio-economic labels and uncovering the “external” and “internal” sources of the modern Jewish national movement. 	Comment by Author: You could possibly consider using the word flourishing here
In the 1970s and 1980s, Israeli academia opened up to North American influences, and relations between historians in both countries became closer. This is the backdrop to my relationship with Michael Stanislawski, which began more than four decades ago. I first met Michael when he was visiting the various libraries and archives housing the Jewish cultural treasures that had survived the greatest disaster in Jewish history. Along this journey, he had the privilege of learning from the great Jewish historians who had escaped from Eastern Europe and were then at the peak of their academic careers in North American and Israeli universities. At the time, Michael was hard at work completing his research on the history of Russian Jews under Tzar Nicholas I.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Michael Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I and the Jews: The Transformation of Jewish Society in Russia, 1825-1855.] 

Michael specialized in two areas of Eastern European Jewish history that were central to my professional work: the beginning of the Haskalah movement in the Russian Empire and the roots of Zionism. In our meetings in Jerusalem and Boston, I was deeply impressed by his skills as a historian, particularly his fine, critical acumen and intellectual integrity, which were reflected in how he expressed his dissent from the works and methods of other leading scholars. Michael forthrightly questioned politically or ideologically motivated messages, while astutely comprehending shifting historical images. 
His scientific work on the history of the Jewish in the Russian Empire surveys the Long 19th Century, ranging over the vast Jewish expanse between the northwestern regions of the Pale of Settlement and the capital St. Petersburg, the provinces of New Russia, and the cosmopolitical metropolis of Odessa. Michael’s remarks in this work on the connection between Odessa and Russian-Jewish modernism are worth revisiting: 	Comment by Author: This is not always capitalized, but doing so identifies it as a specific historical period.here 

Odessa’s Jews made up the largest group after the Russians and were far more Russified than those in any other part of the Russian Empire, save the tiny numbers allowed to live in St. Petersburg, Moscow, and Kiev. In their homes, schools, and theaters, and increasingly in the street, Russian was the language of choice and culture.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Michael Stanislawski, Zionism and the Fin de siecle, Cosmopolitanism and Nationalism from Nordau to Zhbotinsky, University of California Press, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 2001, P. 126.] 


Michael found common ground with other historians of his generation trying to decipher the riddle of Jewish modernism and thereby anchor Zionist European thought in its social and cultural contexts. They all shared a critical stance toward the dichotomic separation between Jewish “assimilation” and the conscious preservation of Jewish identity widely made by many of their teachers. This dichotomy has sometimes been described as “centrifugal” (moving away from Jewish identity) versus “centripetal” (moving towards Jewish identity). This opposition and the challenges it faced from the new historiography were the subject of Jonathan Frankel’s seminal article, in which he cites Michael’s work.[footnoteRef:3] 	Comment by Author: Should this read Their opposition? Or is This more correct? [3:  Jonathan Frankel, "Assimilation and the Jews in Nineteenth-Century Europe", in: Toward a New Historiography? In Crisis, Revolution, and Russian Jews, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2008, pp. 276-310.
] 

Michael was keenly aware of the complex contradictions inherent in the acculturation and embourgeoisement of Jewish in the Russian Empire at the end of the Tsarist period. Zionist ideology, much like the Jewish orthodox position, could not absorb these contradictions, and thus tended to discount them, applying an all-embracing, simplistic, if not blatantly politicized, adaptation of the term “assimilation.” Thus, for example, Michael characterized Ze’ev Jabotinsky’s inability to come to terms with certain aspects of his childhood: 	Comment by Author: כמוה כעמדה האורתודוכסית

added. OK?

On the one hand, as a child, teenager, and young adult, Jabotinsky had virtually no interest in anything Jewish, never read a book on a Jewish topic, never studied any ancient Jewish lore. And yet, on the other hand, in school, the Jewish children sat together and played together, barely associating with the non-Jewish children.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Ibid., P. 123.1] 


Like many scholars of Jewish nationalism in Israel and the United States, Michael looked to the Jewish enlightenment for the roots of modern nationalism. He did not reject the dialectic established by Simon Dubnow, upon which generations of historians were educated, among them my teachers from the “Jerusalem School,” Ben-Zion Dinur and Shmuel Ettinger, addressing the tension between the desire for social and political integration and the commitment for continued Jewish communal existence, a tension that accompanied the various streams of Jewish nationalism well into the 20th century. Michael was well aware of the powerful link between the Haskalah movement in its Eastern European form and the development of the new national idea, and of the emergence of the Zionist movement at the end of the 19th century. Characterizing those who agreed with Jabotinsky, who came to Zionism not from the outside, as he did, but from the inside, Michael wrote: 

They were heirs of, and in some cases, former contributors to, the Haskalah movement and continued to ponder the central problems of Jewish faith and identity debated for over a century in the Hebrew, Yiddish, German, and more recently, Russian and Polish writings of the Jewish Enlightenment. [….] Not so Jabotinsky, who knew nothing and cared less about this Jewish Enlightenment tradition and the religious faith it aimed to supersede.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Ibid, p. 183.] 


The following study is dedicated to Michael, the scholar of Jewish modernism, whose vision of Eastern Europe arose from the meeting of the Jews of the Russian Empire with Enlightened Absolutism, as they traveled along their physical and cultural path, from rural towns to metropolitan centers. This study presents an Odessite autobiography that converses with the historical research stations of Michael’s career, and is meant as a token of appreciation for his contribution to the study of Jewish biography and the inroads he made into the world of Russian Jewish culture. 	Comment by Author: Does this correctlly reflect your meaning?

שגירסתו המזרח אירופית נולדה בסימן

The reader of this article will find a path of Russian Jewish modernization that, while passing through Odessa, and exposing the writer of this autobiography to its cosmopolitical, metropolitan culture, nonetheless affected him differently than it did the young Ze’ev Jabotinsky. This cosmopolitical city would emerge as a place where traditional shtetl life could seemingly “continue” while new connections were forged with Russian culture; just as the process unfolded for the Zionists who immigrated from the imperial periphery to Odessa – those whom Michael has described as “coming to Zionism not from the ‘outside,’ but from the ‘inside.’”
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