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Abstract


In zikh (1930-1940):


Yiddish Modernism in Search of Jewish Self-Consciousness


Itay Binyamin Zutra




This dissertation is dedicated to Inzikh (inside the self), the leading group of American Yiddish modernist poets. Since its founding in 1920, the journal Inzikh and the poetics of Introspectivism initiated a revolution in Yiddish literature. The founders of Inzikh, A. Leyeles, Yankev Glatshteyn and N. B. Minkov, rebelled against the dominant proletarian and Symbolist trends in contemporary Yiddish poetry. Introspectivism was a modernist hybrid: it took its anti-mimetic mandate from German expressionism and from Anglo-American imagism it absorbed a sober and objectified tone. Introspectivism developed an analytical approach encouraging the poet to explore his inner self as an unfinished process. Individualism and universalism became the hallmark of this group of Jewish poets writing in Yiddish.
Leyeles and Glatshteyn were identified as Inzikh’s theoretical and poetical poles. The battle between these two strong poets shaped the course of Introspectivism as well as the critical responses to it. Leyeles was acclaimed for his formal mastery that straddled urban free rhythms and classicist poetry in traditional meter. Glatshteyn, on the other hand, was hailed for his linguistic innovations, thematic eclecticism and for creating imaginary worlds. Scholars of Yiddish modernism tend to interpret Introspectivism either
from Leyeles's or Glatshteyn’s perspective. This study will take a dialectic and holistic
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approach to Leyeles’s and Glatshteyn’s poetry as well as the poetry of their most talented disciples. This is a “group portrait” of Introspectivism at its peak in the 1930s.
Scholars have examined certain aspects of Leyeles’s or Glatshteyn’s poetics in the

1920s. This study offers a monographic consideration of the mature phase of Inzikh in

the 1930s. In addition to Leyeles's and Glatshteyn’s masterpieces from the second half of the 1930s, the dissertation will also examine books by younger Inzikhistn such as B. Alkvit, Y. L. Teler and Shloyme Shvarts. A new generation of American-educated Yiddish poets joined Inzikh. Poets aspiring to be part of this elitist family of modernists had to side either with Leyeles's or Glatshteyn’s version of Introspectivism and had to overcome their anxiety of influence.
Jewish identity was marginalized in Inzikh’s poetry in the 1920s. In the 1930s, due to the worsening conditions of European Jews, the poets of Inzikh addressed Jewish themes. Opposing fascism and communism challenged the poets of Inzikh to “purify the dialect of the tribe.” They used the sensitive tools of suggestion, association and kaleidoscope to reconnect to their repressed Jewish roots. On the eve of the Holocaust, the Inzikhistn produced a remarkable body of modernist Yiddish poetry that was both totally modernist and fundamentally Jewish. In 1940, Inzikh ceased publication, bringing an end to Introspectivism. The poets of Inzikh continued to write, however, in a non- modernist fashion.
In the introductory chapter I will discuss the establishment of Inzikh in the 1920s as a journal of modernist Yiddish poetry. Introspectivism will be outlined using the opposing attitudes of Leyeles and Glatshteyn. The poetic principles of Introspectivism
will be compared to European and American modernist trends. In Chapter Two I will
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show Inzikh’s turn to political and cultural polemic in the 1930s. Leyeles and Glatshteyn with a new generation of committed Inzikhists reacted introspectively to the worsening of Jewish conditions in Europe. Chapters Three and Four will discuss Glatshteyn’s Yidishtaytshn (1937) and Leyeles’s Fabyus lind (1937) as masterpieces of engaged Introspectivism that modified the poets’ modernist style shifting from universalism to parochialism. The following chapters will show how the poetic battle between Leyeles
and Glatshteyn influenced lesser known Inzikhistn. Chapter Four will discuss B. Alkvit’s Vegn tsvey un andere (1931) as a benign parody of Glatshteyn’s poetic mastery, while Chapter Five is a discussion of Shloyme Shvarts’s Bloymontik (1938) as an
intensification of Leyeles’s experimental style. Chapter Six is an interpretation of Y. L. Teler’s Lider fun der tsayt (1940), examining themes of Jewishness and homecoming as an exodus without redemption. The conclusion focuses on the final stages of Inzikh, the A. Leyeles issue of the journal (and Glatshteyn’s absence from it) and the decline of the
Introspectivist school of modernist Yiddish poetry.
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Introduction




The Scope of the Present Study




This is a monographic study of the poetry and poetics of Inzikh (inside the self), the most influential group of modernist Yiddish poets in America. Founded in 1920, Inzikh fostered the Introspectivist revolution in Yiddish literature. The leaders of Inzikh, A. Leyeles (pen-name of Aron Glants, 1889-1966), Yankev Glatshteyn (1896-1971) and Nokhem Borekh Minkov (1893-1958),1 introduced the sober and intellectual tone of American modernism into Yiddish poetry. Leyeles and Glatshteyn, together with a group of talented disciples, created a hybrid form of Americanized Yiddish modernism that encapsulated the unique condition of Jews in the modern world. Modern Yiddish poetry’s journey from the generalized folk-like persona to an individualized poetic “I” reached its
peak in the poetry of the “Inzikhistn,” who advocated an intellectualized, masked self detached from its Jewish roots. Although the Inzikhistn (also known as “Introspectivists”) were acknowledged as one of the most important groups of Yiddish writers, and many scholars have examined certain aspects of their poetry and poetics, there exists to date no single comprehensive and comparative monographic study of the group. This study will focus primarily on Inzikh’s poetry, which determined the course of the group’s development. It will employ a dialectical yet dynamic methodology in order to frame the poetry of both Leyeles and Glatshteyn, representing the theoretical poles of Inzikh, within the context of Jewish and American modernism.

1 All biographical references in this study are taken from the Leksikon fun der nayer yidisher literatur
93

(Niger: 1956-1981) unless otherwise mentioned.


Ruth R. Wisse’s book A Little Love in Big Manhattan: Two Yiddish Poets (1988) will serve as a model for this study. Wisse’s book is a study of Di yunge (the Youngsters), Inzikh’s precursors and rivals in American Yiddish poetry. As her subtitle suggests, it is a contrapuntal biography of two poets: Mani Leyb (1883-1953) and Moyshe Leyb Halpern (1886-1932). Mani Leyb was the typical impressionistic poet of the Di yunge, while Halpern was an expressionist precursor of Inzikh. Wisse emphasizes the fundamental differences in temperament and background between the two and the poetic tension consisting of envy or admiration that dominated the group’s development (ix). This study, with some variations, continues Wisse’s description of Di yunge and American Yiddish poetry into its next reincarnation, the Inzikhistn, with a focus on its
two dominant personalities and poetic voices. Leyeles will be presented as the theoretical axis of the group, and Glatshteyn as its most authentic poetic voice. They differed in temperament, style and vocation. The creative battle between two strong poets, as in Wisse’s book, will shape the dialectic course of this study, and will provide it with a solid backbone. Yet the present study will also elucidate how a number of “minor” poets in the group were forced to side with either Leyeles or Glatshteyn’s version of Introspectivism and invent ways to overcome this “anxiety of influence.”
Inzikh was established in 1920. Many scholars have already addressed certain poetic, thematic and cultural aspects of the poetry of Leyeles and Glatshteyn. Free rhythms, linguistic innovations, thematic eclecticism and affiliation with modernist trends were discussed in detail by scholars such as Benjamin Hrushovski-Harshav, Ruth Wisse, Dan Miron, Janet Hadda, Yael Feldman and Abraham Novershtern. This study will focus, however, on the development of Introspectivism in the 1930s when it was already an


established movement. A general definition of Introspectivism will be given in this chapter only to set the stage for Inzikh’s new poetic agenda in the 1930s. It is usually assumed that in the 1920s Inzikh refrained from writing Jewishly-engaged poetry. Social and political topics were marginalized in order to create space for imagination and fantasy distant from the actual biography of the poets. The worsening conditions of European Jews and the rise of totalitarianism in the early 1930s brought the poets of the
group to introspectively address the theme of cultural heritage and to reconnect with their Jewish roots. This study will show the Introspectivist search for Jewish self- consciousness.



Leyeles / Glatshteyn: Whose Era?




In his influential book The Pound Era (1972), Hugh Kenner named the high- modernist period in American literature after Ezra Pound, the most experimental and elitist of all avant-garde poets. Kenner argued that the modernist poet is first and foremost obligated to everything new in art and life. Responding to Kenner in “Pound/Stevens: Whose Era?” (1996), Marjorie Perloff questioned whether Pound’s terminology was valid to assess modernism as a whole. Kenner, according to Perloff, dedicated only a few dismissive lines to Wallace Stevens, arguably one of the greatest
American poets of the 20th century. Presenting an alternative model, Perloff divides the

debate over American modernism into two camps: scholars who (with Kenner) declare the era the “Pound Era” and those (such as Harold Bloom and Helen Vendler) who view the era as the “Stevens Era.” Schematically speaking, this debate pits those who favor


form over substance (Pound) against those who favor substance over form (Stevens). The former tend to emphasize Pound’s linguistic innovations and metrical complexity, while the latter discuss the content of Stevens’s verse, giving less attention to its formal aspect. For Kenner, as for Pound, the lack of linguistic ingenuity in Stevens’s poetry is a sign of his non-modernist affiliation. For Vendler and Bloom, Pound’s linguistic ingenuity is a sign of the absence of real content in his poetry. In any case, according to Perloff, there is a need for an integrative theory of modernism that includes both Pound and Stevens, among others, as key figures of the era of modernism.
Except for a brief flurry of activity in the early 1950s, the scholarly rehabilitation of American Yiddish modernism did not begin until the 1970s. When it did, the debate over Inzikh followed similar lines to those delineated by Perloff: between those scholars who favored Leyeles’s formalism (notably Benjamin Harshav) and those who favored Glatshteyn’s content-oriented poetry (Janet Hadda, Abraham Novershtern and Ruth Wisse). Both schools of thought arose in reaction to the reigning view of Glatshteyn and Leyeles in the 1920s and 1930s, which saw them through the lens of their non-modernist poetics of the 1940s. The new scholarship paid much attention to the development of Glatshteyn’s poetic language and literary persona. Less attention was given to Glatshteyn’s particular use of experimental free verse and other formal methods. Leyeles was hailed for his formal achievements and Glatshteyn for his creative use of the Yiddish language in a modernist context. To avoid a binary scheme, and inspired by Perloff’s example, this study will argue that Leyeles’s poetry represents the theoretical and paradigmatic axis of Inzikh’s poetical credo, while Glatshteyn’s poetry represents a more


pragmatic form of modernism. The poetry of other Inzikhistn will also be analyzed using an integrated version of this dialectic.
The “Glatshteyn Era” critics argued that Glatshteyn’s poetry went through a continuous process of change, which reached maturity in his poem A gute nakht velt (“Goodnight world,” 1938) on the eve of the Holocaust (Hadda: 1975, 1-18; Wisse
1996).2 If in the 1920s and 1930s, according to these critics, Glatshteyn’s poetry was

modernist, universal, individualistic and linguistically innovative, in 1938, in the face of catastrophe it acquired a Jewish national character. Critics emphasized the development of Glatshteyn’s poetry from one book of verse to the next, agreeing that Glatshteyn’s greatest modernist achievement was the publication of his fourth book, Yidishtaytshn (Exegyiddish, 1937). Yidishtaytshn is for Hadda and Wisse (1991) a sign of the purification of Glatshteyn’s self-centered style; for Novershtern (1991) it is the peak of
Glatshteyn’s poetry, since it fully explores the possibilities of his unique use of modernist language.
The critical preference for the later Glatshteyn—for the poet who publicly disavowed his modernism—goes hand in hand with the almost total disregard for Leyeles’s poetic achievement, which was often dismissed as empty experimentalism lacking authentic emotion. The Penguin Book of Modern Yiddish Verse (Howe et al.:
1987) includes just four of his poems, only one of which, Fabyus linds teg (“The days of

Fabyus Lind”), predates the Holocaust.




2 In her dissertation on the poetry of Yankev Glatshteyn, Janet Hadda (1975) focused on Glatshteyn’s first four books of poetry until 1937. However, in a book dedicated entirely to Glatshteyn (1980), the modernist period in Glatshteyn’s poetry was condensed into a chapter on “In zikh and Beyond” (28-61), suggesting that Glatshteyn and Inzikh are one. Glatshteyn moved forward and Inzikh stayed behind. The subtitles of Hadda’s chapters follow the same pattern and resemble Glatshteyn’s thematic credo: “The Threatened Self,” “The Importance of Language,” “Language Experimentation” and so forth.


The first scholar to give serious critical attention to Leyeles’s poetry was Benjamin Hrushovski-Harshav in his pathbreaking essay on free rhythms in Yiddish poetry (Hrushovski: 1954). The essay hailed Leyeles’s poetry as the best example of free rhythms in modern Yiddish poetry. Harshav also opened his monumental anthology American Yiddish Poetry (1986) with Leyeles (instead of beginning with H. Leyvik, should he have followed a chronological order), and provided ample illustration of Leyeles’s high-modernist phase. Four of  the seven poets represented in the anthology, moreover (Leyeles, Glatshteyn, Y. L. Teler and Malke Kheyfets-Tuzman) were affiliated with Inzikh, while Leyvik and Moyshe-Leyb Halpern, atypical representatives of Di yunge, are included as precursors of the Inzikhistn. Harshav’s choices placed American Yiddish modernism and the role of Inzikh in shaping this modernism at the very center. Thus Harshav can be said to be the main spokesperson of the “Leyeles Era.”
In his synoptic essay “Introspectivism—A Modernist Poetics” (1990, 175-186), Harshav located Inzikh’s poetry within the framework of world modernism. The main characteristics outlined in the essay were taken from Leyeles: urbanism, free rhythms, universalism, linguistic eclecticism and formulaic experimentation. Harshav argued that a poet can be classified as Introspectivist if he responded positively to the demands of Inzikh’s manifesto, which laid out the principles of Introspectivism. Thus it was Leyeles who dominated the modernist stages of Inzikh in the 1920s as its unofficial leader, poet and theoretician, while Glatshteyn emerged as a major poet and critic only in the years following the Holocaust (177). As important as Harshav’s observations are to the understanding of Leyeles’s poetry and his theoretical credo, they underplay the position


held by other Inzikhistn. What is needed is a more nuanced and inclusive account of the poetic achievements of the entire circle of Inzikhistn.3
Introspectivism cannot be defined on the basis of a positive or negative response to an Introspectivist check-list, but rather should be seen as an integrated theory of poetry that Inzikh as a group produced over the course of its twenty years’ existence--a theory that evolved from the tight group dynamic that Inzikh promoted. Introspectivism is neither Leyeles nor Glatshteyn, or Leyeles plus Glatshteyn. Rather it is a complex poetic system that began to form with Inzikh’s 1919 manifesto, fermented throughout the 1920s and reached its peak during the 1930s, when it seemed that both Glatshteyn and Leyeles, and with them the entire circle of Introspectivists, absorbed each other’s style and responded to it accordingly.
An integrated and dynamic theoretical approach, which takes into account the constant tension between the two strong poetic forces of Inzikh, can explain not only each poet’s personal development, but also, and more importantly, how the Glatshteyn and Leyeles compound seeped into the way other poets in the group understood their poetic orientation. With the exception of Yael Feldman (1986) and Dan Miron (1986), who wrote about Gabriel Prayl and Y. L. Teler, respectively, the understanding of Inzikh’s modernism has previously been limited to one’s position in the Leyeles- Glatshteyn debate. This study proposes to use an integrative “group portrait” model to open new critical horizons in the discussion of Inzikh’s modernism.
A decentralized approach to the canonicity of Jewish modernism can be found in

Chana Kronfeld’s adaptation of Deleuze and Guattari’s model of “Minor Literature”


3 In his article on the early Glatshteyn, Novershtern (1986, 146, no. 5) points out that the version of the Introspectivist manifesto in the Leyeles Archive in YIVO carries only Leyeles’s name. The manifesto was in fact the work of Leyeles.


(Kronfeld: 1996). Kronfeld attempts to widen the framework of Jewish modernism in order to include minor poets representing other poetic possibilities. This study will also attempt to draw attention to other minor Inzikhistn while acknowledging the centrality of the Leyeles/ Glatshteyn model to any discussion of Inzikh as a group. It will combine a study of how Glatshteyn and Leyeles shaped Inzikh’s view of modernism with a study of minor members of Inzikh, who are not well represented in the critical debate on the importance of Inzikh’s modernism.



In Zikh: The Beginning




In 1919 a group of three poets published a collection titled In zikh: a zamlung introspektive lider (A collection of introspective poems).4 The editors of the volume were: A. Leyeles, Yankev Glatshteyn and N. B. Minkov. The trio opened the volume with a signed manifesto titled Introspectivism that launched a revolution in Yiddish literature. The manifesto articulated the aesthetic convictions of the group, combated previous and contemporary literary rivals and above all expressed the editors’ commitment to renewing Yiddish poetry and making it part of world modernism. In addition to poems by the editors, In zikh introduced poems written by M. Afranel
(penname of Moyshe Afrimson, 1890-?), Al Guriya (penname of Gabriel Grafshteyn,










4 In-zikh: a zamlung introspektive lider (New York: M. Mayzl Farlag, 1920). The small volume was published in 700 numbered copies. The volume was prepared for publication in 1919; however, for various technical reasons it was published in 1920 (See Birenboym: 1972, 28).


1895-?), Bernard Luis (1889-1925), Ruven Ludvig (1895-1926), and Yankev Stodolski

(1890-1962). The publisher M. N. Mayzl sponsored the anthology.5

Prior to their debut as an independent group, most of the poets featured in the In zikh anthology were forced to share the stage with their precursors and rivals in the journal Poezye (Poetry), edited by the impressionist poet and humorist Hersh Gudelman (1892-1967).6 Poezye was named after the famous American modernist “little magazine” of the same name founded in 1912 (Hoffman et al.: 1946, 34-51). In addition to Leyeles, Glatshteyn, Minkov, Luis and Guriya, Poezye included poems by Mani Leyb, H. Leyvik, Moyshe Leyb Halpern and Zishe Landoy. Two generations of Yiddish poets appeared in this magazine: Di yunge and Inzikh: “the best Yiddish poets of the time,” as Glatshteyn was later to recall. Poezye was not an Introspectivist magazine, however, and the poets of
Inzikh were interested in building an independent platform from which they could fight the battles of modernism.
The first issue of the journal Inzikh was published in January 1920 (Prager: 1982,

90-91). In addition to a shortened version of the Introspectivist manifesto and poems that had already appeared in the anthology, a few new poems were published as well. From then on, the journal appeared frequently and consistently, its period of publication divided into two periods: 1920-1930 and 1934-1940. In the first, formative period the poetic ideas of Introspectivism were debated, lesser committed contributors were excluded, while the major figures of the group--Leyeles and Glatshteyn--shaped the



5 Mayzl also published Leyeles’s first book of verse, Labirint (Leyeles: 1918). Many of the details about the early years of Inzikh are taken from Leyeles’s essay “Tsvantsik yor inzikh” (“Twenty Years Inzikh”), which was serialized in Inzikh, April-October, 1940 (Leyeles: 1940).
6 For more on Gudelman and his poetic endeavors see Glatshteyn: 1972, 65-67. Glatshteyn, who published his first three poems in the journal, remembers the festive and positive reception of the journal and the inclusion of only the best poets of the time.


group’s image as a dialectical battle between themselves. In its formative years Inzikh was a magazine dedicated almost exclusively to experimental poetry. The second period, in the 1930s, represents the mature stage of Inzikh. When Inzikh resumed publication in
1934, Introspectivism was recognized as a poetic school. A younger generation of Inzikhistn joined forces to reflect introspectively on the major political events of the time. The last issue of the journal was published in December 1940.
As a literary journal Inzikh adopted the model of the Anglo-American “little magazine” (Roskies: 1980, 355). This term describes over 600 literary magazines published in English after 1912. These magazines are termed “little” due to their non- commercialism, small distribution and the limited group of intelligent readers (usually not more than a thousand) they attracted. A reader of a little magazine had to understand the aims of the particular school of literature that the magazine represented and had to be interested in learning about, say, Dadaism, Vorticism, Expressionism or Surrealism. The profile of the editors and contributors of these avant-garde magazines is of a person stimulated by some form of discontent--whether with the constraints of his world or the
negligence of publishers (Hoffman et al.: 1946, 2-3).7 The slim exterior and the

uncompromising commitment to avant-garde poetry, theoretical discussions and serious criticism made Inzikh a perfect example of a little magazine. In various time periods Inzikh was accompanied by satellite magazines: Loglen (“Vessels,” eds. Glatshteyn and Mikhl Likht, 1921-1923), 1925 (Likht and Minkov, 1925), 1926 (S. Landoy, 1926), and




7 Robert Scholes and Clifford Wulfman referred in a recent study to the problematic nature of the label “little” in relation to modernist magazines that can be short or long—termed and with high or low distribution and so forth. Inspired by modern computer technologies, the authors recommend using a more nuanced formulation moving from genres to databases (Scholes et al.: 2010, 8, 44-72). This study, however, uses the popular term “little magazines” for reasons of convenience and clarity.


Kern (“Germ,” Minkov, 1930).8 The existence of little magazines in Yiddish proves the convenience and efficiency of this model.
In the sixteen years of its existence, 100 contributors from various backgrounds, poetic affiliations and literary generations published in Inzikh (Birenboym: 1972, 45-46). Yet when carefully examining Inzikh’s list of contributors, one can detect a small group of poets who were full fledged Introspectivists: from the contributors to the In zikh anthology only Leyeles, Glatshteyn and Minkov remained. Luis and Ludvig died
prematurely in the mid-twenties,9 Afranel was institutionalized and never published

again, while Guriya and Stodolski’s participation was short and episodic (Leyeles: 1940,

8-9). B. Alkvit (penname of Eliezer Blum, 1896-1963) joined the group in its second issue and was crowned the “fourth of the trio” (Birenboym: 1972, 44). Alkvit was followed by Y. A. Vaysman (1904-1974). Both poets served as editors and critics of Inzikh. In addition to this small circle, Inzikh was joined by the less-closely affiliated
Mikhl Likht (1893-1953), Ana Margolin (1887-1952) and Tsili Drapkin (1887-1956),10

all of whom stopped publishing in Inzikh by the late 1920s.11 In the 1930s regular contributors to Inzikh were the American-educated poets Shloyme Shvarts (1907-1988), Mates Daytsh (1894-1966), Yehuda Leyb Teler (1912-1972), Gabriel Prayl (1911-1993),

8 The journals Leym un tsigl (“Clay and brick,” eds. Y. L. Teler, Shol Malts and Berish Vaynshteyn, 1931) and Brikn (“Bridges,” Shloyme Shvarts and Mates Daytsh, Chicago, 1933-1934) will be discussed further in this study. For information on these journals see Prager’s annotated bibliography (Prager: 1982).
9 In 1927 Leyeles edited the collected writings of both poets and included insightful biographical and
critical essays on their poetry (see Luis: 1927 and Ludvig: 1927).
10 Tsili Drapkin’s poems were favorably received by Leyeles and Glatshteyn in the 1920s. Yet by the end of the decade Drapkin published in the conservative Tsukunft. When Inzikh resumed publication in 1934 it
was clear that the modernist phase in Drapkin’s poetry was over and that her commitment to the poetics of Introspectivism was accidental. Her only book, published in 1935, was ill received by the Inzikhistn and marked Drapkin’s unwillingness to conform to the new demands of Introspectivism—that  is to say the integration of the personal experience with a wider political and historical perspective (Novershtern: 2008,
110-117).
11Leyeles accepted Margolin’s poems for publication in Inzikh, sensing that they belonged to the Introspectivist school. However, Margolin never fully identified with the Introspectivists even after she started publishing in their journal (Novershtern: 1991, x).


Moyhe Shteyngart (1912-1995) and Malke Kheyfets Tuzman (1893-1987). Eastern European modernists such as Dvoyre Fogel (1902-1942), Avrom Sutskever (1913-2010) and Tevye Boym (1910-1943) were also added due to Leyeles’s efforts to expand Inzikh’s influence outside America.
Born in 1889, Leyeles was a few years older than Glatshteyn and Minkov and was already an established poet who published his first book, Labirint, in 1918. The meeting
of the three founders of Inzikh is often described as a meeting between two young American students and an older Yiddish poet. Minkov and Glatshteyn attended New York University Law School (Glatshteyn: 1972). Their academic training, English proficiency and familiarity with contemporary literature were a novelty in immigrant Yiddish circles. Leyeles received Glatshteyn’s early poems from Minkov, thinking that they were suitable for the new poetic movement he was developing. As an older poet, Leyeles had one foot in the world of symbolist poetics of Di yunge and one foot in the
new movement.12 (This was true of Likht, Margolin and Drapkin as well). The younger

poets, on the other hand, were eager to accept Leyeles’s modernist agenda. Leyeles and Glatshteyn became the most prominent poetic figures of Inzikh, while Minkov is notable for his scholarly work on Yiddish literature.13
In the early 1920s, Inzikh’s formative years, it was unclear what Introspectivism

was. In an essay on the poetry of Bernard Luis, Leyeles wrote that Luis’s Inzikhism is based chiefly on his will to be new, to be different. Otherness was in fact the first impulse



12 This observation was made by Minkov in an article on Leyeles’s poetry published in Inzikh in 1939 (Minkov: 1955).
13 Among Minkov’s critical studies are his books on the classics of Yiddish poetry (1937), Yiddish literary
criticism (1954) and the three-volume companion on the pioneers of Yiddish poetry in America: the social poetry (1956). For a recent study on Minkov’s obscure modernist style see Finkin: 2008. Minkov’s poetry will not be discussed in this study.


of Inzikhism (Luis: 1927, 9). According to Leyeles it was a vague idea of what Yiddish poetry should be that dominated the early stages of Inzikh. Poets were invited to join the group not because their poetry followed the guidelines of the Introspectivist manifesto, but because they were different. The younger generation of Inzikhistn was born at the
turn of the 20th century, came to America before the First World War and made its debut

in poetry immediately afterward. By the 1930s it was clear what Introspectivism stood for. Leyeles and Glatshteyn taught poets to write modernist Yiddish poetry, and whoever wanted to be included in this elitist family of rebels had to either adopt Leyeles or Glatshteyn’s model of Introspectivism.
Inzikh was poorly received by the critics. The authoritative literary critic Shmuel Niger (1883-1955), arriving in New York in 1920 to assume a position at the daily Tog (Day), was Inzikh’s chief opponent. In the years 1919-1935, Niger and Leyeles were engaged in a debate over the poetics of Introspectivism.14  Niger’s point of departure in this debate was his belief in the ethical dimension of literature; art should have a moral and social goal. Leyeles, on the other hand, argued that art is the personal expression of the individual and it should be totally independent (Shulman 1978: 199-200). Nigers’s ethical approach, grounded in traditional Judaism, was the basis of his objection to
Introspectivism. The poems of the Inzikhistn were not the product of real inspiration, according to Niger, who found them too theoretical and vague. Since literature needs to educate while bringing pleasure, it should be understood by the average reader (202-203). Leyeles in turn defended the language of the Inzikhistn, noting that such language fit the poems and was close to the spoken language. Niger’s accusation that Inzikh’s method


14 The debate was aptly summarized in a bibliographical sketch by Eliyahu Shulman (1979). References to this debate are to this article.


was imported artificially from American modernism was answered by Leyeles showing that Introspectivism is internal while imagism is external (206). In short, as a conservative critic Niger objected to the extreme individualistic tendencies of Inzikh, to its poetic elitism and lack of ethical commitment. From an artistic point of view he was
incorrect. Inzikh produced a brilliant body of poetry. However, Niger understood that the audience for Yiddish literature in America consisted of semi-educated immigrant readers. Young American educated readers were able to read modernist poetry in English. Their parents consumed Jewishly oriented literature that was relevant to their lives and written in a Yiddish they could comprehend. The Inzikhistn realized this paradox only in the late
1930s, but its import became painfully clear only after the Holocaust (Miron: 1986, 62-

63).




Introspectivsm and Modernism




Studies of modernism delineate the various groups and movements that occupy the modernist sphere: Futurism, Expressionism, Cubism, Surrealism, Dadaism, Imagism, Vorticism and more. The term “modernism” is extremely broad and can be applied at the same time to romantic, classicist, futuristic, nihilistic, revolutionary and conservative trends. Modernists share a fascination with technological innovations alongside a fear of their destructive nature. They also share a strong sense of commitment to a better world coupled with a morbid destructive individualism that leaves little room for human progress or hope. An international quality and a new sensibility of time and space are
common to all modernist trends (Bradbury and McFarlane: 1991, 19-52). One cannot find


the term Introspectivism among the modernist movements that flooded Europe and America after the First World War, but similarities can be traced. In his study “Introspectivism: A Modernist Poetics” (Harshav: 1990, 175-186), Harshav located Inzikh among the ranks of world modernism.



The Yiddish Introspectivists absorbed the ideas of art that were developed in recent Modernist movements. In their arguments one can find traces of Italian and Russian Futurism, German and Yiddish expressionism, English Imagism and Vorticism. […] Sometimes it is hard to tell to what extent such echoes derive directly from primary texts and to what extent they are part of a cultural aura available to intellectual readers after World War I. The important point is the attempt to integrate such elements into a single, coherent “classical” Modernism, rather than to voice the slogans of one extreme position (176).



Harshav emphasizes the eclectic nature of Introspectivism as an analytical system, but shows how in tune it was with the poetic fashions of the time in both Europe and America.
After the First World War Yiddish modernists in Germany, the Soviet Union, Poland and America were engaged in extensive avant-garde activity.15 Postwar Yiddish literary groups can be divided as follows: the Kiev Group (1918-1920), the Berlin Milgroym (Pomegranate) group of the same period, the New York Inzikhistn and the Khalyastre (Gang) group of Poland (1919-1924) (Wolitz: 1981, 6). Kiev, in addition to Moscow and Minsk, became centers for Yiddish culture after the Bolshevik revolution. Poets in these centers were torn between the drive to be socially and politically concrete and the desire to express individualistic tendencies (Novershtern: 2008, 1373). In Lodz
and Warsaw, after a short interlude in Berlin, the language of cosmopolitan



15 Similar developments happened in Hebrew poetry as well in both Poland and Mandatory Palestine;
however, they will not be discussed in this study.


expressionism dominated (Wolitz, 14-15). However, this transnational, secular and nihilistic avant-garde was not natural to the Jewish social milieu in Poland, which favored conventional naturalistic and folkloristic prose. By the early 1920s the poets themselves began to harness their modernism to a more constructive form of art. Two of the founders of Khalyastre, Perets Markish (1895-1952) and Uri Zvi Greenberg (1896-1981), left Warsaw in 1923—Markish for the Soviet Union and Greenberg to Mandatory Palestine, becoming a Hebrew expressionist. Meylekh Ravitsh (1893-1976), the third major figure
of the group, remained until the outbreak of the Second World War in Poland.

In New York Inzikh was already the third generation of American Yiddish poetry after the proletarian “sweatshop” poetry of the end of the 19th century and the symbolist Yunge of 1907 (Harshav: 1986, 32-34). Political pluralism, trans-regionalism and a fundamental break with tradition allowed Yiddish poetry in America, and especially modernist poetry, to evolve as an independent entity, anticipating similar developments
in Europe. The Inzikhistn rebelled against the socially committed poetry of the proletarians as well as the notion of “art for art’s sake” endorsed by the youngsters. Although they eschewed expressionist poetry, the Introspectivist manifesto does, echo one of the most famous slogans of Expressionism.



Di velt iz do un mir zenen a teyl fun ir. Far undz ekzistirt ober di velt bloyz oyf azoy fil, oyf vifl zi shpiglt zikh op in undz, oyf vifl zi rirt undz on. Di velt iz a nit- ekzistirnde kategorye, a lign, oyb zi hot nit mit undz keyn shaykhes. Zi vert an aktuele zakh bloyz in undz un durkh undz (Leyeles et al.: 1919, 5-6).16.

The world exists and we are part of it. But for us, the world exists only as it is mirrored in us, as it touches us. The world is a nonexistent category, a lie, if it is not related to us. It becomes an actuality only in and through us (Harshav: 1986,
774).

16 References to the Introspectivist manifesto are to the longer version printed in the In Zikh anthology.


As noticed by Harshav (1990, 178) the idea that “the world exists and we are part of it” is a direct quote from the manifesto “On Expressionism in Literature” written by Kasimir Edsschmidt in 1917 (ibid.). Inzikh shared with expressionism the anti-mimetic spirit that distinguished it from impressionism. On the other hand, Inzikh was not interested in a personal expression of modern chaotic reality, but rather in an analysis of the inner world of the idiosyncratic psyche. Introspectivism and expressionism have a similar starting point but continue in opposite directions.
Modest in size, especially as compared with the folio-size magazines of the Expressionists that featured contemporary art and bold headlines, Inzikh was an American production, possibly influenced by Imagism. The Imagist manifesto of 1913,
written by Ezra Pound and F. S. Flint, listed three main principles: (1) direct treatment of the object whether subjective or objective, (2) avoidance of any word that does not contribute to the presentation, and (3) as regarding rhythm: to compose in the sequence of the musical phrase, not the sequence of the metronome” (Zach: 1991, 230). Imagism insisted on an externalized description of the image and the adherence of the poem to the concrete sensual reality, refraining from abstractions and conceptual language. The ideal imagist poem should therefore be written in a short, condensed manner, investing every word with many possible meanings, written in free rhythms and in spoken language. Referential expressions logically connecting remote images are removed to create what was termed by the imagists the “objective correlative.”
Yet, as suggested by Miron (1986, 78-79), there is a basic contradiction between these principles and Introspectivism. The Inzikhistn employed notions of free rhythms, clarity, sobriety and refraining from a symbolic expansion of the experience. However,


they were not able to accept the ideas of brevity and the objective correlative since they contradicted Inzikh’s commitment to the authentic reflection of the human subconscious.17  Imagism remained foreign to the talkative, expressive, emotional and intellectual nature of Leyeles’s and Glatshteyn’s poetry (Miron, ibid.). In her consideration of Jewish Imagism in the poetry of Ana Margolin, Barbara Mann (2004) observed the foreignness of materialistic and picturesque Imagism to Jewish writers who were raised to believe in the biblical commandment “You shall not make yourself an idol” (Exodus 20: 4). In addition, Mann shows the inability of Hebrew and Yiddish
writers to be free from the “ethical idea” which holds that art should have an unequivocal and political value (287). Yiddish modernism in New York and Europe was able as a minor linguistic practice to express hybrid cultural affiliations and include visual poetics.
Introspectivism is a poetic trend of conflicting positions taken selectively from European and American modernism. From German Expressionism it took the anti- mimetic idea that the poet does not repeat the existing world but recreates it based on his own personal vision. From Anglo-American Imagism it took the poetics of harshness and analytic sophistication. Apocalyptic and nihilistic attitudes (a result of the authentic experience of World War One) were balanced by American moderation and understatement. In the 1920s the Inzikhistn rejected socially involved poetry as well as totally escapist poetry. More than anything else, Inzikh was interested in a thorough, authentic and dynamic analysis of the inner self. Influenced by Freud and Bergson, they believed that inside the self one can reach the most secretive and imaginary aspects of the personality. The following sections will outline several of the main aesthetic principles of

17 Leyeles and Glatshteyn included in almost all their books pure Imagist poems; however, it was the younger poet Y. L. Teler who published in 1934 an entire book of Imagist poems titled Miniaturn (“Miniatures,” Teler: 1934). It is important to mention that these poems were not included in Inzikh.


Introspectivism, the way they were featured in the manifesto and the way they were implemented in the poetry of Leyeles and Glatshteyn.



Free Rhythms and Regular Form




The Introspectivist manifesto declared that.




Yedes lid muz hobn an individuelen ritm. Dermit meynen mir tsu zogn, az der ritm fun a lid muz zayn ingantsn tsu ot dem lid tsugepast. Eyn lid kon nit hobn dem zelbn ritm, vos an ander lid. Yedes lid iz in der virklikhkeyt an eyntsl-ershaynung, an unikum (11).

Each poem must have its individual rhythm. By this we mean that the rhythm of the poem must fit entirely this particular poem. One poem cannot have the same rhythm as any other poem. Evey poem is, in fact, unique (Harshav: 1986, 777).



The manifesto demanded rhythmic consistency. A poet cannot write about the subway the way he writes about the sand on the seashore or his love for a woman (12). This type of poetry (the Yunge are the target here) must be a false one. After endorsing the idea of individual rhythm in poetry, the manifesto addressed the question of free rhythms.



Der frayer ferz iz nit keyn muz far introspektive lider. Es zenen meglekh introspektive lider in reglmesikn ritm. […] Mir introspektivistn gloybn, az der frayer ferz iz am bestn tsugepast far der individualitet fun dem ritm, un fun dem gantsn lid un derfar, un nit tsulib keyn ander urzakh, tsien mir im for tsu andere ferzn (12).


Free verse is not imperative for introspective poets. It is possible to have introspective poems in regular meter. […] We Introspectivists believe that free verse is best suited to the individuality of the rhythm and of the poem as a whole; and for that rather than for many other reasons, we prefer it to other verse forms (ibid).



The manifesto further argued in a Futurist manner that free rhythms are the ones best suitable for imitating the noises of the big city. In practice Glatshteyn wrote poems only in free rhythms, while Leyeles wrote poems in both regular meter and free rhythms. In his “Cultural History of Yiddish Rime,” Uriel Weinreich showcased Leyeles’s commitment to the modernization of Yiddish rime (Weinreich: 1959, 427, 433-435). In an essay on the modes of Leyeles’s poetry in the 1920s, Avraham Novershtern (1986) noticed that when Leyeles published his third book of poetry Rondos in 1926, he collected poems in regular meter together with poems in free rhythms. In addition to rondos one can find in this book such complicated forms as villanelles, chansons,
“ballade Provencal”, triolets, sonnets and even a sonnet sequence.18 Novershtern (158)

poses the question of why Leyeles, who in the early 1920s successfully fought for the legitimacy of free rhythms, would now bring regular meter to the fore in his third book. The answer, according to Novershtern, lies in the basic opposition in Leyeles’s poetry between personal lyricism written in meter and rime and modernist depictions of the big city in free rhythms (162-163).
In his monumental essay on Yiddish free rhythms, Harshav (Hrushovski: 1954) placed Leyeles’s version of free rhythms at the center of his discussion. Examples from Leyeles’s poetry are scattered throughout this long essay. For Harshav, true free rhythms are a deviation from any given metric norm (221). Leyeles’s poetry is labeled “Free
18 Two other books of Introspectivist poetry included this highly technical form: Minkovs’s Lider (Poems,
1924) and Kheyfets Tuzman’s Lider (1949).


Dynamic Rhythms” (246-250), poems “(a) whose rhythmic impact is unlike that of normal spoken language, but (b) which have no predetermined ordering device.” Harshav analyzed the various strategies employed by Leyeles to achieve his renowned big-city tempo: short sentences, the aggregation of parallel linguistic units, and the abrupt shifting of the situation and diversity are the elements that express the kaleidoscopic effect Inzikh promoted (248). According to Harshav, Leyeles’s poetry in free rhythms is one of the better versions of this trend in modern Yiddish poetry and a sign of the poet’s fruitful engagement with poetic form. Harshav shares with Leyeles the notion that content through form is the most fundamental principle of poetry.
Glatshteyn, on the other hand, objected to traditional form and rhyme, feeling they are anathema to the essence of modernism, and he used them only sporadically for parodic purposes (Novershtern: 1986, 160-161). The title of Glatshteyn’s second book, from 1924, was Fraye ferzn (Free Rhythms). Janet Hadda (1975), focusing on the early Glatshteyn, dealt with his psychological analysis, thematic junctions (love and sex, political and social concerns and literature) and linguistic innovations. Her treatment of Glatshteyn’s use of free rhythms is very sketchy (25-28). In his studies of Glatshteyn (as well as of Leyeles, one may add), Novershtern focuses on structural, thematic and poetic analysis. Fraye ferzn is examined in relation to Glatshteyn’s occupation with the domain of the word and as part of Inzikh’s new poetic credo (1991, 200). In his discussion of Glatshteyn, Harshav mentions the tendency of American influenced Yiddish poets to violate all symmetric forms, to avoid solemn fervor by eschewing polysyllabic gallops and to avoid dynamism by employing a style of language which requires everything to be calmly said rather than made conscious (254). This is a rather limited discussion of


Glatshteyn’s use of free rhythms in comparison to the elaborate one on Leyeles. Leyeles wrote poetry in both free rhythms and regular form, while Glatshteyn, the Americanized poet, wrote entirely in conversational free rhythms.19



Kaleidoscope, Suggestion and Association




Introspectivism is a sensitive analytical instrument. It is interested in an authentic and thorough description of the human psyche. The modernist should represent his self not as a finished product, but as a conflicted, contradictory, partial and dynamic process.20  The poets of Inzikh, unlike the romantics, did not believe in the artificial
distinction between intellectual and emotional poetry. This methodology provoked critics

into accusing Inzikh and Leyeles of writing brainy poetry that is emotionally barren. Inzikh’s manifesto used the key words “suggestion” and “association” as the most important methods for poetic expression (8 [775]). The mysterious term “kaleidoscopic” is connected to the idea that the human psyche is a “moyrediker labirint,”—awesome labyrinth (ibid). The best way to describe this condition is by writing kaleidoscopic poems.



Oyf an introspektivn oyfn, un dermit meynen mir, az der poet darf oyfrikhtik zikh tsuhern tsu zayn inerlekher shtim, zikh tsukukn tsu der inerlekher panorama, kaleydoskopish, vidershprekhnd un umklor oder tsutumlt, vi zi zol nit zayn, un zen derfun tsu bashafn yene rikhtung, vos zol gebn dem rezultat say fun der baheftung


19 Leyeles was accompanied by Drapkin, Margolin, Minkov and Kheyfets Tuzman, and Glatshteyn inspired Alkvit (besides a few random triolets), Teler, Prayl and Tuzman. Shloyme Shvarts wrote entirely in Leyeles’s form of free rhythms.
20 The most extreme version of this poetics is Mikhl Likht’s book Protsesyes (Processes) from 1932. For a comprehensive interpretation of the book including an English translation of selected poems, see Bachman:
2007.


fun dem poets zel mit der ershaynung, vegn velkher er zingt, say fun dem individueln bild, oder grupe fun bilder, vos er zet bees mayse in zikh (6).

In an introspective manner means that the poet must really listen to his inner voice, observe his internal panorama—kaleidoscopic, contradictory, unclear or confused as it may be. From these sources, he must create poetry which is the result of both the fusion of the poet’s soul with the phenomenon he expresses and the individual image, or cluster of images that he sees within himself at that moment (775).



The poetic representation of the inner self is at its best, according to the manifesto, when the poet combines it with a strong sense of urbanism. The urban condition is the real life of humans in these confusing times. The maze of the big city is in this respect the correct correlative of modern man. It is important to notice that Leyeles substituted
psychological descriptions for external analogies, while Glatshteyn replaced external reality with idiosyncratic individual fantasies.
In practice the Inzikhistn did not fully achieve the kaleidoscopic poetry they preached. In an article on Leyeles’s poetry published in Inzikh in 1939, Minkov (1955,
239) noticed an inherent contradiction between Introspectivism and kaleidoscopic poetics: a kaleidoscopic poetics is synthetic since it provides comprehensive and fluid pictures mirroring each other, while Introspectivism is analytic since it focuses on the ego and every part of the ego is its own secluded world. A second contradiction is between
the two-dimensional nature of the kaleidoscope and the three- or more dimensional nature of suggestion and association. Harshav (1990), following Minkov’s argument, summarized Inzikh’s kaleidoscopic concept as a method that “brought together several modern principles: the psychology of the stream of consciousness, the multidimensional nature of modern life, simultaneity of experience, representation through splinter
elements rather through a full description, and the conscious organization of a poem as a


“fugue” or a “symphony” of heterogeneous elements playing together in a single integrated whole” (182).
However, not all of the Inzikhistn, according to Harshav, wrote textbook kaleidoscopic poems. Glatshteyn mostly preferred to base the composition of a poem on a particular, unrealistic situation. Leyeles, on the other hand, had more success placing separate individual images inside the framework of comprehensive poetic cycles.
Harshav understood the kaleidoscopic poetic as a way to structure poems formally. Needless to say, Glatshteyn’s psychological and linguistic kaleidoscope is marginalized in this configuration.



Cosmopolitan Modernism and Jewish Identity




In the 1920s extreme notions of individualism and subjectivity were at the center of Introspectivism’s world view. The omnipotent ego of the poets replaced mimesis of the world, and the analytical investigation of the self was in full swing. The poets of Inzikh were modern, enlightened, secular men who left their tribe to be closer to themselves (Rubenstein: 2010, 6). In an often-quoted passage in their manifesto they wrote that.



Mir zenen yidishe poetn dermit, vos mir zenen yidn un shraybn yidish. Vos a yidisher poet zol nit shraybn in yidish iz es ipso fakto, dermit aleyn, yidish. Men darf nit keyn bazundere “yidishe temen.” A yid vet vegn a indishn frukhtbarkeyts- tempel un yapanishe shinos shraybn vi a yid. Der yidisher poet vet zayn yidish, ven er vet dikhtn vegn “viv la frans,” vegn dem gets fun gold […] Es iz nit di oyfgabe fun dem dikhter aleyn tsu zukhn un aroysvayzn zayn yidishkayt. Ver es vil zikh farnemen mit aza arbet, zol es ton, un ver es vet zukhn yidishkayt bay dem yidishn dikhter, vet es oykh gefinen (19).


We are Jewish poets simply because we are Jews and write in Yiddish. No matter what a Yiddish poet writes in Yiddish, it is ipso facto Jewish. One does not need any particular “Jewish themes.” A Jewish poet will write about an Indian fertility temple and Japanese Shinto shrines as a Jew. A Jewish poet will be Jewish when he writes about “vive la France,” about the Golden Calf […] It is not the poet’s task to seek and show his Jewishness. Whoever is interested in this endeavor is welcome to it, and whoever looks for Jewishness in Yiddish poets will find it (780).



For the Inzikhistn Jewish identity is a natural, obvious thing that does not require any special themes. The modern poet has poetic freedom to engage with whatever penetrates his self. Jewishness is only a small fraction of people’s personality, and it is a matter of individual choice to write, read or interpret poetry from a Jewish perspective. The examples of what the Inzikhistn encouraged Jews to write about were taken from the more exotic arsenal (the Indian fertility temple and Japanese Shinto shrines). The challenge of a Jewish modernist is not to write about parochial topics, but to free himself completely from the confines of his tribe.
This libertarian approach entailed also reductionist tendencies and an inherent contradiction. Yiddish language and poetry, as the manifesto continues, are the main pillars of Inzikh’s national agenda. The Inzikhistn believed that the Yiddish language is suitable for any type of high-artistic expression, and that it is their obligation as poets to
enrich it with modern idiom.21 Yiddish is a modern independent language and should not

be subordinated to either German or Hebrew. Therefore, Inzikh reformed traditional Yiddish orthography by spelling Aramaic and Hebrew words phonetically; traditionally Semitic words in Yiddish kept their non-phonetic original spelling; a similar spelling

21 On Glatshteyn’s experimentation with Germanisms as a poetic and linguistic enrichment project, see Hadda: 1981, 192-200. The deconstruction of Yiddish into its original elements played on the linguistic aptitude of the readers and allowed the poet to express ultimate artistic freedom. In the extreme versions of Introspectivistm (Minkov and Likht’s poetry for instance) this approach resulted in an almost unintelligible language.


reform would be implemented a few years later in the anti-clerical Soviet Union. This orthographic system, unique to Inzikh, remained intact until the very last volumes of the journal and was abandoned entirely only after the Holocaust (Weinreich: 1959, 427-428). Writing in Yiddish without serving a national cause was a fundamental contradiction in Inzikh’s agenda: while opposing linguistic assimilation it encouraged a cultural one (Miron: 1986, 63).
Even though the manifesto allowed for writing about Jews, it seems that it did not encourage it. The manifesto also promoted thematic eclecticism: everything is personal and worthy of poetic description as long as the poet does it introspectively. Yet here again, the result in the 1920s was almost exclusively poems about the individual.
Harshav, following Leyeles and the manifesto, argued that as a mixed poetic trend, Inzikh did not separate between personal and public, political and universal (1990, 179). On the other hand, it was Novershtern who noticed that



In principle the Inzikhistn regarded politics and actual events as legitimate and even desirable themes for modern Yiddish poetry. Because of various reasons that still need to be clarified, political themes did not occupy an important place in the poetry of the Inzikhistn, and the explicit political poem was a rare guest in their work (1991, 202).



Tthe political poem, as we shall see, was absent from the poetry of Inzikh during the

1920s and indisputably present in the 1930s. This change, it will be argued, did not occur overnight as a response to anti-Jewish politics in the second half of the 1930s, but rather was a complex and evolutionary process already present in the group's agenda of the
1920s. The political aspect of the human experience, which occupied the margins of the


group's poetics in the 1920s and dominated it in the 1930s, existed as early as the second half of the 1920s, or even, to a lesser extent, in the first year of the group's existence.



Conclusion




The major poetic figures of Inzikh since its establishment in 1920 were A. Leyeles and Yankev Glatshteyn and the creative battle between them is what shaped the poetics of Introspectivism. Introspectivism was a hybrid of contradictory poetic trends: the romanticism of German Expressionism and the classicism of Anglo-American Imagism. The tension between formal innovation and thematic diversity resulted in a brand new formation that suited the specific conditions of American Yiddish poetry. Kaleidoscopic structure, association and suggestion were the basic elements favored by the Introspectivists in their manifesto for the analytic study of the inner self. In their
poetry the Inzikhistn revealed tendencies toward extreme individualism, universalism and linguistic creativity that were in opposition to a solid perception of Jewishness. Jewish identity was reduced to language and poetry. Gradually the maturation of the poets, the admission of younger forces into the group and the worsening condition of European
Jews brought the Introspectivists to readjust their previous poetic assumptions. As a group portrait of Inzikh in its mature phase, this study will show how the poets of Inzikh responded introspectively; using the sensitive analytical instruments they developed in the 1920s, to the Jewish condition of the 1930s.


Chapter Two


Inzikh in the 1930s




To All Those Demanding Orientation: Inzikh's Turn to Political Polemic




When Inzikh resumed publication in April 1934 under the editorship of Yankev Glatshteyn, it was clear that this elitist journal dedicated to fine poetry and constructive criticism was being turned into a vibrant arena for political debate. Glatshteyn opened the first issue with an article titled “Tsu di ale vos monen oryentatsye” (“To All Those Demanding Orientation,” Inzikh, [ns] 1, April 1934), a direct attack on Jewish communists and proletarian art. The direct impetus for this article was the endorsement given by the English literary journal The Modern Monthly for the newly established
American Workers Party. 22 In his editorial statement, Glatshteyn directed his attack

specifically against the Popular Front and the American communist party. In 1934, at the height of the Great Depression, the American communist party, like communist parties around the world, established the Popular Front as a way to collaborate on a non- communist platform with other liberal minded organizations against the rise of Fascism in Europe on the one hand and as a response to the Depression on the other (Denning:
1997, 4). If until then the communist party was secluded and marginal, this new strategy


22  The Modern Monthly (also called the Modern Quarterly, 1923-1940) was a little magazine dedicated to leftwing criticism using mainly Marxist and Freudian analysis. Among writers to publish in the magazine were V.F. Calverton, Waldo Frank and Sherwood Anderson (Hoffmann et all: 1946, 152-153, 270-271). The party was formed in December 1933 under the leadership of A.J. Muste.Its platform was a combination of  a  moderate  form  of  Marxism  with  a  uniquely  American  response  to  the  Great  Depression.  The doctrinaire communist position was to oppose any collaboration with non-communist (mainly Social- Democrat) organizations and with the capitalist regime itself. In December 1934, the time of Glatshteyn's article, the party merged with the Trotskyite Communist League of America to form the Workers Party of the United States.


garnered support for the party and its satellite cultural organizations from wider Social- Democratic circles at the same time as it came closer to mainstream American politics.23
In his article Glatshteyn dismissed any collaboration with the communist party, which he held responsible for the collapse of both democratic and Social-Democratic regimes all over Europe. Stalinists, he maintained, could not be trusted. Nor did Glatshteyn spare the Yiddish-speaking intelligentsia for their brief romance with the Communist Party daily Frayhayt (Freedom), until they realized that the Party had used them to gain artistic credibility.



Mir zaynen geven zeyere “'toesn,”oyf undzere berd hobn zey zikh gelernt shern, durkh undzere lider, dertseylungen un romanen hobn zey zikh langzam derkayklt tsu "proletarisher literatur."

We were their” mistakes, “on our beards they learned how to barber, through our poems, stories and novels they slowly made their way to “proletarian literature.”



This turn of events brought Glatshteyn to his main concern--his fear, as a free-spirited intellectual that the Popular Front would result in a demand upon writers to harness their pens in the service of the Party. The writer would henceforth be required to orient himself and his writings with the party-line and so doing lose his artistic integrity. As a humanist liberal Glatshteyn believed that good literature deeply rooted in authentic experience was the best cure for totalitarianism.





23 In his history of the Cultural Front, Michael Denning (1997) offers a revisionist approach to the role of the Front in the history of the American left. Denning's model suggests that in many cases it was the non- communist liberal and even social-democratic periphery of “fellow travelers” that dominated the Front's activities and not actual communist party members (5-6). This dynamic preserved the independence of the Front that was in fact not a communist oriented organization. Glatshteyn, needless to say, did not share Denning's revisionist approach.


In response to the success of the Popular Front on the Jewish street, Glatshteyn proposed the founding of a new Jewish party that was both Yiddishist and radical. For Glatshteyn the communist party's radicalism was a break from Jewishness, a self-hating attempt to solve the Jewish problem by denouncing Judaism. Now, when Jews all over Europe were being persecuted there was a need for a particular Jewish party to serve specific Jewish interests. As a modernist poet committed to writing in Yiddish, Glatshteyn was concerned that the polarization of Jewish life in America would result in a contamination of Yiddish literature. His was interested in protecting Yiddish writers' independence from party dictates. Inzikh in the 1930s, in Glatshteyn's image, should be an autonomous, nonpartisan and Jewishly committed literary journal.
Glatshteyn concluded his article with a call to major Jewish intellectuals to participate in a symposium on the issues raised in the article. A questionnaire was sent to a number of Yiddish intellectuals and was also printed in the following issue of Inzikh (May 1934). The questionnaire consisted of two integrated parts: the first asked whether there was a felt need for a new revolutionary party and whether Jews should be a special part of a general party or have their own party. The second asked whether a writer should be fully independent in his writing or serve political or party goals. From the blunt phrasing of the questions Glatshteyn made his own clear: he favored a new Jewishly oriented radical party and full artistic autonomy opposing any party dictatorship.
Glatshteyn's anticommunist views determined the course of the debate. In the following months (the symposium was adjourned on July 1935) American Yiddish writers from various generations and affiliations swamped the last pages of each issue of Inzikh. Among the notable participants one can find Dovid Ignatov, Ruven Ayzland,


Zishe Vaynper, Borekh Glazman, Eliezer Greenberg, H. Leyvik and Khayim Zhitlovski. Those responding on behalf of Inzikh were Leyeles, B. Alkvit, Shloyme Shvarts, Mates Daytsh and Glatshteyn. In general, most respondents who came from the Inzikh camp did not share Glatshteyn's call for a new, Jewish revolutionary party led by major intellectuals. In addition, they were unanimous in their opinion that a serious artist, whether he belonged to a political party or not, should write independently and freely.
The image of the Yiddish public intellectual they endorsed, in contrast to the one advanced by Glatshteyn, was of someone with strong political convictions, party affiliation and a natural connection to the folk. It seems that Inzikh's cultural elitism, now partly modified to include political nuances, was not shared by the symposium's participants.
The poet H. Leyvik reaffirmed his conviction that communist ideology was superior to the socialist one since it went all the way in its commitment to equality and change. He saw a direct and necessary connection between being a Jew and a communist. For him it was a question of form and content, with the Jew (meaning the Yiddish language) functioning as form and communism as the content. As for artistic freedom, Leyvik believed that a Yiddish writer should internally and authentically express his communist ideology while integrating Jewish form and communist content. The socialist thinker and activist Khayim Zhitlovski, in his attempt to teach the angry poet political realism (13:1935), admitted that however difficult  it was to choose among the existing parties, there was no need to create a new one. A good artist could, in his opinion, use his free artistic spirit to express the lawful ideals of socialism. Similar romantic views can be found in the response of Avrom Reyzn reminding the readers that the poet Moris


Rozenfeld wrote about the poor conditions of sweatshop workers and about specific

Jewish national themes without compromising his artistic integrity.

Glatshteyn responded in a long article titled “Komintern versus yidntern” (Inzikh, December 1935).24 The title of the article is a typical Glatshteyn pun: Yidntern is a conflation of yidn (Jews) and the communist Comintern. In the opening line of the article Glatshteyn sharpened his definition by referring about yidishe yidn (Jewish or Yiddish speaking Jews) and komunistishe yidn (communist Jews). Communist Jews, according to Glatshteyn, not only cut themselves off from the tribe, but also from its spoken
languages. Jewish communists who started out as an elitist avant-garde party (“es iz geven a snobishe bavegung, it was a snobbish movement,” 4) are now, in the days of the Popular Front, looking for the Yiddish speaking masses. Glatshteyn suspects they are doing so not so much due to a sincere concern for the Jewish people, but as a way to gain support for the Soviet Union and its communist ideology. While Jewish Jews identified in a time of need with their fellow Jews, communist Jews substituted the tribe for the class.
As proof of the inherent contradiction between Jewish Jews and Communist Jews Glatshteyn brought the debate over the Jewish reaction to the Arab anti-Jewish riots in British occupied Palestine in 1929 (5-6). Jewish Jews, regardless of their approach towards Socialism and class-conciouseness supported the Jewish cause in Palestine and viewed the riots as an anti-Semitic pogrom. Communist Jews, on the other hand,
followed the official Soviet party-line arguing that the riots were not targeted at Jews as Jews but were part of an international war against imperialism. They chose to side with the proletariat. For Glatshteyn, Jews, in a time of need, regardless of their ideological



24 For a comprehensive analysis of this article see: Wisse: 1993, 83-86.


affiliation, should support their fellow Jews. The Land of Israel was a refuge for German and Eastern European Jews due to the rise of Fascism.
Against the communist party's Popular Front Glatshteyn recommended the establishment of a truly radical party, arguing that the essence of radicalism was a revolutionary and innovative approach to life and art (9). Since the Communist Party created so much antagonism within free radical Jewish circles, it would be best to establish a new united Jewish front to fight Fascism without the communists. In response, A. Leyeles published an article titled “Komunism un—kiumism” (“Communism and— Existentialism,” Inzikh, January 1936).  Punning komunism and kium, he argued that in a time of necessity Jews needed to think about their physical existence, which obligated them to identify with the tribe (Klal-yisroel) and not with the class. It seems that throughout the debate the two founders of Inzikh were united in their fierce objection to Jewish communists, the Soviet Union and proletarian art. The relics of this debate was
ton seep into their poetry as well.

The debate over the Popular Front turned Inzikh, until then an elitist literary journal dedicated to fine poetry and fierce criticism, into a political and polemical platform. This debate, though not highly original, had clear poetical ramifications that are of interest to the development of Introspectivism. The debate was aimed at the American Yiddish Communist party's literary organization, Proletpen, which advocated the use of literature for communist agitation. Proletpen, according to the literary and communist activist Aleksander Pomerants was the largest Yiddish-speaking communist literary
organization in America. 25 The establishment of Proletpen in 1929 created a new literary



25 Aleksander Pomerants (1901-1965) came to America from Byelorussia in 1921 to become one of the major figures of the communist literary camp both as poet and editor.  In 1933-1935 he studied at the Kiev


trend and attracted new poetic forces from the ranks of the proletariat. When Frayhayt was founded in 1922 it had no choice but to publish works by writers coming from what Pomerants tendentiously termed di dekadentish-natsyonalistishe literarisher grupe yunge (the decadent-nationalistic literary group the Yunge, 4), but now with the establishment
of the new organization the Communist Party could rely on loyal Marxist oriented literary cadres.
Among the various publications and organizations of Proletpen Pomerants named the Frayhayt, Signal, the collection Union Square and others, the last two of which he edited himself. Pomerants criticized the poetry of Leyvik and Halpern, the major poets of Di yunge, and exposed their romantic, decadent, bourgeois and chauvinistic tendencies. Pomerants’s aim was to describe but also shape the future of Yiddish proletarian art in
America modeled after the same literature that was formed in the Soviet Union.26

Glatshteyn expressed sheer contempt for Proletpen in numerous articles. Using the witty and wicked style that became his hallmark, he set out to protect democratic values from the propaganda commissars of Proletpen. Defending poetic freedom at a time like this, according to Glatshteyn, was akin to protecting mankind from totalitarianism. In an article titled “Di alerley atakes oyf dem inzikh” (“The Various Attacks on Inzikh,” Inzikh, June 1935) Glatshteyn gave full vent to his position. In this article, which celebrated the fifteenth anniversary of the publication of Inzikh, Glatshteyn reaffirmed the journal's commitment to radical revolutionary poetry in Yiddish. Looking back, Inzikh had developed in opposition to what Glatshteyn termed Dem nusekh-tsunzer (Tsunzer’s


Institute for Proletarian Yiddish Studies, which resulted in a dissertation and later in the book Proletpen
(Glaser and Weintraub: 2005, 397).
26 For More on the leftist writers, Proletpen and Pomerants see Dovid Katz's introduction to: Glaser and
Weintraub: 2005, 3-28 [especially 15-22].


literary style) or Shomershe lezer (the Shomer-type reader, 24).27 Due to specific historical conditions the Yiddish writer had to accommodate a semi-educated reader; a reader who received almost no formal education. Writers like Tsunzer and Shomer lowered themselves to the lowest common denominator, paving the way to future developments in proletarian literature. Proletpen was therefore the illegitimiate heir of these writers' style. Inzikh, on the other hand, from its conception parted from the folksy
consensus of immigrant literature and was fully independent. Inzikh developed in a parallel way to mainstream Yiddish literature (ibid).
In order to overcome the absence of real readers, Glatshteyn wrote defiantly, Inzikh invented an iluzorishn lezerkrayz, an illusionary readership (26). The Inzikhistn had the nerve not only to invent their readers, but also to create their own literary climate and to write in it and for it. The opposition to the actual readers of Yiddish poetry was beneficial for both the poets of Inzikh who were able to dedicate themselves to their poetic vision and to the readers, who were provided with an alternative to the low standards of Yiddish literature. In many ways this was, on the part of Inzikh, a national mission to prevent intelligent Jewish readers from assimilating into the general English readership.
Countering Proletpen's vehement accusations of Inzikh's involvement in the so- called Fascist or Trotskyite opposition (27-28),28 Glatshteyn strongly affirmed poetic


27 Elyokem Tsunzer (1836-1913) was the typical Yiddish folk poet and songwriter. Born in Lithuania and died in New York he became know as the “People's Bard”; Shomer (pseudonym of N. M. Shaykevitsh (1849?-1905) became know as the ultimate Yiddish Shund (Trash) writer in both Eastern Europe and America. See: Hundert, Gershon David et all (eds.): 2008. For Glatshteyn, the elitist poet both writers represent the provinciality and lack of high-brow literary standards of Yiddish literati and their immigrant readership. For the collected scholarly edition of Tsunzer’s poetry see: Tsunzer: 1964.
28 See also Leyeles's article “Signal: Epitaf oyf a bankrot” (“Signal: an epitaph for bankruptcy,” Inzikh, April 1937). This is a shrewd attack on Signal as a proletarian literary journal. Leyeles, siding with Glatshteyn, argues that a poet can express his political, moral and social positions without giving up his


freedom, honest and clean criticism and poetic individualism as part of Inzikh's national agenda (29). Going beyond Inzikh and Proletpen's debate, it is possible to find in Glatshteyn's position not only a liberal democratic approach to politics and literature, but also the beginning of change in Inzikh's narrow elitist agenda. If in the early twenties the poets of Inzikh wrote only, as their manifesto proclaimed, about what penetrated their psyche introspectively, they were now compelled to address global political problems in
a parochial Jewish way.




In Need of New Poetic Horizons




In addition to political polemic, the new Inzikh also featured a turn from poetry to experimental prose fiction. This does not mean that Inzikh turned its back on poetry. To the contrary, new poetic voices such as Malke Heyifets Tuzman (1896-1987), Shloyme Shvarts (1907-1988), Gabriel Prayl (1911-1993), Yehuda Leyb Teler (1912-1972), and Moyshe Shteyngart (1912-1995) starred regularly in the pages of the journal, in addition to Glatshteyn, Leyeles and Alkvit. Glatshteyn published many of the poems later collected in his most experimental book of verse Yidishtaytshn (Yiddish exegesis, 1937),
while Leyeles enriched the journal with poems from Fabyus lind (1937). Due to Leyeles's initiative, the regulalry featured column Dos lid fun khoydesh, “The Poem of the Month,” poets who were not part of the group, including those from Eastern European, were
featured. The most important among them were Avrom Sutskever and the poets of Yung






poetic, moral and intellectual freedom. One can write radical and revolutionary poetry, like the Inzikhistn, not being a party member (125).


vilne, Young Vilna (1929-1940).29  Sutskever became a regular participant in the journal and a long-time friend of Leyeles. In an open letter to Leyeles published in Inzikh in
1939, he remembered the cold Polish winter of 1935 when he received a letter from Leyeles announcing his admittance to Inzikh. It was no coincidence that the poems were sent to Leyeles personally and not to anyone else. The young poet intuitively felt a kinship with the older poet (Sutskever: [1939] 1993).
In his introduction to the first installment of “Dos lid fun khoydesh” (Inzikh, July

1934), Leyeles explained that he would choose not the best poems of each month, but rather the poems that caught his attention. Among the chosen were Tsili Drapkin's Der meydls toyt (“The Girl's Death”), taken from the July issue of Tsukunft and Rokhl Korn's A lid fun nekhtn (“A poem of Yesterday”), originally published in Literarishe bleter, Warsaw.30 The combination of a poem by an older American poet and a novice Polish one is characteristic of Leyeles's approach--to expand Inzikh's limited poetic horizons through the republication of modernist and non-modernist poems. Inzikh's introspective gaze moved ever outwards.31


29 Sutskever (1913-2010) published his first out of twenty poems in Inzikh in October 1935. For a complete list of these publications, see: Novershtern: 1976. Yung vilne was one of the new leading groups of modernists in interwar Poland. As Justin Cammy pointed out (Cammy: 2001, 184-185) the cooperation between the prestige American journal and Yung vilne was for the young poets a source of pride. The Vilna group was a left wing group interested in realistic portrayal of daily life. Sutskever, an exception, was a refined classicist writing complicated formulaic poetry in meter and rhyme. Both poetic options were alien to Inzikh's programmatic platform, yet at least as Sutskever was concerned it was the formulaic aspect of Leyeles's poetics that was a source of inspiration. It was Leyeles and not Glatshteyn who welcomed Sutzkever into Inzikh.
30 Korn (1898-1982) published her first book of poetry Dorf, Village in 1928 and was known in Poland as
an emerging new poet and prose writer. Her descriptions of country life clearly did not resemble Inzikh's modernist style.
31 In order to attract new writers Inzikh announced in February 1937 a poetry contest named after the late
introspectivist Ruven Ludvig. Many poems from around the world (the Soviet Union included), not necessarily introspectivist, were submitted and in September 1937 the winner Tevye Boym (1910-1943) from Sosnowits, Poland was announced. The second winner of the prize was also from Poland- Reyzl Zhikhlinski (1910-2001). Boym perished in the Holocaust, while Zhikhlinski became a major post-war Yiddish poet. On the contest and its significance, see: Birenboym: 1972, 47-48.


Another notable aspect of Inzikh's new agenda was attributed to Glatshteyn. Since

October 1934 Glatshteyn serialized his upcoming novel Ven yash is geforn (Glatshteyn:

1938; translated into English as Homeward Bound). The installments of the novel were highly noticeable on the pages of this slim poetry oriented magazine. This was the first time that a serious work of fiction (a novel no less) was printed in the journal. Novels in installments were clearly characteristic of Yiddish daily newspapers and were aimed at the amusement and education of the immigrant masses. If in the 1920s writing experimental poetry was part of Inzikh's escapist plan, writing fiction, as modernist as it might be, was in the 1930s part of the group's new involvement with actual reality. As scholars have pointed out, the novel (published in book form in 1938) and its sequel Ven yash iz gekumen (Glatshteyn: 1940; translated into English as Homecoming at Twilight),
was a turning point in Glatshteyn's literary career.32 Glatshteyn used the novel as way to

express anxiety over his homecoming to Lublin, Poland to visit his dying mother. The Americanized intellectual returns to being the Jewish boy from Poland he so systematically denied on his way toward becoming a cosmopolitan. The novel, the political polemic and the poems collected in Yidishtaytshn were Glatshteyn's main contribution to the renewed Inzikh.















32 Major examples are: Wisse: 2000, Garrett: 2003, Miron: 2004, and Novershtern: 2008. For a new English translation of the Glatstein Chronicles with an introduction by Ruth R. Wisse, see: Glatstein: 2010.


Poetic idiom and journalistic lingo




By the 1930s most Inzikhistn had regular jobs in the press: Glatshteyn, Alkvit (both since 1926) and Teler in Morgn zhurnal, and Leyeles (as early as 1914) in Der tog.33  For American Yiddish poets (mainly the symbolist Yunge), writing for the press was a contamination of their pure literary style. The musicality of poetic verse, its refined idiom and spiritual freedom were indispensable for the creation of good poetry. The language of the mass produced Yiddish press with its Germanized style and Americanisms was viewed as vulgar, prosaic and impure (Wisse: 1988, 8-13). Inzikh
from its conception, on the other hand, argued that poets needed to find the right idiom to fit their literary vision which included non-poetic (or formulaic) usage.34
It was not until the 1930s that this process was fully realized. Leyeles, who always combined in his books poems in free rhythms with poems in conventional form such as rondos, sonnet cycles and villanelles, switched almost completely to free verse in
1937 with the publication of his comprehensive book Fabyus lind. It was to become his signature Introspectivist book. Glatshteyn, both in his aforementioned novel and in a series of short stories experimented with modernist collage of low and high literary styles and linguistic registers.
In the poetry of both poets, as well as in the poetry of the younger Introspectivists,

there was an increasing tendency to allude to contemporary reality: the Spanish Civil

33 Contrariwise, the fact that Mikhl Likht and N. B. Minkov (who between 1934-1937 edited the high-brow journal Bodn dedicated to poetry and serious studies on art) did not write for the press might point to the deterioration and stagnation of their experimental style. This hypothesis will not be discussed in the scope
of this study.
34 This does not mean that the Introspectivists were content with the level of the mainstream Yiddish press. Glatshteyn in a vicious article titled “Undzere zhurnalistishe feters” (“Our Journalistic Uncles,”
Inzikh, May 1934) mourns the low and provincial level of Yiddish literary criticism and prides himself with introducing a higher more competent mode of writing.


War, Italian Fascism, Soviet Birobidzhan, Freud's last days in Vienna, and so forth. The poems became more concrete and less allegorical. It sometimes seems as if they were taken directly from the daily news. It is therefore vital to carefully examine the relation between the raw materials and their poetic iterations and not fall into a naïve journalistic fallacy. This will be the subject of the following chapters.
Political polemic, prose fiction and engaged poetry made Inzikh a sensitive and alert arena set to encompass new poetic, linguistic and human horizons. The worsening of the Jewish condition in Eastern Europe, the genuine concern for the lives of relatives and friends who remained on the other side, and above all the fear that the forces of evil were taking over were the main motivation for the switch in Inzikh's poetic practice. For the Introspectivists modernist poetry was part of a larger humanistic project of investigation, doubt and freedom that stood in direct contrast to totalitarian thought. It was but natural for a group endorsing a comprehensive process of introspection and its authentic artistic representation to produce poetry that would eventually engage itself, in a time of need, with a more nuanced approach to the Jewish tribe.
Yiddish literary scholarship tends to argue that Inzikh's turn to Jewish non- modernist parochialism occurred overnight with the publication in Inzikh (April 1938) of Glatshteyn's poem A gute nakht velt, “Good Night World,” where the poet supposedly denounced western civilization.35 This study argues, however, that the partial turn to parochialism in Inzikh's approach can be traced much earlier. Instead of a revolutionary metaphor it would be more productive to use an evolutionary one in which elements that were on the margins of Inzikh's thought in the 1920s (such as writing directly on Jewish


35 For a nuanced and detailed interpretation of this approach see: Wisse: 1996 and more recently: Norich:
2007.


themes) became gradually dominant in the 1930s due to external and also internal (the maturation of the poets themselves) conditions.



American-Educated Yiddish Poets and Inizikh




A new generation of Introspectivist poets emerged in the 1930s. By this time, the journal Inzikh had emerged as a full fledged Introspectivist school in American Yiddish poetry. Even though many of the poems to be discussed in the next chapters were in fact written in the 1920s, our focus on the 1930s will show how very different poets addressed the Introspectivist principles as a ready-made model that needed to be mastered. This dynamic of influence will demonstrate how Inzikh was a fruitful source of creative
energy for a new generation of sophisticated modernists. The more talented poets were not only able to write adequate Introspectivist poems, but also and above all, to add their own voices to the Introspectivist choir. A. Leyeles, the group's theoretician, and Yankev Glatshteyn, the group's most distinguishable poetic voice, were strong and influential poets. For young poets to be admitted to the group they had to side with either Leyeles's version of Introspectivism or Glatshteyn's, or both, while at the same time acquiring individual poetic personalities. Chapters Three and Four will ask what Introspectivism was for these new poets. Which aspects of Introspectivism did they accept and which not?  How did individual poets make the poetry of Glatshteyn or Leyeles their own and which strategies did they use to diverge from these powerful masters? And finally, what does it mean to be American-educated in an Introspectivist setting?


***

In March 1929 the eighteen-year-old Yehuda Leyb Teler (1912-1972), who came to America from Galicia in 1921, wrote the following letter to the editors of Inzikh.



Geerte fraynt
Baylignd tsvey lider velkhe ikh gloyb zenen pasik far ayer zhurnal. Yankev glatshteyn hot aroysgezogt a gants gute meynung vegn zey. Mit akhtung Y. L. Teler.

Dear friends, attached are two poems that I believe are appropriate for your journal. Yankev Glatshteyn said many good things about them. Respectfully, Y. L. Teler.



In December 1930 Teler wrote Inzikh a second letter. Here he mentions the poems Vegn undzer shtiln diner, (“About Our Quiet Servant”) and Balade vegn gots zhargon (“A Ballad about God’s Jargon”).36 Inzikh’s undated response reads as follows.



Geerter fraynd teler.
Mir hobn ibergeleynt ayere lider un zikh durkhgeredt vegn zey, un zaynen gekumen tsum folgendn bashlus: undz iz   fremd literarisher karyerizm. Mir hobn zikh farklibn in a vinkl un mir viln dortn farblaybn; undzer materyal iz an opgeklibener. Mir zeen nisht in ayere lider, farvos zey gehern davke tsu undz un nisht tsu andere. Ven ir vet bashlisn, az ayere lider gehern undz un nit andere, veln di lider veln vern andersh un derfar undzere. Mit akhtung redaktsye inzikh.

We read over your poems and discussed them, and came to the following decision: We are strangers to literary careerism. We gathered ourselves in a corner and we would like to remain there. Our materials are selective. We do not see in your poems why they would necessary belong to us and not to others. When you decide for yourself that your poems belong to us and not
to others, the poems will become other and therefore ours.37





36 Teler collected the first poem in his first book Simboln (Symbols) published the same year under the title
Vegn undzer altn diner (“About Our Old Servant”). The second poem was apparently never published.
37 N. B. Minkov archive, the Jewish Theological Seminary Library, New York.


This rejection letter, signed collectively by the editors of Inzikh38 is interesting not only because it shows that Teler, about to become one of the major Yiddish poets of his time, was not admitted to Inzikh, but also because of the rationale that was given: Teler’s
poems were rejected not because they were not good, but because they were not Inzikhist. The gates of Inzikh would be opened only to poets willing to commit themselves entirely to a distinguished, selective and demanding group of poets. If a poet wanted to be a part
of this elite family he had to deny previous literary affiliations and prove that he had studied and fully mastered Inzikh’s poetic principles.
In April 1931 Teler, together with the poets Berish Vaynshteyn and Shol Malts, edited the short lived journal Leym un tsigl (Clay and Brick).39 One of the reasons for the publication of the new journal was, according to Teler, the stern elitism of Inzikh, on the one hand and the populism of other more commercial publications. 40



Mir zenen geven dray--berish vaynshteyn, shol malts un ikh-- un s'hot undz glaykh farglust a zhurnal 'leym un tsigl.' Ersht opgedrukt etlekhe lider un shoyn redaktorn-aroysgeber. Di sibe-- 'di tsukunft' iz geven farvorfn mit lider, un ver hot gevolt vartn in rey? 'di vokh' vos hot tsepralt di tirn far naye
dikhter iz shnel untergegangen. 'Der inzikh' hot gehat a shtrengn fason.
Andere zhurnaln zenen undz nisht ongeshtanen, hagam onerkente poetn hobn zey redaktirt un in zey zikh gedrukt, ober mir zenen geven buntares- nisht in lid nor in gemit (105).

We were three--Berish Vaynshteyn, Shol Malts and I--and we immediately felt like having a journal Leym un tsigl.With only a few poems published and already we became editiors and publishers. The reason-- Di tsukunft was flooded with poems and who wanted to wait in line? Di vokh that opened its doors for young poets but it went down after a short time. Inzikh had a rough

38 It was Leyeles who served at the time as the journal's editor and since Teler mentions Glatshteyn as his recommender, one needs to assume that it was mostly Leyeles who was behind this rejection, supported by Minkov who preserved the letters in his archive.
39 Leym un tsigl- khoydesh zhurnal fun amerikanish-dertsoygene yidishe shrayber (red. Y . L. Teler), [Clay
and Brik- a monthly journal of American-educated Yiddish poets (ed. Y. L. Teler)], New York, April- October, 1931.
40 In an autobiographical essay about Berish Vaynshteyn published in 1967 (Teler: 1967).


manner. Other journals did not suit us, even though respectable poets edited them and published in them, but we were different--we were rebels--not in our poetry but in our spirit.



The young poets wanted to publish under their own terms. This independent spirit did not bring them much success. In the same essay Teler describes the difficult financial conditions of the journal in the times of the Great Depression.



Kh'gedenk nor, az eyn sheynem tog hobn mir bashlosn- m'darf aroysgebn a zhurnal. Oyf a zhurnal darf men gelt- un demolt iz geven a dipresye- ober undzer oyg iz gefaln oyf "gvirim," mitarbeter in der yidisher prese. Dos ershte tsenerl, a groyse sume loyt di fardinstn yene yorn, hobn mir, dukht zikh, bakumen bay leyelesn. Er hot gehat a shtrengn fason, volt di zelbe lider in inzikh nit gedrukt, ober dermutikn yunge yidishe poetn aroysgebn a zhurnal-- aderabe (107).

All I remember is that one fine day we decided that we needed to publish a journal. For a journal one needs money--and it was the time of the Depression-- but our attention fell on “Lords,” workers in the Yiddish press. The first ten dollar bill, a large sum in those days, was given to us, I believe, from Leyeles. He had a tough appearance, would never publish the same poems in Inzikh, but to allow young Yiddish poets to publish a journal-- why not.



It was Leyeles, one of the leaders of Inzikh, who supported the new journal financially. Even though he did not think the poems of the young enthusiastic poets were mature enough to be published in Inzikh, he did believe they deserved a place among Yiddish modernists. The Yiddish reading public did not respond positively to the fresh rebellious spirit of the young poets. On the cover of the third volume of Leym un tsigl (June 1931) the editors announced that the journal had scarcely four hundred readers. The editors urged these readers to distribute the journal among their friends and provide it with a substantial flow of funds.


Leym un tsigl, of which only four slim issues were published, called itself a journal of “American-educated Yiddish Poets.” The term referred to Eastern European born Yiddish poets, who came to America at an early age and received their education in its institutions. The short but confident manifesto printed on the cover of the journal’s first issue declared



Tsu vos kemfn mit di vos gekumen far undz, az mir hoybn on fun zikh aleyn? Mir zenen yung un modern un zukhn nit kayn nayes. Mir zukhn nor dem veg tsu zikh, tsu glaykhgevikht un reynem gevisn. Un mir zenen oykh nit yugnt vos zukht zikh oystsulebn. Mir viln epes mer--mir viln dergreykhn.

Why fight with the ones coming before us when we begin from ourselves? We are young and modern and looking for nothing new. We are searching for the way to the self, to equilibrium and pure conscience. And we are not simply young people looking for a good life. We want something more--we want to accomplish something.



In many ways this is the complete opposite of Inzikh’s 1920 manifesto. Inzikh’s manifesto was long, articulate and theoretical determining the poetic development of the group initiating it. It was committed, above all, to the renewal of Yiddish poetic language. Leym un tsigl, on the other hand, is short and to the point, deconstructing the
modernist notion of youth and revolution. The manifesto expresses the self-confidence of poets who are marching on a road that was paved by previous generations. These poets take for granted the poetic principles of Introspectivism, especially the new perception of selfhood it advocated. The notion of carefully balanced and clear conscious self echoes Inzikh’s idea of a direct, thorough and introspective investigation of the self. The poets' aim is to further explore their selfhood, not to lead literary battles. They are a product of the confident, moderate and spacious climate of their American upbringing.


Conclusion




In the 1920s Inzikh was a literary journal dedicated to poetry and literary criticism. When it resumed publication in 1934 it became a lively arena for political and cultural polemic. Inzikh was engaged in an anti-communist debate favoring artistic freedom and humanistic values. As a result the poetry of the Inzikhistn became engaged with Jewish themes expressing concern for the future of the Jewish people. The major contributors for Inzikh wrote for the press which made their poetry more in tune with contemporary Yiddish speech. A new generation of American-educated Yiddish poets symbolized the maturation of Introspectivism.  Eastern European poets also published in Inzikh expanding its poetic horizons. Between 1934 and 1940, Inzikh remained an elitist literary journal committed to a thorough investigation of the self. However, Jewish persecution in Europe and the spread of totalitarianism indebted the Introspectivists to reflect on the limitations of their cosmopolitan style and address the challenges of their specific time and age.


Chapter Three


“Mir di vort-proletaryer”: Yankev Glatshteyn’s Yidishtaytshn


on the Cutting Edge of Yiddish Modernism




Glatshteyn, Yidishtaytshn and Modernism




At the end of the 1920s the term Introspectivism came to mean a psychological process of self-evaluation that was fundamentally cosmopolitan. In 1926 Leyeles published his third book, Rondos (Leyeles: 1926), followed by Glatshteyn’s third book Kredos (Credos), in 1929. The creative battle between these two giants was evident in the similar sounding titles; yet while Leyeles experimented with poetic formalism,
Glatshteyn explored his personal world view. Leyeles examined the correlation between the self and the world; Glatshteyn --between the self and the word. Both poets wished to widen their horizons beyond their egocentric self in order to investigate their surroundings. When Inzikh resumed publication in 1934, Leyeles and Glatshteyn were ready to investigate political, social and parochial themes, but without compromising
their artistic integrity. The sophisticated tools of suggestion, association and kaleidoscope proved indispensable in representing the chaotic nature of contemporary reality.  This chapter is an interpretation of Glatshteyn’s Yidishtaytshn (Yiddish Exegesis), the pinnacle of his modernism.41 Published in 1937, the book celebrated the Yiddish vernacular and its speakers. Yidishtaytshn, according to Ruth R. Wisse, was almost the antitheses of
Glatshteyn’s youthful credo expressed in his early books (Wisse: 1993, 85-86). “A book



41 All references to Yidishtaytshn are to the original 1937 edition published in Warsaw (Glatshteyn: 1937).


of dazzling experimentation and very witty verbal play,” Wisse continues, “it introduces the poet as a kind of prism of his people and interpreter of their greatest creation, which is their language.” For Glatshteyn, the total language artist, a book about Yiddish was a way to maximize modernist diction as well as a way to reconnect to its speakers. Glatshteyn used poetic parodies and political and social polemic to reflect on the achievements of Yiddish modernism and its future.
In 1934 Glatshteyn made a trip home to Lublin, Poland, to see his dying mother. He had not been back for twenty years (Wisse: 2000, 166). The creative result of this visit was two autobiographical novels: Ven yash iz geform (serialized in Inzikh in 1934 and in book form in 1938) and Ven yash iz gekumen (1940).42 The first novel describes Yash’s (the Polish version of Yankev) sea voyage in the genre of a travelogue, while the second
is a novel taking place in Poland after his mother’s burial. The third part of the planned trilogy featuring Yash’s return to America was never published. The first Yash novel and Glatshteyn’s political and cultural polemics were his main contributions to Inzikh in the
1930s, alongside the poems that were collected in Yidishtaytshn. Fictional and polemic prose inspired experimental poetry that amplified yet also reconfigured the modernist tendencies seen in Glatshteyn’s poetry since 1919.
More concrete political polemic in the form of modernist poetry appeared in the penultimate section of Kredos (Glatshteyn: 1929). The section titled Shpiglksav (Mirror- writing) featured poems such as Sako un vanzetis montik, (“Sacco and Vanzetti’s Monday”) about the execution of the Italian immigrant anarchists, Dort vu di tseder, (“There Where the Cedars”), a critique of Zionism’s purist Hebraism, and Tayere itsiks,


42 The novel was serialized in the Labor Zionist journal Yidisher kempfer, Glatshteyn’s main postwar place of publication.


(“Dear Isaacs”), an attack on the Soviet Yiddish poet Itsik Fefer (1900-1952). As “Mirror-writing” suggests, Glatshteyn’s main concern in this section is the ethics of linguistic representation. His critique focuses on the exploitation and contamination of language by various ideological, political and cultural milieus. As a poet, Glatshteyn believed strongly in the ontological ability of words to represent reality, even in a time when words are used not to represent reality but rather to shape it (Noverhstern: 1991,
212).43 As the poet's thinking developed in the face of the rise of totalitarian ideologies,

Glatshteyn’s social and political polemic became more concrete, targeting easily identified adversaries.
The poems collected in Shpiglksav, with their obvious political implications, are the foundation that later shaped Yidishtaytshn as a comprehensive book of political polemic, cultural criticism and poetic parodies. Looking at Glatshteyn’s book titles reveals an increasing interest in the realm of linguisitic and meta-poetic considerations (Noverhstern: 1991, 199): the title of Glatshteyn’s first book of poetry Yankev Glatshteyn (1919) was ironically synonymous with its author’s name, showing a break from the romantic “I” to an objectified self (zikh). Fraye ferzn (Free Rhythms, 1926) showed an
interest in the specific model of poetry favored by the Inzikhistn to express the rhythms of modern life. Kredos (Credos, 1929) suggested that the poet would engage his meta-poetic theory with a broad array of ideologies, themes and discourses. Yidishtaytshn
summarized this poetic journey from self to word and from personal mortality to linguist immortality.




43   Novershtern showed that more than half of the poems collected in Yidishtaytshn were printed in Inzikh
and various other journals between the years 1928-1930 (238).


Yidishtaytshn focuses on the language medium itself. The title of the book is a typical Glatshteyn neologism rendered approximately in English as Exegyiddish (Harshav: 1986) or Yiddishmeanings (Fein, in: Glatshteyn: 1987). The idiom Yidish- taytsh (with the common variations taytsh or ivre-taytsh) literally means the Yiddish
language: the Germanic word taytsh points to the historical role of Yiddish as a vehicle of translating the Hebrew Pentateuch (Khumesh) into the vernacular. The term Khumesh- taytsh alludes to the word-for-word method by which Scripture was taught -- each word
of the Hebrew bible glossed by an archaic gloss, or taytsh (Noble: 1943). This situation paved the way to an endless array of parodies where the profane Yiddish subverted the holy Hebrew (Roskies: 2004, 114). The word taytsh alludes to the subordinate status of Yiddish as well as to its multi-componential nature consisting of German, Hebrew, Aramaic and Slavic components. The choice of Yidishtaytsh as opposed to Ivri-taytsh points to Yiddish as a self-reliant modern language containing a variety of well-integrated components. The plural form Yidishtaytshn, Glatshteyn’s original usage, demonstrates the eccentric and endless possibilities open to a highly skilled language artist. Glatshteyn kneads the raw materials of the language and reinvents it to fit his poetic vision. The verb taytshn means to translate, explain or interpret. The interpretations of Yiddish are at the same time Jewish word explanations; the way the world is seen from a Jewish point of view. On the other hand, Yidishtaytshn encapsulates the deconstructionist tendencies of the modernist vision (poetic as well as political), disassembling language into its atomic components. The deautomatization mission of contemporary art, splitting the
conventional connection between sign and signifier, stands in the foreground of

Glatshteyn’s Yiddish discourse. Modern Yiddish literature turned Yiddish into an


independent linguistic medium. As a modern concept, Yidishtaytshn borders on parody, since what does Yiddish really translate? Missing its traditional context and function, Yiddish became ideal for cutting-edge modernist word games.
The word Yidishtaytshn itself appears in the book only once, in the poem Fartrifter laykhter (“Dripping Candlestick,” 84). In his review of the book published in Inzikh, Leyeles observed that this poem, written in the tradition of the Yiddish folksong, pays homage to Polish Jewry with all its charms and poverty (Leyeles: 1937, 111). The poem is written in the Polish dialect of Yiddish. For example, the blessing Gut-vokh, a good-week exchanged at the end of the Sabbath, is pronounced as “brumt bokhabe tsu dem gitvokh.” The poem depicts an overly stylized scene of a Saturday night when the holy Sabbath ends. The transition from the day of rest to the new week is a melancholy one for a poor Jewish family. However, the poem does not sink into cheap sentimentality. On the contrary, the poem mocks sentimental descriptions of the “old country.” Glatshteyn is interested in the process of secularization when the holy Sabbath (identified with Hebrew) reverts to the profane week (Yiddish).



In dem vinkl trift di moydtshine. (S’fidlen falshe klezmorim) Lederne alte tsiterhent
Zukhn pshat in shtoyb fun sforim. Der shney indroysn zaverukhet Shlitlt un knakt mit baytshn.
Oyf toybnfislekh hipt loshnkoydesh
Mit kheynvedike yidishtaytshn.

In the corner the girl’s youth drips away. (Counterfeit fiddlers play)
Leathery, old trembling hands
Seek substance in the dust of sacred books. The snow outside blizzards,


Sleigh-rides and whip-yelps.
The holy tongue pigeon-toes into
Enticing Yiddish. (Fein: 1987, 65)



The scene is conventional: a lonely wintry Saturday night in a godforsaken town. The opening lines of the second stanza of the poem set the tone for a romantic ballad about a spinster wasting her good years. But the image of the counterfeit fiddlers put in parenthesis emphasizes the absurdity and falseness of this sweet scene. The metonymy of the leathery old trembling hands that follows is in opposition to the eroticism of the
young girl and the snowy storm outside. Hebrew (the language of the venerable sacred books) tiptoes its way into “kheynvedike yidishtaytshn “graceful Yiddish-meanings,” forming a peaceful symbiosis. The old rigid tradition of Hebrew—yidishtaytsh in the singular--nourishes the young pluralized Yiddish, which shapes this Polish-Jewish legend.
In July 1928, in the pages of Inzikh, Glatshteyn published a short piece of experimental prose titled “Ven dzoys volt geshribn yidish” (“If Joyce Were to Have Written in Yiddish”). The text used Joyce’s hyper-allusive style to mock the local Yiddish literary scene. “Although the scope of a work like Finnegan’s Wake was still beyond the ambitions of Yiddish prose,” wrote Ruth Wisse, “the fun-filled literary style
that James Joyce pioneered in English perfectly suited Yiddish, a European language that integrated at least as many linguistic strands as English, and could take at least equal delight in showing off its wit” (1996, 137). Glatshteyn aimed at parodying Joyce’s incomprehensible style (the Yiddish original is absurdly condensed) while testing the fit between Yiddish and high modernism.


How would Joyce really sound in Yiddish? If we accept Wisse’s claim that as a hybrid language Yiddish is most suitable for witty puns and delightful word games, then Glatshteyn’s text was an attempt to show the poetic potential hidden in the language of Yiddish modernism. The strength of Yiddish in this scheme is as a spoken dialect not as a modern literary vehicle. A Joycean novel, by contrast, turns different spoken and written poetic models into a dazzling collage of high and low, serious and humorous. Such
poetics demand a heightened awareness of the literary canon, on the part of an erudite audience proficient in this tradition. In the conditions of the Eastern European Jewish diglossia such a pastiche was comprised of Hebrew and Aramaic, from the sacred canonical realm, and the German and Slavic that partook of the oral profane realm. As the spoken vernacular of Ashkenazi Jews, Yiddish did not acquire a solid literary consciousness until modern times. As opposed to Joyce, a Yiddish modernist such as Glatshteyn, therefore, relied on a very young literary tradition that was mostly oral and, especially in America, depended on a marginally educated immigrant readership.
Glatshteyn’s parody of Joyce had no substantial continuation. His Yash novels, for example, full as they are of metonymical inventions and introspective associations, never demanded the almost-scholarly command of Yiddish that the literary tradition of Joyce’s major novels required.44 In the poetry of Yidishtaytshn, on the other hand, Glatshteyn employed techniques of parody and pastiche to their fullest. How then did Glatshteyn cope with questions of literary tradition, cultural inheritance and individual creativity? What type of literary and oral models did he bring to the fore as a replacement



44 To the best of  my knowledge, the only Yiddish modernist who wrote a Joycean conglomerate, however unsuccessfully, was Mikhl Likht, in his poetic memoir Velvl goth  (Likht: 1955). The book, published in its entirety only posthumously, did not receive much critical or public attention.


for the lack of tradition? Paraphrasing T. S. Eliot’s “Tradition and the Individual Talent” (1919): Glatshteyn possessed the individual talent but lacked the tradition.
The Inzikhistn never endorsed the use of pure poetic language as did the Symbolist poets. On the contrary, they argued that the linguistic idiom should serve the meaning of the poem in a spoken language. This approach brings to mind T. S Eliot’s famous saying that poetry should purify the dialect of the tribe: “Since our concern was speech, and speech impelled us/ To purify the dialect of the tribe” (Eliot: 1962, 141). Here, in the last of his famed “Four Quartets” written during the Second World War and published in 1943, Eliot was actually translating the words of the French symbolist Stephane Malarmé. Malarmé’s original intention was to endorse poetry of pure form and musicality. Pure poetry in this respect should have nothing in view but itself (Schmidt:
1983, 36-37). Eliot, on the other hand, used Malarmé’s dogma, ironically suggesting that poetry has a social and cultural responsibility to modernize his native tongue by a process of conscious but scrupulous, purification (ibid, 40). As a servant of his language, the poet has an ethical responsibility to give the people speech, and so doing, expands their consciousness (42). In a similar way, Glatshteyn’s poem Mir di vort proletaryer (“We the Word Proletarians,” 40-41) ended with the poet trying to “Reynikst dem shiml fun meynen,” “clean (purify) the mold from meaning,” which in many ways resembles Eliot’s formulation. The ambition to purify moldy words from years of overuse and misuse targeted professional intellectuals, hack poets as well as the modernist poet himself.
Since 1926 Glatshteyn was an active journalist, a profession that was scorned by purist poets. He wrote for the Morgn zhurnal (Jewish Morning Journal), a daily with a traditionalist Zionist orientation. The constant flow of news influenced and modified


Glatshteyn’s cosmopolitan tendencies (Wisse: 2000, 168). However, Glatshteyn kept his language in touch with common Yiddish usage. The fabricated language of modernism was now infused with the realistic lingo of mass produced periodicals. The influence was mutual: the populist language of the press was elevated to the level of the intellectually adequate discourse and the experimental tendencies of high modernism were purified by
a new sense of commitment and engagement. Many poems in Yidishtaytshn are in fact parodies of well-known literary styles and of the anachronistic provinciality of pseudo- intellectual Yiddishisms. This is not to imply that Glatshteyn’s poetry became shallow political poetry. Glatshteyn remained committed to the basic principles of Introspectivism, yet now with the intention of implementing them in a variety of themes and experiences. The clash between Introspectivist modernism and political realism inspired Glatshteyn to reflect on his position as a poet. The ethics of speech is one of Glatshteyn’s main concerns in Yidishtaytshn.
In the turbulent 1930s Glatshteyn made a trip back home, worked as a journalist for a daily newspaper, edited Inzikh and wrote short stories and novels alongside political and cultural polemic. His modernist poems from this period were published in Inzikh and other modernist venues and collected in book form towards the end of the decade. The rise of totalitarianism, the worsening conditions of European Jews and the cultural assimilation of American Jews brought this ruthless cosmopolitan to purify his dialect. The turn to parochialism did not, however, bring Glatshteyn to renounce his modernism.
Yidishtaytshn is an intense summary of Glatshteyn’s early Introspectivist credo. The book includes all of the poet’s recognizable stylistic elements of linguistic innovations, satire and parody. Never before did Glatshteyn demonstrate such a dazzling poetic vigor. It was


the prime of his modernist phase. Yet the book’s engagement with political actuality and social criticism modified and transformed this modernism exposing its limitations and failures. The more extreme Glatshteyn’s poetry became the more it revealed its weaknesses. The balance between universalism and parochialism created a new form of modernism. The following sections will discuss Glatshteyn’s modernist response to the
1930s as well as to modernism itself.




The Bookends of Yidishtaytshn




Published in Warsaw in 1937, Yidishtaytshn was Glatshteyn’s first book of poetry since 1929 and followed upon the publication of his first book of fiction, Ven yash iz geforn. Yidishtaytshn was a relatively compact book of 111 pages and 40 poems (Leyeles’s Fabyus lind in comparison is 250 pages long). The poems revealed Glatshteyn’s recognizable stylistic elements such as free rhythms, use of neologisms, parodies and sharp polemic in a way that brought out their maximum potential. In this book, the poet walked on a tightrope, careful not to fall into the abyss of
meaninglessness. A solid structure provided the book with clarity and stability.

The book is divided into five sections. Since Yidishtaytshn is a book about the various uses of language it stands to reason that it will begin, with the limited vocabulary of a child who can only express himself in half words (Novershtern 1991, 215, 227). This is the most basic stage of language competence that will maximize itself towards adulthood. The title of the opening section, Fun kinder-tsimer (From the Nursery),
creates the anticipation of intimate lullabies in the tradition of Yiddish folksongs.


However, the poems gradually receive a darker nightmarish dimension. The opening poem of the book Zeyger un mame (“Clock and Mommy,” 7), accurately translates Piaget’s discovery about child development into poetic form (Roskies: 1980, 364).



A klik tikt un zi a
Iz a varem un oyg
Un oyg un kha un hant un hant
Un kleyd un klik
Klik klik klik.

A click and she a
Is warm and eye
And eye and ha and hand and hand
And close and click
Click, click, click (Harshav: 1986, 265)



This is a description of early childhood memories: a baby in his crib watching his mother showing her affection. The metonymic language is typical of the infant’s mind, disassembling the mother into her atomic parts (hands, eyes) and functions (warmth and pleasant sounds). However, in addition to the mother and the baby there is also a ticking clock present in the room causing the baby to displace the mother with a clock. The nursery rhyme is turned into a mechanical nightmare representing the temporality of
time. In this poem Glatshteyn traces the roots of human speech, exposing the arbitrary nature of the connection between sound and content, sign and signifier. Yidishtaytshn begins, therefore, with the primal stage of linguistic competence and it locates this stage in early childhood memories.
After reducing language to its minimal functions of sound and gesture the section moves on to describe the oedipal complex of the child. Glatshteyn uses the primitive language of the child in poems depicting the various erotic fears children have of their


parents and the adult world. In A yingele un a zemele (“A Boy with a Roll,” 9), a boy eating a roll with butter for dinner while night is descending thinks of  his mother as a demonic cat who has “an ek un lapes mit negl,” “tail and paws with nails” (Harshav, ibid). The child is watched by the house cat with its glassy eyes. Here the child replaces the mother with the cat. These poems take place at night when children are in bed left alone with their nightmares. The poem Nakht, zay shtil tsu mir (“Night be Still to Me”) adds a clear erotic dimension.



Di mame iz a merderin, Ir art nisht, vos a shotn
Sharft a meser un vil mikh koyln. Zi iz avek, in tatns bet,
Un ir art nisht, vos morgn
Vet men mikh gefinen a dervorgn

My mother is a murderess,
She doesn’t care that a shadow
Sharpens his knife and will slaughter me. She left, she’s in daddy’s bed,
She doesn’t care that in the morning
They will find me choked.



The poem Aleyn (“Alone”) is a fairy-tale about a thirteen-year-old girl in bed after her parents fall asleep dreaming on the couch. In her loneliness she develops mixed feelings for the big bad hairy wolf that will come to pay her a visit. The wolf is a “gutshlekhter volf/ aza varemer, geheymfuler volf,” “a good-evil wolf/ such a warm, full of secrets wolf.” In both poems the boy and the girl discover their sexuality by developing erotic desires for the parent of the opposite sex.
Association and suggestion, the poetic techniques embraced by the

Introspectivists, are used here to reflect on the narrative of adulthood. In order for the


mature self to develop successfully it needs to complete a process of repression and acceptance. Yet as a poet Glatshteyn was interested in unsuccessful and unresolved situations. The section ends with the poem Nakhtlider (“Nightpoems,” 23-24) featuring night as one of the major thematic anchors of the book. Here the literary persona reaches maturity. If the first poems expressed primitive desires, these poems (and the ones preceding them) show intellectual awareness (Noverhstern: 1991, 227). This poem is a hymn to stillness. The poem portrays a pastoral scene of a night by the river where the speaker can be with himself and his thoughts. Yet the motionless stillness is a shepsene, “sheep-like,” and between the speaker and the world lie “gantse derfer mit freyd,” “whole villages with happiness.” The section that opened with an analysis of the sources for the split between self and world ends with the powerless speaker on the riverbank awaiting death while everyone else is enjoying life.
Opening a book of poetic innovations with early childhood memories creates the anticipation of a turn towards the autobiographical, keeping in mind that the poet did make a trip home while writing and constructing his book. Although neither A. Leyeles nor Y. L. Teler made trips home, both opened their books of poetry with concrete descriptions of childhood memories. The opening poems of Yidishtaytshn, in marked contrast, can be read as a generalized description of maturation as a psycho-linguistic process. This is a poet’s interpretation of infancy. It seems that Glatshteyn saved an actual description of his real life for the autobiographical novels, while leaving lyrical poetry to meditate on the formation of poetic competence. It is important to mention that the anticipated meeting with the dying mother in Lublin was never revealed in the Yash novels. Ven yash iz geforn ends with Yash’s train arriving at the Lublin train station,


while Ven yash iz gekumen begins after the funeral. Between the two novels lies a black hole (Miron: 2006, 269; Novershtern: 2008, 257). In Yidishtaytshn, the autobiographical should be examined as a structural metaphor that brings a new dimension to the poetry.
The book moves from childhood to adulthood. The following three sections of the book depict various aspects of growing up: Zeyger draytsn (“Thirteen O’clock”)
continues the Night-Poems of the previous section. Fun kinder-tsimer, opens with birth and ends with death, while Zeyger draytsn starts with death and goes beyond death. The poems in each section relate to the representation of mortality. Stylized romantic poetry is cast aside in favor of a more realistic one. The first two sections of the book address universalized issues of life and death in a personal way as preparation for the more particular sections: Der mond oyfn mer and Fartrifter laykhter. The title of the first
section carries a Germanified title and can be translated more or less as “The Moon on the Sea,” in the highfalutin’ diction of a bygone era. (Standard Yiddish would have used the Hebraic words levone [moon] and yam [sea] instead). In the opening poem of the section, Mayn melankholisher fraynd (“My Melancholy Friend,” 49-50), a sarcastic description of a romantic epigone whose virile physical being is in opposition to his sentimental poetry, the line actually appears the way it should in Yiddish: “zayt der ershter nar hot gezen di levone aroyskumen/ A fayerdike fun yam,” “Since the first fool saw the moon come out/ In flames from the sea.”
Der mond oyfn mer comes from one of the most celebrated poems in the book, Shomer. The penname Shomer was used by the popular Yiddish novelist Nokhem Mayer Shaykevitsh (1849–1905) whose long novels in Germanized Yiddish became the standard for pulp fiction in Yiddish. This poem and the other poems in the section are brilliant


literary parodies examining the genealogy of modern Yiddish literature as well as the loneliness of the modernist within the company of other writers. If the poems of the first section of Yidishtaytshn described the basic psychological dichotomy between sign and signifier, the second section expanded this dichotomy to include the rift between man and his immediate natural environment. The third section, on the other hand, depicts not only
a split between man and other people, but also between specific people or between various types of literati. The book becomes more and more local the more its literary persona becomes aware of its unique position in the world. This meta-poetic specification is also connected to the theme of time. The awareness developed by the speaker of his own mortality results in a failed attempt to cover it up with words.
The section Fartrifter laykhter transforms the book from the aesthetic domain to the realm of folklore. Poems in the previous section scorned pretentious intellectuals for pretending to be something they are not. Here the speaker is ready to face his childhood. Yet the moment of return does not arrive. One may only presume that the poem that gave the section its title should contain the exact place where the break of the synthetic modernist occurs. And indeed, Fartrifter laykhter does describe an actual return home. But as shown before, the poem on the sentimental theme of holiness never loses the sharp edge of profanity. As in the Yash novels, the emotional scene of the mother’s death is never revealed.
The final section of the book, Zilbekstsentrishkeyt (Syllableccentric), is about old age. The complicated title of the section brings to mind Glatshteyn’s well-known experimental modernist style.45 The book concludes not with the sober wisdom of old age but rather with the rebellious spirit of youth. But if the poems in the section Der mond
45 For a study of Glatshteyn’s poetic language see: Erlich: 1964.


oyfn mer were parodies of certain literary styles, the poems of this section use sophisticated and innovative criticism to critique the aging modernist himself. He is now surrounded not with flesh and blood descendants but with artificial fabrications of his own invention. The split between time and word comes to a conclusion in the form of a
new sense of selfhood. The sarcastic speaker of the poems is aware of the epigonic nature of such a discourse that can easily become gibberish.
The last poem of the book is Glatshteyn’s response to the critics who accuse him of producing cerebral poetry (Novershtern (1991, 216-219). The speaker of the poem addresses the Kopmayster, whom Novershtern identifies with the poet’s muse. The parody of everyone and everything turns in the second half of the poem into self-parody.
Finally, after engaging with serious literary questions and discussions for which he has no real answers, the poet is asked to stop and do what a poet needs to do: Zing a lid (“Sing a song,” 110). The sounds that come out of his mouth are incomprehensible. The modernist poet forgot how to speak in the dialect of his tribe and in the process lost control of his associative stream of consciousness. Throughout the poem the poet allows his inexhaustible ability to create new lexical formations to lead the meaning of the poem:
the neologism Kopmayster turns rapidly into Hopmayster, Hokhmayster, Nokhmayster, Hakmayster Lakhmayster and eventually Akhmayster. The master had mastered everything: brain, music, dance, imitation, scribble but also nothingness. The eccentric ego (“Der egotsenter,” 109) stands in the center of creation not allowing the world to enter.
Yidishtaytshn opened with the language of children and ends with the language of old age.



Zilbeksentrishkeyt farshvind vi
A shotn, A sotn,
A satn, A satn,
A sha. (111)

Syllable eccentric disappears like
A shadow, A Satan,
A satn,
A sh.



What is left of the magnificent modernist construction is nothing but empty syllables reincarnated in a shadow and eventually in Satan. The empty syllable Sha, almost identical to the nursery rhyme A from the poem Zeyger un mame, is not the peaceful sign of comfortable sleep, but rather the nightmarish symbol of death. The cycle of life and death ends with the victory of time over word.
Yidishtaytshn began with meaningless syllables. However, for the modernist poet, the separation of sign and signifier marked his poetic career and dominated his selfhood. The more mature and refined his language became the more exposed it was to the absurd nature of words. The modernist, like the proletarian, is forced to produce more words
until they explode from too much meaning. Broken and shattered syllables remain a sign without a signifier. The structural paradox of this exhilarating book of Yiddish translations is that it is also a book aimed at purifying the dialect of the tribe. Glatshteyn wrote some of his best experimental poems in order to reevaluate and critique the poetic style he invented. That is why there is no homecoming in the book. A sentimental scene of return would have highlighted the possible death of the language. Yet in between the emptiness of syllables stands a powerful poetic construct.


Poetic Parodies




At the outset of his career, in 1920, Glatshteyn published “A shnelloyf iber der yidisher poezye” (“A Bird’s Eye View of Yiddish Poetry,”Glatshteyn: [1920]1972; trans.: Landis: 1973). Here the  poet surveyed the history of Yiddish poetry in order to locate his own poetry and the poetry of the Inzikhistn in a sequence beginning with the anonymous collective folk bards, moving forward to the romantic generalized “I” of the Yunge and reaching its peak with the specified concreteness of the Introspectivist self. The move from collectivism to individualism and from folklore to modernism was marked by Glatshteyn’s conviction that Inzikh made Yiddish poetry equal to world literature. As an analysis of Yiddish poetry this article obviously suffers from many intentional ellipses, misreadings and the anxiety of influence. In midlife, with Yidishtaytshn, Glastein
returned to the history, genealogy, poetics and language of modern Yiddish literature. Here he conducted his investigation through witty, sophisticated and original literary parodies, mostly concentrated in the book’s third section Der mond oyfn mer (49-72). The use of parody, I shall argue, allowed Glatshteyn a more nuanced meta-poetic approach than in his prose.
The use of parody in Yidishtatshn has a clear polemical purpose. Discussions of literary parody differentiate between pastiche that imitates another work of art as an end to itself and parody that uses a specific text for critical and satiric purposes. Parody imitates both style and subject, so that the reader’s amusement comes from recognizing how closely the parody follows the subject. The subversive yet parasitical nature of parody as a literary text relates to its sacrilegious character that often seeps into the


vulgar and the burlesque (Falk and Teague: 1993). In his study of Yiddish parody David G. Roskies listed three major dialectical trends (2004): the sanctioned, the militant and the sanctified. The first, typical of traditional societies, is performative and used on specific occasions (such as on the carnival of Purim, weddings or the classroom) by children and adults alike to mock the covenantal community and its text-based religion. Yet at the end the sacred values of the society are reinforced (114). The second trend is the militant, used by early Maskilim and Hasidim in their mutual cultural clash. In its radical stage Yiddish parody, now using respectable genres such as the novel and the drama became more secular and sacrilegious and less tied to the cultural idioms and textual habits of old (117). The sanctified parody, common in the more sophisticated mode of modern Yiddish literature is the conscious act of retrieval (118). In this case the writer refamiliarizing himself with the communal past “digs into the past to find an alternative Jewish voice--fiercely independent, untrammeled by fear, unlimited by the stricture of time” (122).
Roskies’s formulation helps viewing parody as a cultural phenomenon reflecting on Jewish changing attitudes towards modernity. Literary parody in Yidishtaytshn is, therefore, not a text imitating another for the amusement of a concrete audience, but rather a global poetic statement within a diverse cultural system with changing hierarchies. All major trends of Yiddish parody exist side by side in Yidishtaytshn forming a new trend of modernist parody that is anachronistic and decentralized. As
shown before, such an attitude towards literary parody resulted in a highly condensed text devoid of an immediate context. In his parodies, Glatshteyn used references to recognizable segments of Yiddish literature, suggesting a selective and original


interpretation of Yiddish at the height of its modern phase. Parodies are restricted to Yiddish literati and do not include Hebrew or non-Jewish writers. Eastern European writers are not represented, with the exception of the outmoded Mendele Moykher Sforim, Shimen Frug and Shomer.
Several writers are named explicitly: Mendele, “the grandfather” of modern Yiddish fiction, N. M. Shaykevitsh known for his penname Shomer, the most prolific pulp fiction writer and the modernist poet Moyhe Leyb Halpern, who was almost absent from Glatshteyn’s history of Yiddish poetry. Lesser known writers such as Yoel Entin (1875-1959) and Ber Lapin (1889-1952) are scorned in the poem Kopmayster for their banalities. Both Entin and Lapin were for Glatshteyn epigones of romantic poetry that is linguistically artificial and thematically conventional. Major poets of the Yunge such as H. Leyvik, Mani Leyb and Zishe Landoy are not mentioned at all, even though as shown by Novershtern (1991, 220) poems in Yidishtaytshn do refer to their poetic style.
Most poetic parodies in the book are archetypal rather than concrete. The poem Der piperfoygl zingt (“The Dragonbird Sings”) is the opening poem of the section Zeyger draytsn. The neologism Piperfoygl is a fusion of two separate words: Pipernoter and Foygl. The first denotes a fantastic creature in the shape of a dragon and the second is a regular bird. Obviously, there is no such bird as a piperfoygl (just as there is no Pipernoter) and as seen from the poem itself the nature of the bird’s singing has no real connection between style and content. This brings to mind Inzikh’s critique of the romantic Yunge writing fake generic poetry disregarding the poet’s authentic experience. The poem’s speaker describes his grandfather as a folksy character.


Alter boym, feldz un shtam, Kh’kum tsu dir mit broyt un gram. Zeyde zitst in shtiln ployn.
Di vayse nakht zayn toyte kroyn.

Old tree, field and stem,
I come to you with bread and rhyme. Grandpa sits in the quit plane
The white night is his dead crown.



Glatshteyn’s poetry is almost never rhymed, preferring modernist free rhythms. The above quoted stanza is perfectly rhymed (shtam/ gram, ployn/ kroyn) while at the same time manages to convey no factual information or authentic feeling. The conventional scene of an old man under a tree is shattered by the speaker coming to visit his grandfather offering him bread and rhyme. The traditional offering of bread and salt is replaced with the artificial gram that rhymes with shtam. This rhyme alludes to the Yiddish expression gram-shtram meaning silly or bad rhymes (gibberish). The opening stanza of the poem is differentiated from the rest of the poem by its font and is characterized by its formulaic style. On four additional occasions, the poem’s narrative is interrupted with intentionally bad poetry.
The poem tells the story of the Eastern European grandfather who was the village jester (marshalik) all his life. This is a caricature of a drunken folk poet who can produce poorly rhymed songs for any occasion.

Der zeyde iz kol yomov a marshalik geven. Zayn noz iz geven farshnepslt.
Fun zayn kestldikn zhilet
Hot er getsoygn gramen vi hozn— A gram-magiker der zeyde geven.

Grandpa was all his life a jester. His nose was drunk from schnapps


From his checkered waistcoat He pulled out rhymes like hares A rhyme-magician grandpa was.



This grotesque description of the poet as a provincial magician, almost identical to the village idiot, points to the fact that modern Yiddish poets have no real historical precedent. Hebrew poets, by contrast, did have a continuous tradition in their language beginning with the Bible. Yiddish poets, operating in an oral tradition, had to rely on the collective anonymous folksong that served various supplementary social functions. In Der piperfoygl zingt, the grandfather uses his vulgar poetic style to accompany married couples to their matrimony bed, showing them a skeleton in the mirror (the rhyme in this case is bet / skelet) as if to prepare them for the dark side of life.  In addition, the jester's low social class is invoked when his comradeship with the town’s klezmer musician and moyd, “servant” is mentioned.
The grandfather is a happy simpleton. But the piperfoygl torments him with its hackneyed obsession with death. The bird wants to convince the dying grandfather that “Di nakht iz nisht umetik, di nakht/ iz nisht troyerik un azoy vayter,” “the night is not lonely, the night/ Is not sad and so on.” The unimpressed grandfather, smiling in his sleep, is dreaming that if one develops strong character, one can even get used to death. There is no way to overcome death by pretending it is a happy occasion. Here the poem becomes modernist in its insistence on an individualized response to mortality and in its anti-apocalyptic attitude. The poem's end finds the speaker standing alone in the plain after the grandfather’s death. The last words of the poem are the piperfoygl’s but with a unique twist: it is not the bird that has the last say, but rather the night.


Der piperfoygl zingt opens the second section of the book. The following section Der mond oyfn mer located at the center of the book is where most of the literary parodies are collected. After death and night comes life and word. In the poem Mayn melankholisher fraynd (“My Melancholy Friend,” 49-50) that opens the section, the
identity of the fellow writer is not revealed, however, from the nature of his work one can recognize the poetry of the Yunge. When first published, the poem had the ambiguous title Z. L that could allude to the poet Zishe Landoy. The beginning of the poem shows that even though the friend is melancholy, he does love a good healthy meal.



Mayn melankholisher fraynd, mit dem geshmadter kishke, Vos frest kartoflyes, bifshtik, mern-tsimes un gepreglte
Hener,
Git aroys fun zikh a loyt benkshaft yedn beyn-hashmoshes, Fun tsoyber-verter, lorber-pizes un tsipresn-boyml,
Vos trift aptekarish un geshult
Mit vog un mos.

My melancholy friend, with the baptized intestine,
Who gorges himself on potatoes, steak, carrot-stew and fried
Roosters,
Lets out half an ounce of longing every dusk,
Of magical-words, laurel-finesse and cypress-oil, That drip pharmaceutically and refined
With moderation.



What goes in is not what comes out. There is a total lack of compatibility between the rich food the poet ingests and the elegant delicate poems he produces. The poetic process is of compulsive vomiting, a product of poor nutrition. The poem mocks the inspirational interpretation of the artistic process when the poet writes only at dusk and in a mood of longing. The refined nature of rhymed poetry written only on special occasions does not go hand in hand with the grotesque eating habits of a poet who has a “geshmadter


kishke.” The adjective geshmadter denotes an apostate Jew. Glatshteyn is sensitive to people who pretend to be what they are not.46 The discrepancy between the bursting physicality of the vulgar man of letters and his false spiritual mannerism is attributed to the split between body and soul. This split is also manifested in theological terms: the actual Jew tries unsuccessfully to become a Hellenistic poet (the laurel that adorns his victory).
The melancholy poet lives in a fantasized literary world that is no way a reflection of reality. Avoiding the transient is the poet’s way to be immortalized in the history of culture. Yet at the poem’s conclusion the actual engraving on the poet’s tombstone says that here rests the poet who had the magical capacity to produce lyricism while eating meatloaf. This is not how such a romantic would like to be remembered. Other generalized literary parodies in this section investigate the relationship of society to the death of powerless poets.
The two concluding poems of the section Moyshe leybs kol (“The Voice of Moyshe Leyb”) and Shomer are the most concrete literary parodies in the book and the most critically celebrated. The poems are unconventional odes to dead poets of the near past (Halpern died in 1932 and Shomer in 1905). If the archetypical generalized parodies (using Roskies’s terminology “militant parodies”) depicted rejected literary models, the concrete (“sanctified”) ones engaged a more favorable appreciation of the literary models these poets represented. Using the words of dead poets, the live poet (Glatshteyn) finds his authentic voice. Here the literary parody is used as a tool of self-irony. Glatshteyn does not stand in opposition to other writers, but emerges as a member of the family of


46 In Ven yash is geforn Glatshteyn uses the metaphor of the Marrano to describe the assimilated Jews he encounters on his journey (see: Garrett: 1998).


modern Yiddish literature. The poems critique the modernist enterprise itself as an egocentric exercise in poetic miscommunication.
Moyshe Leyb Halpern (1886-1932), one of the great American Yiddish poets, was known for his lavish expressionistic style, grotesque and profane language and defiant tone describing the horrors of immigration, displacement and social injustice in
the new country. He is regarded as one of Inzikh’s predecessors.47  However, Halpern was

hardly mentioned in Glatshteyn’s “Short History of Yiddish Poetry.” Halpern’s existence is acknowledged in a parsimonious paragraph arguing that H. Leyvik with his simplicity and Halpern with his vulgarity, vitality and mobility were the only exceptions to the colorless and lifeless language of the Yunge (Glatshteyn: 1978, 70). On the other hand, Glatshteyn based the thematic principles of his inaugural book of poetry Yankev Glatshteyn on Halpern’s In nyu york (Novershtern: 1986, 138). Moyshe leybs kol was published in the year of Halpern’s death, when the “anxiety of influence” of the young poet was replaced with a full-fledged recognition of Glatshteyn’s debt to Halpern. As a parody, the poem presents clear evidence of Halpern's vulgar, vital and mobile language. Not only does the poem imitate the language, structure and style of a typical Halpern
poem, but it also alludes to specific poems and phrases.48

In many of his poems, Halpern introduced the persona of Moyshe Leyb. An extension of the poet’s self, this persona was a modernized version of the traditional jester. The title of Glatshteyn’s poem alludes not to the real poet but to his public image.



47 For Halpern’s ambivalent reactions to Inzikh’s modernist poetics see: Wisse: 1988, 128-130). Halpern who reviewed Glatshteyn’s first book of poetry criticized the young poet’s hubris but also valued him as a worthy young rival who had already acquired a personal voice. Glatshteyn realized, according to Halpern, that the modern soul should be artistically represented in splinters, contradiction and paradox (ibid, 129).
48 A lengthy interpretation of the poem exposing its allusions to Halpern’s poems is found in: Hadda: 1975,
252-262). See also: Novershtern: 1991, 239-245.


Focusing on the voice rather than the language emphasizes the poem’s interest in the external resonance of words. The poem begins with the image of a mentshele, “Little Man,” locked in a gildene shtayg, a “gilded cage” placed in the legendary city of Tarshish where the Biblical prophet Jonah attempted to escape God’s prophecy. Hadda
argue that Tarshish stands for New York (the Lower East Side of Manhattan is mentioned in the second part of the poem) as the place the poet immigrated to after escaping home. The little man is trapped in the Goldene medine, the Golden Land. In addition, the obscurity of the name Tarshish brings to mind other Biblical allusions: a greenish color, one of the sons of Javan in the book of Genesis, one of the gem-stones (aquamarine) of the high priest’s Hoshen as well as one of king Ahasuerus’s seven advisers. It seems reasonable to associate the word Tarshish with the character of Moyshe Leyb’s style: the little man is trapped in the cage of his own colorful and rich language. He has created a magnificent yet fabricated world that now dominates his life. This interpretation is enhanced by taking into account the theme of linguistic purification that Yidishtaytshn is engaged with.
When reading Moyshe Leyb Halpern’s poetry, it is fair to assume that Tarshish is in fact New York. However, following the terminology of the “anxiety of influence” developed by Harold Bloom, one can suggest that Glatshteyn’s misreading of Halpern relates to the language of modernism that is now contested. As noted by Glatshteyn himself, Halpern’s language is not a chiseled gem. On the contrary, it is vulgar and unruly. When seated in his self-made golden cage, the little man “vayzt alemen a fayg,”
“flaunts a fig.”49 This is an allusion to the famous profanity of Halpern’s tone. After

eating a healthy Jewish meal consisting of carrot compote and prune preserves, he “fonfet

49 Trans.: Fein: 1987, 56-59.


a zemerl tsu,” “twangs a tune.” Glatshteyn uses the double meaning of the verb Fonfet meaning both the relaxing sound of the string as well as the rude sound of the nasal voice to expose the unnatural cacophonic musicality of Halpern’s expressionism. The second stanza of the poem opens, in fact, with a banal scene of a romantic sunset.



Di nakht falt tsu mit gildener prakht.
(Kh’volt aykh gevuntshn tsu zen a tarshisher nakht) Ober dos yidl in gildener shtayg
Makht a kozhelik un vayzt alemen a fayg.

Night descends in brassy splendor.
(You really should see Tarshish by night sometimes) But the pint-sized Jew in the golden cage Somersaults and flaunts a fig.



The Inzikhistn critiqued the poets of the Yunge writing about a sunset the same way they write about the subway. Yet in Moyshe leybs kol the fantasy land of Tarshish (invented by and for the poet) possesses, as indicated in parenthesis by the speaker, a magical sunset that had never been seen before. What is the fundamental difference between the conventional sunset described by the Yunge and the fabricated Tarshish? The first and second stanzas of the poem show that modernist poetry full of golden glory does not convey more than the cacophony of parodic sounds.
The image of the Mentshele (taken from Halpern’s long poem A nakht, “Night”) becomes a Yidl, little Jew in the second stanza. The diminutive physicality of the poet is in contrast to the loud sounds he makes. Figuratively speaking, this is a picture of a captive parrot imitating the surrounding voices. A romantic parrot (the Piperfoygl for instance) nestled in the forest would imitate the peaceful atmosphere of nature. The modernist parrot, on the other hand, imitates the hustle and bustle of the big city. The


poetry of a Jewish modernist who surrounded himself with the sounds of his own mischief would sound like the doggerel that concludes every stanza of the poem: “Odlerfang, Lebelang, ikh bin hotsmakh-tsingitang,” “eagle clasp, outlast, I am Hotsmakh- Tsingitang.” Hotsmakh and Tsingitang were characters in the popular operettas of Avrom Goldfadn (1840-1908), the founder of modern Yiddish theatre. The use of these names shows that the Mentshele is an actor playing a grotesque scene in an empty theatre (Novershtern: 1991, 241). However, what remains of the absurd characters of Yiddish operettas are only the vacant syllables of a broken parrot.
In addition to the artificiality of the modernist dialect, a major theme in the poem is the poet's estrangement from his environment. In his marvelous cage the Mentshele is talking to himself when night descends. He has no audience since not only is he incomprehensible, but he has also distanced potential listeners with his blasphemy. Suddenly a Bas-malke, a princess the size of a footstep (she has to break through the cage’s bars) enters to put the little man to sleep. This brings to mind Halpern’s love poems to his wife Royzele. In Halpern’s poetry the wife calms her husband down after a hard day, contributing a softer side to the bitter poems. In his parodic way, Glatshteyn presents Moysh leyb as an immature child in need of pampering. The modernist poet's role in society (as opposed to the one of biblical prophets) was stripped of its communal functions and therefore remained a powerless vessel of idiosyncratic miscommunication.
This scene anticipates the actual death of the poet in the poem’s final part. If in the first part Moyshe leyb is a Mentshele and Yidl, in the second he ages and becomes a yid, Jew, khokhem, a sage and finally a mansparshoyn, person. The penultimate stanza of the poem starts with the person inside the cage continuing with his routine. However,


after shaking his magical broom (a reference to Halpern’s visionary style) in all

directions like a pious Jew on the festival of Sukkoth he is able to leave the cage and visit the Yiddish literati of the familiar East Side. Everything there remained the same and the world is oblivious to the absence of the poet. In the very last stanza, after many visions and revisions of life and death the poem returns to the cage early in the morning only to find that it is empty. The magician escaped to find freedom but vanished completely. It is important to read Moyshe leybs kol as Glatshteyn's self-parody. Using Halpern’s voice selectively, Glatshteyn reflects on the limitations of his poetic style, which includes its incomprehensible language, artificial persona and the alienation from its audience.
The poem Shomer is a parody of Yiddish literary genealogy. Shomer, one of the most popular writers of his time, was mostly known for writing romances and history novels for the lower classes written in a heavily Germanized Yiddish. The novels take place in fantastic far-off lands as well as in Eastern Europe. The absurd plots of Shomer’s novels revolved around love affairs, scandals, murders and such and concluded with a sentimental, moralistic, happy ending. In 1888, the realist Sholem Aleykhem published a pamphlet titled Shomers mishpet (The Judgment of Shomer) in which he argued that this type of writing lowers the standards of Yiddish literature, preventing the emergence of a
true realistic tradition based on the Russian model.50 The criticism of Shomer was part of

the young Sholem Aleykhem’s attempt to create a tradition of Yiddish fiction placing Mendele Moykher Sforim as the founding father (or grandfather) of this tradition and Sholem Aleykhem as his loyal disciple (grandson). In this tightly knit family romance Shomer had no place. The rehabilitation of Shomer began after World War One with the

50 For a comprehensive analysis of Sholem Aleykhem’s pamphlet, Shomer’s response, the long debate that followed and the cultural ramifications of the debate including a translation of the pamphlet, see: Cammy:
2008, 85-185. The article includes an analysis of Glatshteyn’s poem as well (119-126).


death of the generation of classic Yiddish writers by Yiddishists, Soviet and modernist circles alike (Cammy: 2008, 107). Glatshteyn’s poem should be read, therefore on the context of such a rehabilitation project and as part of a debate over the legitimacy of pulp fiction in Yiddish.
At first glance Glatshteyn’s decision to write a poem about Shomer seems odd: why would an elitist poet pay homage to the most notable writer of trash? If in Moyshe leybs kol Glatshteyn revealed an anxiety towards Halpern’s poetic style, in Shomer he had nothing to fear. The poem is not interested in Shomer’s prolific corpus but in the status of the Yiddish writer in his community. In a brilliant juxtaposition, Glatshteyn connects pulp fiction and modernism arguing that both are anti-realistic in their attitude towards fantasy, imagination, thematic eclecticism and linguistic impurity. The poem even ends with the declaration that Shomer is our “eybiker modernist,” “eternal modernist.” Modernist poetry is in opposition to mainstream realistic fiction with its educational utilitarianism. There is no need for pulp fiction designed for pure pleasure and modernist poetry expressing individual escapism. Both types of writers, so different in style and intention, do share a strong sense of individualism and freedom. Modernism is identified with its fundamental subversive nature going against the grain of civilized society. The parody of Shomer that cleverly imitates the writer’s absurd Germanized Yiddish style becomes part of a wide polemic with conventional histories of Yiddish literature and finally a polemic with modernism itself.
The poem addresses Shomer directly. It begins with what might be a sharp critique of Shomer’s style.


Der mond bashtralt mit varer libe dos shtikl mer, Vos men zet durkh mayn fentster,
Un ikh zits oyf a vig-shtul
Un roykher a faynem havana-tsigar, Vi an absurder held dayner […]

The moon glows with true love the piece of sea
That is seen from my window, And I sit on a rocking-chair Smoking a fine Havana cigar,
Like an absurd character of yours.



The first line is in German and the rest is more or less in Yiddish creating the anticipation that the poem will mock Shomer’s pretentious style. However, as seen from the end of
the quote the speaker sees himself as an absurd character from one of the writer’s own novels. This unrealistic scene of the bourgeois poet rocking in his chair smoking a cigar could have been written by Sholem Aleykhem as a critique of Shomer who is not writing for regular Jews about Jewish themes in their common vernacular. The positive analogy between Shomer and the poet starts when Glatshteyn declares Shomer his Elter-feter, Great-uncle and himself as the Neffe, Nephew. The parody here is not of Shomer (even though the German Neffe replaces the Yiddish plimenik), but of Sholem Aleykhem’s genealogy. In the alternative tradition of rejected Yiddish modernists, Glatshteyn can be Shomer’s self-appointed nephew the way Sholem Aleykhem saw himself as Mendele’s grandson. In order to find Shomer (and Glatshteyn) a place in the family of Yiddish writers Glatshteyn invented the farfetched definition of the Elter-feter. An uncle, albeit a remote one, seems to have less patriarchal control over his nephew. Matriarchs are not to be found in any of these discussions although most of Shomer’s readers were female.


Glatshteyn refutes all literary genealogies. For him, the writer is an autonomous subject. In the following sections of the poem, the speaker attributes to his deceased uncle his estrangement from the Jewish street.



Gegangen oyf shtoltsn durkh der yidn-gas, Getrogn frak un tsilinder un gezogt gutmoyen,
Un alts derfar, kedey a bisl tsu parfumirn dem ipesh.

Walked on stilts through the Jewish street,
Wearing a dress-coat and top hat and said good morning, Everything in order to perfume the stench a little.



The modernist lifted himself above the provincial Jewish life of merchants, artisans and religious fanatics. Wearing a dress-coat and top hat makes him imagine that he truly belongs to the fake aristocracy of Shomer’s novels. This new horizon opened up space for the imagination, fantasy, word playfulness and aesthetic consciousness. The word Shtoltsn, stilts, echoes the verb shtoltsirn, pride. The modernist walks aboveground as a
proud nephew of Shomer, but as seen from the end of the poem, Glatshteyn is fully aware of the hubris of his poetics creating an unbridgeable gap between him and his potential readers.
In opposition to the language of Yiddish realism represented in the poem with a reference to Mendele’s novel Fishke der krumer (Fishke the Lame) the poet spoke Foygl- shprakh, Bird-language. Like Shomer, he wanted to run away from Fishke as the symbol of oppressive Jewish life. The language of the birds used by the modernist is his own version (“oyf mayn shteyger”) of Shomer’s mission to “Fartaytshmert dem zhargon.” The verb Fartaytshmert is a neologism based on three parts: the verb Fartaytshn, to translate (as in Yidishtaytshn), Daytshmerish, the derogatory term used for a Yiddish that sounds


too much like German and the name Shomer. Glatshteyn himself was known for using German words creating a modernist hybrid (Hadda: 1981). Here he attributes this poetic device to a writer who deliberately did not imitate authentic speech patterns. The term Foygl-shprakh is not used here the way it might be by purist romantics. On the contrary, the language of modernism is an eclectic yet carefully constructed collage expanding people’s minds and linguistic competence.
Regarding readership, the poem illustrates the gendered sociology of Shomer’s readers: unhappy young girls, servants far away from home and orphans. These were uneducated lower class women waiting to be entertained. They all read these novels in tears, finding comfort in the misery of others. In a traditional household, the time to read Shomer was at the beginning of the Sabbath, connecting the holiness of the Sabbath with the act of reading a profane novel. Mendele and Sholem Aleykhem demanded harsh secular materialism, while Shomer provided holy spirituality. Since the modernist poet is analogous to the pulp fiction writer, who might his readers be? Also one cannot seriously compare the reading of the masses with that of a sophisticated intellectual. Here the analogy is not complete. Glatshteyn selectively chose elements of Shomer’s public persona as a personal history of Yiddish modernism. Only when Shomer immigrated to the new world in 1889 leaving his audience behind, did the “Glatshteyn-Shomer” analogy take a new tragic direction. The modernist is now crossing the stench of the Jewish alley in New York like Don Quixote while the potential daughters of Shomer’s readers are studying English. This is an accurate description of the paradox of Yiddish literature in America: aging parents in need of old country reading materials along with their young


acculturated offspring conducting their cultural lives in English. The Yiddish modernist does not fit into any of these categories and is left without any readers.
Parody becomes self-parody. The poem concludes with Shomer’s lonely grave among the pantheon of famousYiddish writers. Glatshteyn is aware of the fact that the real death of Shomer is the metaphorical death of Yiddish modernism. However, the reaffirmation of the modernist values as they were presented throughout the poem gives the speaker a naïve hope in the immortal survival of modernism as a tool for self- expression.
Literary parody in Yidishtaytshn went from the sanctioned nursery rhymes in the beginning of the book, moved to a radical phase in descriptions of archetypical writers and ended with the sanctified parodies of specific proto-modernists. In conclusion, literary parodies serve as a tool to reflect on the limitations of Glatshteyn's own modernist style, cope with questions of influence and anxiety and reaffirm and restore confidence in his poetic competence and credo.



Cultural and Political Polemic




In addition to literary parody, one can find in Yidishtaytshn cultural and political polemic that expresses itself at times in stylistic parodies. In the 1930s, as is well known, Glatshteyn was engaged in writing about current events. He used the pages of Inzikh to lead forceful wars against Jewish communists and fellow travelers arguing that literature should not serve any explicit ideological goals (Wisse: 1993). Glatshteyn’s democratic and humanistic vision promoted a new ethics for Yiddish literature. The same way


literary parodies purified the dialect of the tribe, so did cultural and political polemic shape the image of a Jewish intellectual. This section will discuss the modernist iterations of Glatshteyn’s polemic. It will focus on three major debate arenas: proletarian literature, professional Yiddishism and folklore. The differentiation in this chapter between literary parody and cultural and political polemic is slightly artificial since parody and polemic
are similar literary strategies. In addition, most Yiddish intellectuals and cultural activists at that time were in fact to some extent both writers and activists. However, since the beginning of his literary career, Glatshteyn mastered the art of literary parody and in Yidishtaytshn this technique reached its artistic peak by adopting a new self-reflexive tone. Cultural and political polemics were sharpened in Yidishtaytshn in Glatshteyn’s work for the press and in his uncompromising anti-communist agenda in the mid 1930s.
The poem Mir, di vort-proletaryer (“We, the Wordproleteriat,” 40-41) is one of Glatshteyn’s most articulate poetic manifestations of his views on proletarian literature. As the title suggests, the poem entails an attack on communism’s demand that poetry should reflect class struggle. The poem starts literally with the word “night” and not with “dawn” that should have been more suitable for representing the optimistic vision of world revolution. This is because the poem’s actual polemic is not with communism per se. Glatshteyn uses the terminology of class struggle (exploiter and exploited, employer and worker) to say something about the nature of modernism. Like the proletarian, the poet bombards the world with words in order to fill his quota. The most elitist and private type of poetry is mass produced as well since the alienated poet (“bapantsert mit shvaygn un klugzayn,” “armored in silence and wisdom,” 40) has put too many meanings into


each word. The modernist inflation of words resulted in a devaluation in the status of poetry.
Yet as mentioned by Novershtern (1991, 230), the poem does not view this process favorably. The scientific experiment the poem engages with is the one of “viklst op vort fun meyn,” “unwrap word from sense” (Harshav: 1986, 275). The exploitation of words is replaced at this stage with a more egalitarian vision of purification. On one
hand, the sharp critique is against the exploitation of language by political ideologies, but on the other hand, it is against Glatshteyn's disengagement with current events.



Vort-proletaryer. S’flien op gantse eroplanen
Mit farshtanen.
Un du host zikh farshpantsert mit sezames un alibabes. Herstu den nisht, vi es krekhtsn yokhn?
Oyf dayne verter lign ayzerne shtabes. Fargrilts, farshtelt mit brokhn.
Vu dayne gelekhters, vu dayne geveyner?

Wordproletarian. Airplanes leave land
Full of understands.
And you in your vest of Sesames and Ali-Babas. Don’t you hear how yokes sigh?
Iron girders lie on your words.
Gnash them, curse them with disaster.
Where are your laughters, where are you groans?



Sesames and Ali-Babas are references to Glatshteyn’s early poetry in the 1920s, while the shielded self alludes to the synthetic man formed by the immigrant. Paradoxically, it was the Introspectivist idea of inner investigation of the self (represented here by the iron gliders that lie on the poet’s words as if to protect them from the outside) that created a barrier not only between poet and audience but even more so between the poet and the world. The poem reaches its conclusion with a new understanding of the relations


between sign and signifier when after all the great battles and revolutions what is left for the poet to do is to



Zitst and zukhts nokh alts di shotns fun vort
Un reynikst dem shiml fun meynen. S’ vern verter troyeriker un reyner.

Sit and seek the shadows of a word And scrape the mold of meanings. Words take on sadder and purer tones.



At the beginning, the poem speaks about unwrapping words from sense, the basic attempt to find the true meaning of words. Here, on the other hand, the poet wishes to clean his dialect from the mold that they obtained from years of poetic misuse, whether romantic, communist or modernist.
The final line of the poem is “Di farsholtene nakht iz dir arayn in di beyner,” “the cursed night has got into your bones.” The line repeats itself as a leitmotif four times throughout the poem connecting it clearly to the night theme of the entire section. The more the poet tries to use his linguistic tools to overcome mortality, the more mortality gets a stronger hold inside his bones. The purification of language is necessary for its future but it is also deadly.
On the cultural front Glatshteyn confronted professional intellectuals and activists for their lack of authenticity and dignity. As it was in the “radical” parodies here too the poems remain generalized and archetypal. Only the poem Tsum kopmayster mentions in a parodic way some of the major American Yiddish-speaking intellectuals of the time such as the socialist political thinker Khayim Zhitlovski (1865-1943) referred to as “Zeydelovsky der zhitgoy” (108). The name Zhitlovski is turned into Zeydelovski that can


be roughly translated as the “cursing on” echoing the verb Zidlen, to curse. The name also evokes the word Zeyde (grandfather) alluding to Zhitlovski’s paternalistic nature. The attached nickname meaning the Jew boy-gentile is sharper: the name Zhitlovski is matched with the derogatory Zid and then with Goy, gentile. This is Glatshteyn’s critique of the assimilatory tendencies of Yiddish socialists who on the one hand wished to promote Yiddish culture but on the other hand endorsed universalistic ideas. Glatshteyn exposes the impossibility of being both Jewish and gentile and even more so the improbability of a democratic Judeo-Christian conglomerate. But more than anything
else, as a poet he is sensitive to the hypocritical nature of the professional intellectual and because of that to the falseness of his demagogy.
The poem Zhilbil located at the opening section of Yidishtaytshn (16-17) can be attributed to Zhitlovski although here Zhilbil becomes an archetype of a specific type of intellectual: the preacher. Since the poem is part of the nursery rhymes of Fun kinder- tsimer it depicts Zhilbil (as the diminutive form of his name also suggests) as an immature adult. The poem begins by caricaturizing Zhilbil’s physical incongruity.



Mit shikh un zokn, a por hoyzn un a kashket, Iz der gantser shver farhoreveter yid
Geven a foygl.

With shoes and socks, a pair of pants and a cap
The hard working Jew
Was a bird.



In order to free himself from the confines of the Jewish tradition and become a bird, the hard working Jew replaces his traditional attire with a modern democratic one (the proletarian cap). But these are only cosmetic changes. The poem mocks the provinciality


of the Jew’s pretension to become prophetic: he was not created to live on the ground, but to hover with the wings of faith (“bafliglt mit emune”) aboveground, closer to god. The earth-bound Jew longs for spirituality stripped of its old-fashioned ritualistic features.
The emphasis on the ethical and spiritual dimension of religion places Zhilbil in the ranks of cultural Judaism translating the language of religion to modern American democratic terminology.
The shallowness of such an approach is felt in the type of God the Jew worships. His God is.



Veykh, vi vaks,
Un gut un nokhgebik, un fargebik
Vi a yoyzl.

Soft, like wax,
And good and yielding and forgiving
Like a little Christ.



The yielding and forgiving Jesus replaced the vengeful Jewish God. God was put in a corner of the house like an Ornkoydesh, Holy Ark. Traditionally the ark is located in the center of a synagogue and contains the Torah teaching the commandments of God. In this respect, rabbinic Judaism is concerned with action rather than intention. Zhilbil, on the other hand, replaced the Torah (action) with God (intention, faith) and the result was the conversion of particular Jewish values into a universalized ethical tractate, which is, argues the poem, a Christian theology. In America, the famous slogan of Jewish enlightenment about being a Jew at home and a man outside became pure conversion.
Zhilbil has good reasons to believe: he has a barren wife. But as the poem sarcastically proves, the couple does not consumate their marriage. Late at night while


sleeping in bed Zhilbil named Zalmen by his mothering wife plays with his wife’s toe. He is ashamed he cannot bring himself to ask for sex. Zalmen's effeminate nature is the real reason for not being able to reproduce. Impotence and lack of erotic vigor leading to a barren death are connected at the end of the poem to the empty spirituality of Zhilbil.
The poem Der firer (“The Leader”) portrays a different type of professional intellectual: the prophet. The poem comes right after the description of the epigone poet in Mayn melankholisher fraynt (51-52). The copy-cat prophet can speak to his wife with prophetic wrath (fayerlekhn faribl, fiery grudge) even about a mundane thing such as a “shtikl hering mit tsvibl,” “piece of herring with onion.” Again the physical being of the public intellectual stands in contrast to his spiritual aspirations. The leader’s theology is even more Christian than Zhilbil’s.



Er farmogt a tseyleml in gorgl, Kumt alts bay im aroys gekraytsikt.

He holds a miniature cross in his gullet, So everything comes out crucified.



The cross and the wish to be crucified turned the Jewish masculine Jehovah with his gazlonishe nozlekher, thievish nostrils into a toy-like (tsatsket) shlimmazldikn got, unlucky god that has only one command to khliapen mit rakhmones, lash with pity. The American nature of this hybrid religion is exposed in the terms Reverend and Rabay that are given to the leader (as opposed to the traditional Rov). His prophetic mission, the poem continues, is to be the eternal delegate from the beloved people of Israel to the gentile nation. Yet this is not real love or closeness since it is represented by the convoluted oxymoron: “Vos er hot zikh tsu undz dervaytert/ Mit ayngemarinirter libe,”


“He distanced himself to us/ With marinated love.” The closer he got, the more estranged his love felt. This is a condition of false closeness. Coldness is felt in the religious vocabulary of the leader as well: the term Firer (leader) and not Novi (prophet) brings to mind Hitler (mentioned later in the poem) more than a Jewish leader, he uses the tetragrammaton that is forbidden according to tradition, he is called a reverend or a rabbi, and he refers to the people of Israel as folk izrael which sounds German and foreign.
The solution for the failing relations between Jews and gentiles (it is the 1930s) is if the Jews created a positive impression of the Hitler-yukhe, Hitler-ooze it would perhaps remember that once upon a time the Jewish people gave the world a blond Aryan Christ. In the simplistic imagination of the leader, the word Yezus sounds like Mozes. From
Moses western civilization progressed to the leader. When the leader of the Jewish people sleeps he dreams he is a new Moses partting the Red Sea. But at the exact moment when the prophet puts down his cane to split the sea he notices that he got his delicate feet wet. The powerless physicality of the public intellectual does not allow him to fulfill his
world- encompassing fantasies.

The poem Der firer is the only one in Yidishtaytshn mentioning Hitler and the reality of the 1930s. In his polemical articles and prose fiction Glatshtein was fully aware of what was happening in Europe after the rise of Nazism. In his polemical poetry he chose to give an intimate interpretation of Jewish public life in America. The falseness of assimilation, the estrangement of Jewish intellectuals from the language of the people, the impotence of their prophetic message as well as their broken masculinity were in Glatshteyn’s poetic imagination signs of psychological degradation and ethical bankruptcy.


The last type of polemic to be discussed in this section is the folkloristic, which has to do with the status of Yiddish in isolation from Jewishness. The poems are concentrated in the chapter Fartrifter laykhter and the beginning of Zilbekstsentriskeyt. “Dripping Candlestick,” we recall, is where the theme of homecoming in Yidishtaytshn is articulated. It could have been assumed that since the political and cultural polemics were against assimilation that the poems depicting traditional modes of living would suggest
an alternative to assimilation. Yet it seems that in order to avoid sentimentality, Glatshteyn examined descriptions of traditional Eastern European Jewish life as folklore arguing against turning Yiddish into a museum. The poems in this section were written in idiomatic Yiddish with all its richness as if to preserve it for future generations. But as
the final lines of the poem Tayere fraynt (“Dear Friends,” 78) show, the immortalization of a language that is a living organism will result in its ultimate death. Folklore begins when modernism dies. The polemic with folklore is in some ways a warning as well as a recognition that Yiddish creativity is on the verge of extinction.
The long-six part poem that concludes the section Yosl loksh fun khelm (“Yosl Luksh of Chelm,” 85-93; is a modernist parody of the famous folk stories about Chelm, the legendary town of fools.51 In 1944 the poem was set to music by the composer Henekh Kon and was provided with somber, lyric illustrations by Isaac Lichtenstein and published in a deluxe edition (Glatshteyn: 1944). However, in this poem Glatshteyn had subverted the “holy cause” of Yiddish culture itself (Roskies: 2004, 111). Written in colloquial Yiddish the poem is a shrewd satire of Yiddishism. The poem is a dramatic
monologue of Yosl loksh, a resident of Chelm who accidentally becomes the local Rabbi.




51 trans. Nathan Halper, in: Howe and Greenberg: 1969, 246-256)


The opening of the poem emphasizes Yosl loksh’s complete passivity as a Jewish anti- hero.



Ver kon fartrogn a yungn yosems geveyn? Oder di trern fun an oremer almone?
Dem elnt, vi a shteyn, fun an akore,
Oder di farshemtkeyt fun a mieser agune? Ober erger fun alts iz der shtumer tsar Fun a geshlogn ferd (85).

Who can bear
The wail of a young orphan?
Or the tears of a needy widow? Who can endure
The loneliness—like a stone’s—
Of a woman who is barren? Or the shame of an ugly wife Whom husband has deserted? Worst of all is the dumb misery Of a beaten horse (226-247).



What connects this catalogue of Jewish misery are the loneliness, passivity and weakness of its silenced voices. The empathy Yosl has for the beaten horse (and not for his fellow townsmen) makes him want to replace the poor horse. The future Rabbi of the Jewish community of Chelm resembles a beaten horse tied to a wagon and not a real leader. In comparison with Reb Levi Yitzchok of Berdichev (1740-1809), known as the defender of Jews, Yosl is but a blote-shebeblote, mud, the son of mire. While the famous Chasidic master was able to speak intimately with God on behalf of his people, Yosl is remote
from both God and his community.

Yosl’s character strikingly resembles that of the modernist poet.


Tut mir nisht on dem spodek
Un ruft mikh nisht reb yosl.
Mayn frumkayt, mayn gutskayt zol vaksn oyf ale mistn, Vos kroynt ir mikh?—ikh bin nisht roye.
Vi kon ikh zayn ayer firer?—ikh bin a blondzher aleyn. Vi kum ikh paskenen shayles?—ikh hob nisht dem entfer Un in kop bay mir shvishtshen atsindert
Kolerley feygelekh mit klots-kashes. (87-88).

Do not put
The fur cap on me!
Do not call me Rabbi Yussel! My piety… My virtue…
Their like grows on my dunghill. Why do you crown me?
I am not worthy.
How may I lead you? I myself am astray. How do I get
To deal with your questions? I have no replies.
My head is buzzing
With little birds who ask me
Their silly puzzles (249-250).



Yosl’s lack of leadership is not only a result of his passivity but also because he, like the modernist, cannot supply easy solutions. Instead of answers he has questions. The nature of these questions has a social bent: who is right (gerekht) and how to bring world peace. The answer is simple and comes in the form of the Talmudic concept of Vayakhloku, divide. If two men seize the same garment they need to split it in half. Yet, this is an answer appropriate to foolstown, since half a garment is of no use to anyone (Wisse (1993, 88). Yosl Loksh is inadequate as a leader but his community forces him to be one.
After portraying the negative qualities of the new Rabbi the poem moves on to describe the nature of his constituency. Chelm, the town of Jewish fools, is in the eyes of its inhabitants a microcosm of the universe.


Kegn der velt a kleyn getselt,
Ober far zikh iz khelm oykh a shtot, Mit a yoyzl, mit a got,
Mit a kloyster, mit a barg,
Mit a yidn-gas, mit a targ (90)

To the world, it is a little tent. To itself, Chelm is a town. With an icon. A god.
A church. A hill.
A market place. A Jewish quarter. Crowded houses—brick and mortar (252).



This pseudo-ethnographic description portrays the Eastern European shtetl as a Jewish kingdom. This catalogue moves on to a conventional exploration of Jewish poverty and
of the various characters who occupy this carnivalesque space include hard-working Jews living side by side with demons, ghosts and ghouls. The holy becomes profane and the profane holy. But what is absent from the city of fools are fools, since everyone in Chelm is smarter than the other. Glatshteyn mocks the folkloristic logic that in folktales the fools poses a unique type of wisdom.
The tendency of secular Yiddishists to base their ethical vision of a just world on Jewish tradition and lore exposes a provincial mentality of half-educated intellectuals writing in the language of the folk mimicking its limited horizons.



Vayl lomir lernen abisl pshat. Hunger. Ibergefresnkeyt.
Blut. Milkhomes.
Funvanen nemt zikh kine-sine
Tsu yenems vayb un yenems rind?
Vayl ruven hot a bisl un shimen a fule shisl.
Iz bkhen, zogn di talmidey khakhomim deroyf
Eyn tayer vort—
Yakhloku! Ayngeteylt zol alts vern (90).


Consider it… Here’s a glut. Here—a shrunken gut…
Why rancor? Why do people hanker
For this man’s wife, for that man’s kine? Because Simon has a lot
And Reuben has an empty pot…
So the wise
Did devise
One word—a precious word. Divide! Let it all be shared! (252)



This is a parody of traditional Talmudic discourse and its use in modern Yiddish

literature to promote proto-socialist ideas: the generic names Shimen and Ruven are used in the study of a Talmudic tractate to illustrate two opposing methods (Shimen says this and Ruven says the opposite). Here the students ask why one would have more while the other less and consequently why do wars break out? The solution, according to this logic, is sharing. Universal ideals of equality and pacifism are taken from the invented world of the Shtetl and transported to modernity as a “Usable Past” (Roskies: 1999).
Glatshteyn does not accept the obsession with the folk he attributes to Yiddish literature. As in many poems in Yidishtaytshn he disputes the abstract spirituality of ethically oriented literati favoring concrete physicality and estranged individuality. As a proto-modernist Yosl Loksh refuses to subordinate the esthetic to the ethical and resume a position as a spiritual guide. In the fifth section of the poem Yosl’s wife (described as a
woman lacking femininity as if to emphasize Yosl’s effeminate nature) solves the town’s dilemma in a decisive yet absurd way: everyone is correct including the Zionists, socialists, anarchists, anti-Semites, Tatatatars and Christians (92 [254]). There is no such thing as yes or no, good or bad. As a response Yosl leaves home to the bathhouse to be alone and speak to God. The poem ends with accepting the cosmic order of things. If


everyone is right then who is wrong? The isolated modernist did not bring salvation to his people or to the world. The folkloristic fallacy of an immortal Chelm was shattered and Yosl Loksh was left alone, powerless but free. The poem ends “with the good man’s concession of his helplessness and defeat.” (Wisse (1993, 89).
After the Holocaust Yosl loksh fun khelm was read as a national lamentation and was recited and sung in Holocaust commemorations around the world. The poem symbolized Glatshteyn’s turn to vernacularism and parochialism and to a more accessible style of poetry. This was done with the poet’s blessing. However, the poem’s inclusion in Yidishtaytshn requires its interpretation as a critique of Yiddishism, folklore and their misuse by Jewish socialists and national oriented intellectuals. Written in brilliant rhymes imitating Jewspeech the poem is a hyper-folkloristic parody of Yiddish literature’s ethical fallacy and its sentimental descriptions of the Jewish past. On the other hand, this is also
[bookmark: _GoBack]a parody of the modernist poet’s eccentric and obscure style and detachment and estrangement from the tribe. Yosl loksh fun khelm can, therefore, be interpreted as a critical juncture moving from idiosyncratic universalism to vernacular parochialism. Through the use of modernist parody and political allegory Glatshteyn purifies his dialect in order to reconnects with his Jewish roots.
Dos folkslid zingt dem shnayder (“The Folksong Sings the Tailor,” 82-83) is a parody of socialist folksongs. It is an example of folkloristic exploitations of Yiddish. Dos folkslid zingt dem shnayder is a poem that would be approved by communists and socialists alike. The folksong tradition is the opposite of what the modernist wishes to


write: it is conventional, simple, rhymed and populist.52 With the popular novelist Shomer, Glatshteyn was able to identify Shomer’s tendency to create absurd fantastic plots and characters. In the imagination of the folklorist, on the other hand, the folk tradition realistically conveys the nation's deepest feelings. It should be noted that Glatshteyn’s polemic is not necessarily with the folk tradition itself but rather with the pseudo- folksongs produced by intellectuals wanting to reconnect with the folk. Dos
folkslid zingt dem shnayder is written in the genre of tailors' songs. The poem begins with the speaker's warning to his listeners to cover their ears when they listen to a “pritste
zingt fun ir yugnt/ oder a farshayte moyd,” “countess sings of her youth/ or a profligate maiden” (Fein: 1987, 60-66).  Leave the erotic love songs to Shomer, advises the speaker, and better listen to the tailor singing about his long years at work. But these banal songs, sweeter than sugar get stuck like a bone in the throat.
The entire poem is written not in the present tense but as often happens in folksongs--in the past. The nostalgia for life that has passed is the core of the tailor’s experience. His song does not convey any real emotion or passion, just a fascination with the sweetness of the melody (“oy, a zislekhes gezang,” “oh how sweet the song”). The poem is repetitive as most folksongs are, but the repetitions in the third and last stanzas become absurd.



A shnayders teg, a shusters teg, A neytorins yunge vokhn
Fartsaplen un tserinen un fleytsn, vi
Di taykhlekh un shvimn op, vi
Zegl shifn un bliasken fundervaytns […]


52 In his essay “Rhythm, Form, Technique,” Inzikh (June 1923) Leyeles argued that the stylized folksong is the epitome of falsehood because it denies and obscures the labyrinth of self-contradictions which is the true state of the modern person (quoted in: Roskies: 1980, 364).


A tailor’s days, a shoemaker’s days, A seamstress young weeks
Quiver and dissolve and flow away
Like streams, and float off
Like sailboats and distant gleamings



The concreteness of this expanded metaphor disintegrates into the floating ships after moving from one abstraction to a more abstract one trying to capture the years the poor artisans wasted in the workshop. This intentionally badly written folksong does not conclude since each time one song ends another begins. The cyclical world view of these songs enhanced by the predictable repetitions will live forever but as a dead metaphor, an empty convention.
After criticizing various forms of folklore production, Glatshteyn moves at the beginning of the last section of his book to a meta-folkloristic poem. The poem Zing ladino (“Sing Ladino,” 97-98) leaves the Ashkenazi territory of Yiddish to the exotic world of Sephardic Jews. Ladino is the vernacular spoken by Sephardic Jews who were expelled from Spain and like Yiddish; it is a fusion of Spanish and Hebrew. The similarity between Yiddish and Ladino as vernaculars suggests that the poem is about
Yiddish more than it is about Ladino. Glatshteyn uses Ladino to argue against folkloristic approaches to Yiddish and to speculate on the future of Yiddish modernism. Yiddish is mentioned in the poem and referred to as Ashkenazish, the language of Ashkenazi Jews.
It is one of many Jewish dialects real and invented forming the colorful universality of the Jewish people. The mosaic of folklore transcends cultural boundaries, geographical borders and linguistic limitations. A tourist in the kingdom of jargon can enjoy its powerful and almost hypnotic charm.


Zing ladino, blonder zinger, Undzer tsoyberzhargonino, Alkolirte rederay Altsetsungte shprakheray

Sing Ladino, blond singer Our magic jargonino Fullcolorful speeching Tongue-infested lingo.



The lines of the poem are a Yiddish imitation of Ladino sound patterns and they can barely be understood in translation. However, the image of Ladino as it is perceived by professional folklore lovers is of a colorful, passionate and familiar jargon that lost its referential statues as a language of communication. Such a lingo that rolls off your tongue like spicy food is not meant to be spoken. Ladino is an archeological relic of time past. It can only be marveled at as isolated and decontextualized sounds, colors and expressions and not as a language with rules and regulations. In 1929, when this poem
was first published,53 Glatshteyn foresaw the gradual turn of Yiddish from the spoken

vernacular of Eastern European Jews to the sentimental folklore of American Jews. The future of Yiddish as folklore is also the future of Yiddish modernism that becomes more and more fascinated by its own eccentricity. Glatshteyn is fully aware of the fact that without a competent audience for his linguistic innovations and solid context, Yiddish modernist poetry will become folklore- disintegrated like beautiful pieces of a shattered mosaic.









53 In Unzer bukh IV:4 (Sept-Oct. 1929).


Conclusion




Glatshteyn’s Yidishtaytshn is a masterpiece. In the 1930s Glatshteyn became a prominent writer for the press, as did some of his fellow Introspectivists. He led cultural and political battles in a style that demanded clarity. Experimenting with high quality autobiographical fiction reconnected Glatshteyn’s modernism to the spoken language of his readers. The unknown fate of European Jewry and his 1934 trip back home to visit his dying mother released in this harsh intellectual a renewed interest in the parochial and the sentimental. This does not mean that the poetry of Yidishtaytshn returned to the safe zone of familiar Jewish themes and moods. On the contrary, the book is considered Glatshteyn’s most experimental book of verse. The more complicated and subversive the poems of the book became, the more they exposed themselves to a scrupulous process of self-investigation and purification. Yidishtaytshn’s pays homage to Yiddish modernism.
Yidishtaytshn is a book about Yiddish. It begins with the most basic stage of linguistic proficiency, the nursery rhyme, moves to larger formations connected to major themes such as adulthood, death, literary parody and cultural and political polemic. Moving from self to world goes through the prism of word now expanding itself to encompass the entire universe. The mature self translates reality in fixated terminology determined at birth. The role of the modernist poet is to “purify the dialect of the tribe” using parody, polemic, word games and linguistic inventions. Glatshteyn mocks the language of proletarian literature, professional Yiddish intellectuals, romantic epigones and folklorists to present a new speech ethics. Yet he is fully aware of the fact that
echoing the language of others infects the dialect of modernism. The book concludes with


a comprehensive self-parody offering the most eccentric version of modernism and at the same time marking its final stage.


Chapter Four


“Der zaytiker kuk”: A. Leyeles, Fabyus lind and the Marginalized Jew





Leyeles in the 1930s and the Publication of Fabyus lind




Published in 1937 Fabyus lind is Leyeles’s major contribution to modern Yiddish poetry.54 The book is a masterpiece of high modernist verse as well as a summary of the poet’s aesthetic position. Leyeles, who was forty-eight years old at the time, reflected on his current poetic credo and suggested new possibilities. The book presents a dizzying mélange of literary styles, themes and points of view. With apparent ease, Leyeles moves from a verse play to a diary in verse and from poems that attack the Soviet Union to subjective iterations of the self. Even while availing himself of manifold poetic forms, Leyeles uses the persona of Fabyus lind to keep the book tightly bound together. Not all of the poems are written from the persona’s point of view; but all interpretations must
acknowledge its centrality. Fabyus lind, Leyeles’s alter ego, who serves as the book’s protagonist, set the standard for the modernist employment of the persona in Yiddish poetry. It was Leyeles’s greatest poetic invention. Fabyus lind made his first appearance in a poem of the same name at the end of Leyeles’s virtuoso volume, Rondos (1926). That book, which displayed the poet’s total mastery of all Renaissance genres, from rondos, triolets, tercets, ballads to villanelles, concluded with a brand new persona that found its final design ten years later. (The poem itself did not make the cut and was not
included in Fabyus lind).



54 All references to Fabyus lind are to the original 1937 edition (Leyeles: 1937).


Fabyus lind was published at the height of its author’s career. As early as 1926, Leyeles wrote a drama based on the false messiah Shloyme Molkho, at a time when the messianic theme was all the rage in Yiddish literature (Novershtern: 2003, 298-310). The drama appeared in the mainstream socialist monthly Di tsukunft, which was not at all committed to modernism. Then, in 1928, Leyeles published a second drama on a lesser
known historical figure Osher Lemlen, this time in the communist Der hamer. 55 At a

time when Inzikh was barely active, writing for middlebrow periodicals signaled Leyeles’s wish to appeal to wider audiences and showcased his interest in dramatic forms. While the earlier play, written in Leyeles’s famed formulaic style, depicts a well- known historical figure trying to change the course of history (Novershtern: 2003: 301-
312), the later one written in idiomatic free verse tells the story of a marginalized forgotten messiah. In these early plays one can trace the beginnings of Fabyus lind, which also marked Leyeles’s most important contribution to the field of drama.
A critical milestone in the evolution of Fabyus lind occurred in the fall of 1933 with the separate publication of the long poetic cycle Tsu dir-- tsu mir (To you- To Me). Beautifully published, the book opens with the following dedication:



Di poema fartseykhnt—un fiksirt—an iberlebung fun friling 1933. Derfar der seperat-opdruk, khotsh di zakh iz a teyl fun dem nayem bukh lider, vos vet aroys in gikhn.

The poema records—and fixes—an experience from the fall of 1933. Therefore, the separate offprint, although the piece is part of my new book of verse that will be published shortly.56


55 Both plays reappeared in book form in 1926 and 1928 respectively by the distinguished publishing house of B. Kletskin in Vilna far away from the hustle and bustle of the literary cafes of New York’s Lower East Side. The dramas were collected in the posthumous selected poems of 1968 (Leyeles: 1968).
56 The dedication also mentions that the book was published in only one hundred copies, alluding to its
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modest scope in comparison to the forthcoming book as well as its intentional timely positioning. The small


From this we learn that Fabyus lind was designed to be a poetic summary of the period between 1926 and 1937. Its publication towards the end of the decade symbolized the book’s commitment to a retrospective representation of actual events. Fabyus lind bears the epic seal of an entire era and gives it an artistic formulation.
Established poets such as Glatshteyn and H. Leyvik were quick to lavish praise on the book. All recognized Fabyus lind’s importance and hailed it as a great achievement of Yiddish poetry. Glatshteyn reviewed the book twice: once when Tsu dir--tsu mir came
out and again when the complete book was issued. In his first review, Glatshteyn did not hesitate to declare it “Di ershte groysshvungike un groys shtotishe poeme in der yidisher poezye,” “the first truly ambitious and metropolitan poema in Yiddish literature” (Glatshteyn: 1934, 39). No one, Glatshteyn stated with typical aplomb, had yet produced such a long epic poem with such precision, innovation and artistic command. Leyeles, he claimed, had classified, catalogued and fixed the riddles and complexities of his time; had managed to give poetic form and logic to otherwise lucid and discomforting personal material. The poema was both a product of its time and an aesthetic creation of its time. Glatshteyn ranked Tsu mir--tsu dir among the best works of poetry in any modern literature, a sure sign of the maturation of Yiddish.
When Fabyus lind was finally published in book form, Glatshteyn focused almost exclusively on the book’s main character, emphasizing its centrality to any interpretation of the book (Inzikh, April 1937).57 Glatshteyn drew a straight line from Shloyme Molkho to Fabyus lind, defining the intervening decade of 1926-1937  as “di periferye fun dermonungen,” “the periphery of remembrances” (162). Glatshteyn terms the book a

book envisioned the larger book both thematically, structurally and poetically. On the publication of Tsu dir- tsu mir, see: Novershtern: 1995, 151-152.
57 References to this essay are to Glatshteyn’s posthumous collection of essays (Glatshteyn: 1978).


novella since it transcends normative literary categories, using the novella, a hybrid genre that is longer than a short story and shorter than a novel to illustrate Fabyus lind’s tightness and relation to time. Leyeles condensed ten years of his life into one poetic sequence. Events, people, sites and objects are subordinated to time and meant to be read for the plot.
H. Leyvik was a long-time friend and colleague of Leyeles. In his review Leyvik compared the book to a flourishing garden planted by the hand of a master (Leyvik:
1963).58 Leyvik did not refrain, however, from criticizing his friend for adding weak

poems to his otherwise perfect garden and for the inclusion of a long introductory attack on literary critics. The poet should have focused entirely on his poetic self that



Dringt arayn in di tifenishn fun zikh aleyn, in der eygener neshome, in di eygene ranglenishn un zeungen, un er zukht di hoypt-shuldikeyt […] far leydn un tsar un far toesn nit in emetsn andersh, nit in dem tsveytn, nor in zikh aleyn (238).

Infiltrates the depths of the self, into its very own soul, in its own struggles and visions, and seeks the main fault in the sorrows and agony and mistakes not in someone else or someone other, but inside the self.



Leyvik, like Glatshteyn, emphasized the comprehensiveness of the book and its massive scope. In the entire book and in each poem, wrote Leyvik, one can find a summary of a unique personality coping with the agonies of modern life. It is an “organishe gantskayt,” “organic wholeness” written by a true modernist poet who managed to produce
something of a uniform beauty (239).






58 The review was originally published in the highbrow literary magazine Literarishe bleter in Warsaw and was aimed at introducing Leyeles to intellectual readers in Europe that were less familiar with Introspectivism and therefore more suspicious of it.


The tendency to view Leyeles’s poetry as form without content was not uncommon to Yiddish criticism. Leyeles opened his new book with a long introduction in prose answering his critics. The first half of this sixteen-page introduction (which Leyvik termed redundant), appeared as a “Fargesener manuskript,” “a forgotten manuscript,” taking the poet back two decades to when his first book Labyrinth was published. Everyone who had a pen in his hand, with very few exceptions, had attacked the young poet and his modest new book. Leyeles drafted an unequivocal rebuttal that he never published. Choosing to place this lost manuscript (found in the poet’s desk drawer in the process of moving) at the opening of a new book was not only a way of anticipating the book’s ill reception, but also located it within the context of personal memory. The major advocate of Yiddish modernism tried to clarify to himself and his readers why his poetry was attacked and why he was willing to pay the price.
The provinciality of Yiddish criticism, which insisted on the differentiation between reason and feeling in poetry, was to blame for the vehement attacks on his first book. To be sure, the critics allowed, Leyeles was a good craftsman, but he lacked emotional depth or inspiration. He was a soulless poet who produced poetry of pure reason (Kop poezye, brainy verse). In fierce rebuttal, Leyeles cited examples from world literature of great artists such as Pushkin, Edgar Alan Poe and Richard Wagner, who declared that the separation between mind and soul was superannuated and that true poetry was a combination of both. The intellect took the lucid material of the soul (or the content of the inner self) and intellectually turned it into poetry. A modern person does not express his feelings spontaneously but rather investigates reality in an analytical way.


These, however, had been the angry words of a young poet. The second part of Leyeles’s introduction to Fabyus lind (pp. 8-xx and printed with a different font) stood in opposition to the first part and depicted a mature realistic approach. The innovative
poetry of Inzikh, he now maintained, was poorly received due to the inherent gap between old-fashioned criticism and modernist poetry. “Mir gehern tsu andere epokhen un farshidene klimatn,” he wrote. We, the modernist poets and their critics,” belong to other time periods and different climates,” (10) and this was a natural process. Here Leyeles quoted at length from various articles he published in Inzikh in the 1930s. These quotes located the introduction within a specific time and place (“Nor ot-iz a tsitate fun mayns an artikl, vos iz koym etlekhe khadoshim alt,” “Why, here is a citation from an essay of mine that is only a few months old,” 13) while giving the reader the impression that this was the end of an era.
In its twenty-year lifespan, the older and wiser Leyeles concluded, Inzikh created a new standard for Yiddish poetry that could not be overlooked. Yiddish critics failed to raise their readers to this new level of Yiddish creativity. Looking backwards, modernism did leave its mark on Yiddish poetry, but not among the unwashed masses (12). Modernism therefore, aimed at widening people’s horizons and modernist poetry
perforce would be met with the same misunderstanding and mistrust that new inventions always encountered. The attempt to define what modernism was or should be in the late
1930s brought Leyeles to a critique of Fascism, Nazism and Communism (15-16). An overly emotional form of modernism leads to reaction. For Leyeles poetry should be anti- emotional and anti-sentimental. Modernism is an intellectual method invested in feeling, but more than that in understanding (visn, 14). The political dimension of poetry exists in


the way poetry goes hand in hand with technological and scientific revolutions. If Socialism—and here Leyeles addresses directly the issue of politics and poetry— represents the highest stage possible of human progress, then poetry should be part of it.
Leyeles ends the introduction by admitting defeat. Though he lost the battle on the popular front, Leyeles expresses his uncompromising belief in the necessity of Yiddish modernism. If Leyeles was so confident in the importance of his book, why did he begin with a direct attack on potential critics? Was this polemic, as Leyvik suggested, a sign of weakness on Leyeles’s part? The history of literature is full of writers answering their adversaries and complaining about them. This duality between exaggerated self- confidence and destructive skepticism is part of Leyeles’s poetic persona standing at the core of Fabyus lind.



“Gekeytlte gantskayt”: Fabyus lind’s Structure




In his review of Tsu dir--tsu mir, Glatshteyn termed it a gekeytlte gantskeyt—a linked wholeness (Glatshteyn: 1934, 39). The fifteen parts of this heterogenic poema were placed together like links in a necklace forming a unified structure. This poema
encapsulates the structure of the entire book as an Introspectivist long poem reaching epic dimensions. As mentioned before, Glatshteyn regarded Fabyus lind as a novella in
relation to its development over time. Using terminology taken from the inventory of prose fiction to categorize the structure of such a complicated book (novella, epic, linked wholeness and so forth) alludes to the problem critics faced when reading Fabyus lind for its plot.


The book is divided into ten uneven sections. Each link advances the plot further and is connected thematically to the links preceding and following it. The book begins with a short two-poem section: Tate-mame (“Father and mother,”) poems that are two parts of a single whole. They are not told from the perspective of Fabyus lind, the main character of the book, but rather from that of Leyeles’s autobiographical “I.” These opening poems take Leyeles back to his Eastern European childhood. They examine the relationship of the poet to his ancestors as well as the psychological characteristics inherited from them. The modernist who reinvented himself as a cosmopolitan intellectual was once a Jewish boy from Poland. In these poems the poet is identified for the first time by his given name—Aron. The narrative of Aron Glants is portrayed in the
poems as follows: born in the Polish industrial city of Lodz, a descendant on his mother’s side of Rabbi Yom Tov Lipmann Heller (known as the Toysfes yontef),59 Aron immigrated to New York as soon as it was possible. In his short memoir written in the
1950s, Leyeles pointed out his relation to the renowned ancestor which he learned about from his proud grandmother (Leyeles: 1958, 16-20). Acknowledging Heller’s importance to Jewish history, Leyeles attributed the temperamental aspect of his personality to the famous Rabbi. Later in the text Leyeles tells how his father wrote him a letter after reading the historical dramas Shloyme Molkho and Osher Lemlen, suggesting that he should also write about the Toysfes Yontef, thus connecting his personal biography with that of a real notable ancestor. Boosting one’s ego by declaring rabbinic pedigree was typical for traditional Jews, but not for a modernist poet in America in the 1930s.

59 Yom Tov Lipmann Heller (1578-1654) was a Talmudic scholar born in North Swabia. A disciple of the Maharal of Prague, Heller held many rabbinic positions in Western and Eastern Europe. Heller served as the Rabbi of Krakow, where he is buried. His famous commentary on the Mishnah, Tosfot yom tov, was published in 1614-1617 and is still widely used. See: The YIVO Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe s.v. Heller, Yom Tov Lippman (712-713).


Therefore, in the opening of Fabyus lind Leyeles focuses not on the scholarly inheritance he received from the Toysfes Yontef, but rather on the obscure psychological dimension
of an enraged personality. The poet is an ethnic member of the tribe who distilled its values back to their purest form.
Mayn tate’s opening depicts an estrangement from the parents. The first line of the poem Foter-zun (“Father-Son”) suggests a binary opposition between the patriarchal father (the Yiddish word here is the more formal foter, rather that the intimate tate)60 left behind in the old country and his Americanized son, “Der zun tsurik tsu vaytenish amerikaner” (“the son is back to faraway America”). The son does not only live in a remote country, but also purposefully distanced himself from his traditional father. Therefore, the poem focuses on physical and psychological resemblances. What was left from the inheritance after many years of remoteness (Leyeles left home at the age of 16)
is the image of the goodhearted and well-intentioned father—the basis for the poet’s passivity.



S’hot mayn tates gutskeyt veykh gerizlt iber der medine
Fun a vayt-tsevortslter mishpokhe. Vi a vakhe toyb Hot zayn hartskayt getirklt fun baginen biz baginen In der shtub arum di kinder, fun di eltste bizn droyb.

It was my father’s goodness that trickled softly the land
From a faraway-rooted family. Like an awake dove
His heartedness hovered from dawn until dawn
In the house around the children, from the oldest to the toddlers.






60 In the above mentioned memoir Leyeles described the Yiddish of his childhood as Germanized due to the proximity of the area to Germany. As an example he cites the word tate, which was pronounced with a longer syllable (Ta-ate) like the German Vater. The use of foter instead of tate, however, does evoke formality in Yiddish.


The father is like a goodhearted dove taking care of its fledglings. This is not the typical description of traditional manhood. It is true that the father provides his family with its material livelihood; however, he is doing so in a gentle, protective way stereotypically attributed to Jewish mothers. Further in the poem, the father is watching a sick child while at the same time making sure not to wake the tired mother. The language of the poem is of the Yiddish idiomatic folksong that was so ridiculed by the Introspectivists.



Vert a kind in hoyz a “yakhsn,” falt tsum bet tsu a
A baklogter,
Hit der tate bay dem krankn, vi geleygt oyf zikh a shtrof. Un er shmirt un leygt tsu shtartsn, tapt dem puls —
A gantser dokter,
Un git akhtung, az der mame zol nisht minern fun shlof.

When a child in the house becomes “an aristocrat,” falls in bed, Lamenting,
The father watches the sick, like he himself was punished.
And he smears and lays down covers, checks the pulse— A real doctor,
And makes sure that the mother will not lose any sleep.



Another aspect of the father’s personality is stubbornness. Even though the father is more a geber (giver) than a nemer (taker), he is also a shlekhter kompromisler, a bad compromiser. The poem begins by stating the distance between foter and zun. At the end the tone of the poem switches to intimacy and closeness. The poem concludes with a renewed understanding by the son of his father’s motivations. Leyeles illustrates the departure from home when the father asks Aron to remain a Jew and he, the young rebel, mentions his interest in past Jewish rebels, such as the Baal Shem Tov (the founder of Hasidism), Shloyme Molkho and Job. The modernist poet, argues Leyeles, remains Jewish through selectively transforming Jewish values of marginality, rebellion and


dedication into existential modes. That is the real inheritance Leyeles received from his father.
In the mirror poem Mayn mame (“the mother”) is described as a binary opposition of the father. Through the use of binary oppositions Leyeles creates what the Introspectivists termed kaleidoscopic poetics. Many poems in Fabyus lind are based on
an intrinsic symmetry exposing different modes of existence. Contradictions and conflicts are never resolved, but rather dramatized as fragmented parts of reality. In the opening poems of the book Leyeles gives this poetic tendency an autobiographical explanation. From his mother the poet got the more active characteristics attributed to the famous ancestor the Toysfes yontef. The mother’s blond hair (which the poet inherited) ruled his childhood with light and freedom. The protective passivity of the father is confronted by the passionate and creative anxiety of the mother. The mother is depicted using
traditional terminology: she was responsible for raising a Jewish family of seven souls in a crowded house; however, she provided impractical knowledge and capricious delusions; the substances of art and poetry. The descriptions of both father and mother are ironic. The mother boasting of her aristocratic background is mocked by the poet’s brother, who sees the absurdity of this approach. The poet is aware of the ridiculous aspect of his mother’s pretentiousness, but is willing to accept it for its imaginary and fantastical side. The last part of the poem describes the various stages of adulthood symbolizing the ever-growing distance between the son and his parents’ world. The last time he hears about his mother is in a letter from his father begging him to recite the mourner’s Kaddish, the prayer for the dead, on her behalf.


The poetic homecoming at the opening of Fabyus lind sets the tone for the retrospective and accumulative nature of the book. The middle-aged poet is reconsidering the distance between himself and his past. This opening also helps Leyeles establish the narration of the book: Aron Glants is the boy standing behind the poet A. Leyeles who created Fabyus lind as his literary persona. The Americanized Yiddish poet used A. Leyeles as his penname and Fabyus lind as his meta-other. Fabyus lind is therefore not only a literary persona replacing the autobiographical poet in an attempt to form a poetics of impersonality; Fabyus is in many ways a character in a novel. And, like in a novel, he might not be the main character or the hero. In interpreting Fabyus lind there is a need to differentiate between poems of Fabyus lind in the first person, in the third person, and poems that do not depict it at all. These poems should be partly examined as meditations of Fabyus lind, but also as expressing a different approach. The opening poems of the book clearly indicate it: they can either be read from the ironized perspective of Fabyus lind or as reflecting on the creation of the persona.
The eight rings in between Tate mame and Oykh ikh (“Also I,” the last poem of the book) can be divided into several thematic categories fluctuating between romanticism and modernism:
1. The Persona Fabyus lind. Fabyus lind is featured in three sections: Fabyus

lind’s togbukh (The diary of Fabyus lind), Fabyus lind, and in the poematic cycle Tsu dir- tsu mir (To you-to me). The first appearance of the persona which is mostly in first
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person singular comes right after the opening poems of the book depicting the move from autobiography to persona. The section Fabyus lind comes in the center of the book and after many of the book’s political, poetic and cultural themes were discussed. In third


person singular, the poems of Fabyus lind, in opposition to the intimate diary of the previous section, depict the influence of the various political events of the time on the daily existence of Fabyus. The last appearance of Fabyus in the book is in the concluding poema Tsu dir--tsu mir. This poema is the nucleus that produced the entire structure of the book; therefore, it holds poems that portray Fabyus lind integrating the pervious
sections. Fabyus lind, the persona the book is named after, does not appear in many of the book’s poems, but the entire book should be interpreted from its perspective.
2. Poetic and Cultural Reflections. The sections Mayne lider (My Poems), Noente un vaytere (Near and Far), and Zun un farb (Sun and Color) examine issues of poetic discourse in relation to Leyeles’s poetic credo and his immediate company of writers. In Mayne lider, one of the opening sections of the book, the poet repeats his position that modernism is an intellectualized representation of the emotions. The geological metaphor of cool lava represents the modernist’s ideology that poems should be written only after the cooling down of emotions as estranged and objectified extensions of the self. The other ars-poetic sections relate to this basic oxymoronic paradox. The section Noente un vaytere consists of poems examining the relations between people, fellow writers both close and remote, and historical personalities. Leyeles writes about close friends both alive and dead (Glatshteyn, Yoysef Opatoshu and Yehoyesh) and writers remote from
him in time and place (such as the long poem about the English Romantic poet Lord

Byron). Other poems are about Jesus and the socialist Yiddishist Kayim Zhitlovski,

among others. The section Zun un farb comes almost at the end of the book, attempting to combine an ecstatic vision of nature with the darker shades of life. In all three sections artistic vitality balances the morbid aspects of political and historical reality. It is the


cold, ironic and skeptical voice of the intellectual that retains a strong humanistic belief in the book’s complicated and troubled journey throughout the 1930s.
3. Political Criticism and Historical Perspective. The sections Fartogn un nekht (Dawns and Nights) and Tunklenishn (Darknesses) react to the rise of totalitarian regimes in both Russia and Germany in relation to the Jewish people and to such themes as nihilism, apocalypse and death. The first section is where most of the poems on political topics that do not come from the perspective of Fabyus lind are located. The impact of revolutionary and messianic thought on Jews is examined from a non-apocalyptic approach. The title of the section encapsulates the twofold nature of this theme: whether
it is a beginning or an end, life or death, war or peace. Tunklenishn is a walk on the dark side of reality exploring the ramifications of the speaker’s evil, destructive side. Poems in this section use dark metaphors to expose libidinal and thanatic urges and their artistic sublimation. Primal psychological urges stand behind the major ideologies of the time, deconstructing their specific and local tendencies.
4. The poema Tsu--dir tsu-mir. The introspectivist poema Tsu di-tsu mir, published separately in the fall of 1933, is a structural miniature of Fabyus lind.61 The cycle consists of twelve poems mostly in free rhythms sandwiched between two poems in carefully designed iambic octavo. The opening and concluding poems create a continuous sequence: the cycle opens with the poem Mertsove vintn (“March winds”) and concludes with Der friling geyt (“The fall ends”). Winter is preceded by spring, framing the poema with the certainty of seasonal change. The last octavo of first poem is divided down the middle (the stanza has only four lines) and the missing lines are replaced with broken


61 The structural consideration of Tsu dir--tsu mir in this chapter is based on Avraham Novershtern’s illuminating interpretation of the poema (Novershtern: 1995, 151-177).


empty lines. The empty lines start the first broken octavo of the final poem, creating a tight, continuous flow. Winter symbolizes the disintegration of the self torn between conflicting emotions. The end of spring, on the other hand, portrays an optimistic belief in the ability of art to transform reality.
The romantic poles of winter and spring (Lord Byron’s Don Juan is a masterful example in English poetry of the octavo) yoke the twelve modernist poems in between. The poems describing the agonies of the individual (through the confessions of Fabyus lind) are written in free verse, while the declarative poems about the political concerns of the collective fluctuate between free and regulative form (Novershtern 154-155). The poem A moler a kener (“A knowledgeable painter,”) located in the middle of the cycle and celebrating artistic mastery in perfect dactyls, serves as a transitional link between
the individual and the collective. The programmatic poem Tsu dir-tsu mir, with its analytic structure, creates a perfect symmetrical dialectic that moves from the psychological foundations of the self (Tsu mir) to the external world of the collective. Artistic creativity functions as a balancing tool when the poema ends with the speaker creating from his wounds (Fun der vund) a wonder (Vert vunder).
Artistic fortitude and craftsmanship are the topics of the last poem of the book, Oykh ikh (“Also I”). The poem begins with a motto taken from Alexander Pushkin’s famous poem Exegi Monumentum (Pushkin: 1936).62 The motto is the first line of the poem: “I have erected a monument to myself.” Pushkin’s romantic agenda combines


62 Pushkin’s poem itself is a response to the last ode in the third book of Horace’s odes. The ode praises poetry for building a monument stronger than any other physical monuments: “I have built a monument more lasting than bronze / and set higher than the pyramids of kings. / It cannot be destroyed by gnawing rain / or wild north wind, by the procession” (West: 2008). The ancient Roman poet writes his poem in opposition to imperialistic power. The classicistic form is what gives the poems longevity. The poetic endeavors of the poet will survive, yet ironically they will last longer than the poet himself who won’t be alive to enjoy his ever-growing fame.


personal inspiration and national identity. The poet was inspired by the free spirit of his people for whom he writes his verse. In Oykh ikh Leyeles follows in the footsteps of both the ancient Horace and the romantic Pushkin, building a poetic monument in Yiddish. The poem, written in four-line iambic stanzas (similar to Pushkin) begins exactly like the two previous poems.



Oykh ikh hob oyfgeboyt zikh dort a monument,
Vu tsayt hot nisht keynt haynt, keyn shlite--falshe hent

I also built a monument there for myself
Where time has no today, false hands no command



The bard is immortalized by his poems. But immediately afterward he notes the hatred his strange poems have aroused. These individualistic restless confessions were not well received at the time of their conception, yet as long as Yiddish is spoken they will survive. The monument is an embodiment of the poet’s unique spirit, but also a sign of his remoteness from his audience. The Yiddish poet broke through the walls of the Jewish street and shtetl. He refused to pay tribute to flattery and banality. The image of the poet extracted from the poem is of prophetic wrath. Leyeles is not only reaffirming his belief in artistic freedom but also is honest about the reasons for the lack of communication between himself and the average reader (an approach that is also expressed in the introduction to Fabyus lind).
At poem’s end the speaker instructs his poem what to do after its creator is gone.




Gey lid mayns, vayter vi a groysmutiker flantser,
Oyf rishes entfer nisht, mit khokhme zay bapantsert: […]


Un vayl es zaynen do mer zoynes, vi madones, Batrakht mit klorkayt alts un-- mit a kvint rakhmones.

Go, my poem, further like a big courageous planter, To evil do not answer, armor it with wisdom:
[…]
And since there are here more harlots than Madonnas
Consider everything with clarity, with a bit of pity.



In the last lines of Fabyus lind a poetic balance is achieved between cerebral clarity and sentimental pity. What started out as an autobiographical split between Tate, father, and Mame, mother, ends with a combination of both building a strong Yiddish monument, yet also incorporating all aspects of time and space, form and content. The question of
cultural inheritance is important for the future of Yiddish. As a poet living in the present, Leyeles concludes his major modernist creation with a heroic attempt to build a bridge over time.
The structure of Fabyus lind is that of an introspectivist epic. For the first time the poetic principles of Inzikh were painted on a big canvas. In 1933 Leyeles published the cycle Tsu dir-tsu mir, already consisting of all the elements that later became Fabyus
lind. From this kernel emerged a heterogenic book switching back and forth between the agonies of the individual and the pressures of the collective, and between deep psychological confessions and collective formulaic declarations. In Leyeles’s past books the sentimental romantic and the harsh modernist were separate but equal. Fabyus lind, on the other hand, successfully combines the two, forming a sustainable and engaging colorful monument to Yiddish poetry in a specific time and place.


A Modernist Disguised: Fabyus lind and the Literary Persona




The previous sections located Fabyus lind in the political atmosphere of the 1930s emphasizing the centrality of the Fabyus lind persona to any interpretation of the book. This section will examine this persona, its origins, relation to Leyeles’s autobiographical “I” and marginalized gaze. Studies of literary personae often begin with the meaning of the persona in ancient drama: the persona was the mask put on by the actor on stage (Elliot: 1982, 3-19). The mask represented the character the actor was playing. Modern criticism uses the term persona to differentiate between the real poet who remains outside the poem and the speaking voice inside the poem (ibid, and Wright: 1962, 1-60). The simplistic autobiographical identification of author with speaker, termed by the New Critics the “intentional fallacy” (Wimsatt: 1967, 3-21), was replaced by the more
complex term “persona.” The persona, the speaker and the speaking voice (the narrator in fiction) are fictive constructions mediating between the author (to whom the reader has
no real access), the work of art and the reader. The distinction between author and speaker applies even more so to first-person narratives since such texts are more susceptible to rhetorical manipulations, misinterpretations and disinformation. Authenticity and sincerity in a work of verbal art depends more on the wholeness of the inner world it creates than its resemblance to real life. A comprehensive interpretation of the text extrapolates the main authoritative voice of the narration or the partial voices constructing the decentralized whole. Whether the text has a central authoritative voice or not, the interpreter needs to reconstruct the hidden narrator or speaker from the text as the regulative device that constitutes the rhetoric of the text. Even then it is misleading to mix


the narration with the author since it is a fictive extrapolation remote from the actual writing process. This does not suggest, however, that external biographical or historical information can not elaborate on certain aspects of the text. Yet imaginary worlds must be examined in relation to actual reality and not be taken at face value.
Shifting from renaissance to romanticism and later to modernism, the literary persona in western poetry switched from the generalized human, to the unique and elitist individual and then to the average person. The chosen romantic spoke above his reader, while the egalitarian modernist treated his audience with equality whether he addressed everyone or his fellow modernists. The modernist poem is a friendly chat between equals. The modernist uses the dramatic monologue, the trademark of romantic poetry, in order
to shift the emphasis from poet to poem. In modernist poetry the monologue both serves poet and reader as a way to not completely identify with the persona. The writer mocks his invented persona, undermines its authenticity and puts into question its ontological validity. The reader is encouraged to express intellectual superiority to the persona and
feel that he possesses more knowledge that he shares with the implied author. The literary persona is therefore a dramatized mediation of writer and reader (Wright: 1962, 53-54). Modernism’s shift from author to work is what inspired structural and rhetorical readings of the persona as a way to depersonalize literary texts.
In his influential book A Traveler Disguised, Dan Miron (Miron: 1972) discusses the persona of Mendele moykher sforim, Mendele the Book Peddler, created by the Yiddish and Hebrew writer Sh. Y. Abramovitsh (1835-1917). A Yiddish writer of the
19th century, according to Miron, needed to disguise his autobiographical self from his

readers due to the low statues of Yiddish as the spoken vernacular of uneducated men and


women. An enlightened intellectual’s turn to Yiddish became a subversive tool: in Yiddish he was able to reach a wider traditional audience (outside the comfort zone of other reform-minded intellectuals fluent in Hebrew) and to educate his audience in the spirit of Haskala or Jewish enlightenment. Pretending that his books were published and distributed by Mendele, a traditional bookseller, made their subversive nature more palatable. Mendele, dressed in old-fashioned clothes, tours the Pale of Settlement selling Bibles, prayer books and religious artifacts as well as books written by secular writers. As a “Traveler Disguised,” he is an agent of Enlightenment. The Mendele persona gradually took over the autobiographical Abramovitsh, who used Mendele as a character in some of his major works of fiction in both Hebrew and Yiddish. The persona took on a life of its own when Abramovitsh and Mendele became almost interchangeable in the eyes of most readers (Miron being a pioneering exception).
Mendele the book peddler is a folksy character, while his creator Abramovitsh is a penetrating intellectual. As Abramovitsh’s disciple, Sholem Aleykhem (penname of S. N. Rabinovitsh, 1859-1916), took the literary persona in 19th-century Yiddish fiction a step forward (Miron: 2000, 128-156): the pseudonym Sholem Aleykhem is based on the greeting How-do-you-do, a traditional blessing among Eastern European Jews. Yet the familiarity of the persona bringing to mind a pious provincial Jew has a subversive
nuance to it as well: Sholem Aleykhem is used only when a Jew meets a fellow Jew he has not seen for a long time, therefore the greeting includes a sense of estrangement and suspicion. Both Mendele Moykher Sforim and Sholem Aleykhem as pseudonyms, characters in works of fiction or personae, represent for their readers (sophisticated as well as naïve) a plausible biography of Eastern European Jewish men of a certain status,


class and caliber. They can travel the Pale of Settlement, pass as everyday Jews and sell their merchandise to the local inhabitants.
Nineteenth- century Yiddish fiction addressed a mass reading public of a limited literary competence. Yiddish poetry as well adopted the jester persona of the folksong as a vehicle for creative communication with its readers (Glatshteyn: 1978, 63-66). Yiddish modernism in America, on the other hand, embraced poetic freedom. The beginning of the modernist persona in American Yiddish poetry can be found in the poetry of Moyshe Leyb Halpern. In his first book, In New York (1919), Halpern introduced the persona of Moyshe Leyb, a rebellious Yiddish poet living in the big metropolis. Moyshe Leyb the persona received the poet’s real name and some of his characteristics. The poet avoided the romantic fallacy of the autobiographical “I,” typical of his early romantic iterations, by addressing his persona in the third person. The pathos of dislocation, social tension, apocalyptic visions and the fear of death is delivered through a satirical voice. Halpern concluded his second book, Di goldene pave (The Golden Peacock, 1924), with a long poetic cycle that he called Zarkhi baym breg yam, Zarkhi on the Seashore, adding yet another modernist persona to the mix. The name Zarkhi, as suggested by Harshav (1986:
421), means in Hebrew dawn or shining in the dark and it is not common in Yiddish (the Biblical name Zorekh is more common). Appearing late in Halpern’s poetic development, Zarkhi is even more remote from the poet and from a traditional Jewish narrative than was “Moyshe Leyb.” Zarkhi is a fictional archetypal character through
which Halpern examines his apocalyptic vision fluctuating between beginning and end.63

The switch from the autobiographical “I” to Moyshe Leyb and then to Zarkhi illustrates the move Yiddish poetry made from the romantic “I” to an ironized self and
63 For a comprehensive analysis of the personae of Moyshe Leyb Halpern see: Miller: 1998.


eventually to fictional characters as objective correlatives of the self. Yet Mendele, Sholem Aleykhem, Moyshe Leyb and Zarkhi -- so remote from each other in time, place and poetics -- have at least one thing in common: they are all plausible, recognizable and familiar Yiddish masculine names. When the Introspectivists appeared, their poetry was filled with imaginary and defiantly non-Jewish characters: Leyeles himself specialized in poems about non-Jewish women such a Yuola, Selima Violla and Yolanda (in his book Yungharbst, Young-fall, 1922). Glatshteyn invented the imaginary Gegi the bear trainer (Kredos, 1929), while Ana Margolin hid behind the mask of a Roman nobleman in Ikh
bin geven a mol a yingling (“Once I Was Young,” Lider, poems, 1929).64 Margolin went

further in transcending cultural and gender boundaries by writing a series of poems titled Mari (ibid). The most experimental poets of Inzikh, N. B. Minkov and Mikhl Likht, published books with dominant fictional characters similar in their orientation to Fabyus lind: Minkov introduced Kid Karter, a non-Jewish gangster in his 1927 book Undzer
pyero (Our Pierrot) as a dramatized extension of the self engaged in what is termed in the book an emotional comedy.65 As early as 1929 Mikhl Likht created Velvl Goth, a
Yiddish poet in his own image in what was subtitled a poetic memoir (the unfinished work was published posthumously in 1955). Of the two it was Likht who is the closest to Fabyus: Velvl, a traditional Jewish name (diminutive of Volf, fox) represents the mild individual standing behind the creative mask of Got, God, adding a hubris yet ironic dimension to the persona.66


64 On Ana Margolin’s use of poetic masks as an instrument of introspection, see: Novershtern: 1991 and more recently: Brenner: 2008.
65 Minkov follows an existing twentieth-century tradition regarding Pierrot, the sad clown from the
Comedia Del Arte as a modernist archetype (Green and Swan: 1986). For a thorough interpretation of
Minkov’s book see: Kuperman: [1930] 1959, 33-55.
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66 Minkov who edited the volume for publication added an enlightening introduction (Likht: 1955, 9-17).


The name Fabyus lind locates the persona in an extreme nontraditional Jewish context. Avrom Sutskever in his review of the book in the Warsaw daily Haynt (Sutskever: 1937) explained that the name Fabyus derives from the word fever and Lind from freshness, mildness. These represent the two psychological poles of the persona\s character. While Benjamin Harshav (2002: 150) argued that the soft and gentle sounds of Lind have no Jewish harshness to them, Dov Sadan (1961: 117), maintained that the Jewish enlightenment tradition identified the name with the folksy, provincial Yiddish name Fayvesh (originating from the Latin Vivus). The truth must clearly lie with Harshav, for Leyeles chose Fabyus and not Fayvesh in order to distance his character from his Jewish roots. In addition to deciphering the provenance of this unusual name,
the critics automatically identified Fabyus with its creator Leyeles. Glatshteyn ([1937]1978, 165, 167) wrote that Fabyus lind, in the tradition of Mendele Moykher Sforim, is a symbol of a Jewish writer understanding Jewish sorrow. Sadan viewed Fabyus as Leyeles’s alter ego (1961: 117), an opinion endorsed by Novershtern (1995,
162). There is ample evidence for this identification from the poems themselves. A. Leyeles, for example, is mentioned explicitly in the opening poems of the book. Leyeles and Fabyus share some biographical data as well. Both are Polish Jews, who come from “Doyres kleynshtetldike poylishe yidn,” “Generations of small-town Polish Jews” (Harshav: 1986, 145).
The biographical resemblance between Leyeles as a Yiddish poet and his persona is felt more in the concluding poems of the book. Titled Der friling geyt (“The Autumn Leaves”,) the eighth octavo of Tsu dir--tsu mir clearly states that Fabyus is in fact a Yidish-dikhter, (a Yiddish poet, 239). The twentieth octavo declares that Yiddish poetry


is Fabyus’s beloved home (his second home is the asphalt covered New York, 243). The following octavos (9-14) express poetic opinions that were outlined in the book’s opening manifesto. Fabyus is alone in his campaign for an intellectualized idiom in Yiddish
poetry. The loneliness of the modernist fighting vulgar populism is connected here to the fundamental marginality of a poet walking on the edges of avenues and streets (241). The poet is a product of his time, but his response is not timely. The Yiddish modernist
suffers from an intrinsic and extrinsic marginality both as a modernist and Yiddish poet. Leyeles argues that the ultimate form of modernism as a marginalized form of artistic expression can be achieved paradoxically only in Yiddish. In the second to last octavo of the poema (245) Leyeles and Fabyus are almost united.



Nokh fertsik yor-- linds gantse lebns-date— Ersht trefn zey zikh oybn nokhamol…
Fun lodzh bet im der alter, guter tate:
Mayn zun—a briv, oyb nisht bashert dayn kol.

After forty years-- Lind’s entire life span Now they meet each other again above… The good old father in Lodz begs him:
My son, write a letter, if I am not fated to hear your voice.



In 1933, the year the poema was published, Leyeles was forty-four years old. A similar scene as the one just described happened to “Aron” in the poem Mayn mame, (“My mother,” 9-10) when the father living in Lodz notified him in a letter that his mother died. Since the octavo mentions the renewed relationship between Fabyus and his father the persona is referred to, for the first and only time in the book by only its last name- Lind.
Critics identified Fabyus with its creator. However, as seen from the above analysis the relation between Aron Glants, A. Leyeles and Fabyus lind is more


complicated. The book published under a penname begins with the actual poet, describes the daily life of Fabyus in both the first and third person and ends with the removal of Fabyus in favor of Lind. The balance between Fabyus and Lind is shattered and the reader is left with a de-masked persona, with an exposed self. Leyeles gave Fabyus the basic frame of his biography: a Yiddish poet born in Lodz to a well rooted family of Polish Jews, who immigrated and acculturated in New York. But in what way is Fabyus not Leyeles, especially in poems addressing Fabyus as a character in the third person? If one of the main intentions of the book is the equilibrium of Fabyus and Lind, it is important not to overlook the complicated relations between A. Leyeles and Fabyus lind. This formulation is a key to understand the meads of ironization employed by the poet and his unreliable speaker in relation to their invented character.
The fundamental psychological characteristic of Fabyus is a symmetrical personality split attributed to a specific genealogy. The poem February 7 describes this inheritance.



Ikh hob geyarshnt nayivn ofnharts
Fun doyres kleynshtetldike poylishe yidn, Un shpitsike reyd
Fun heysgebodene froyen in mayn klan.
A blinde yuni-nakht hot alts oysgemisht
Un mikh aroysgeshikt—
On aynzeenish far simetriye. (24)

I inherited naïve open-heartedness
From generations of small-town Polish Jews, And sharp talk
From hot-bathed women in my clan. A blind June-night mixed it all
And sent me out—
With no regard for symmetry. (Harshav: 1986, 145)


On the one hand, Fabyus is naïve and generous. His tolerant heart is open to the environment and to other people. On the other hand, he is also sharp, witty, hot-headed and offensive. These opposing characteristics derive from two sources: national and gender-oriented. The national explanation argues that Fabyus’s passivity stems from generations of Polish Jews rooted in the countryside. Lind represents the peasant’s naïve mentality of resignation and openness. The more aggressive aspect of his personality, represented by Fabyus, comes from certain women in the clan. The contrast between generations of Polish Jews and specific female members of the tribe is the conflict between generalized inheritance and individualized choice. The gender-oriented narrative subverts the national one: the naïve Polish Jews are men, while the members of the intimate tribe are women. The gender roles are reversed: men are naïve, open hearted and passive and women are clever, sophisticated and active. The strong qualities typical to Leyeles the combative poet were inherited from individual women, while the soft mild side of A. Glants comes from the patriarchal domain.
However, the symmetry of Fabyus and Lind is suddenly interrupted, by a blind June night. The unpredictable and indifferent summer night that the mature self interacts with has left him with no symmetry. The nature of this obstruction can be attributed to the tragic interaction between self and world, but also to the immigrant’s condition: Polish-born Fabyus is resurrected in a New York apartment where he can enjoy an occasional “joke with myself,” “Mayn eygn shpas mit zikh aleyn.”
This bipolar inheritance is also explained using an intrinsic psychological argument. The brilliant poem Fabyus lind tsu fabyus lind (“Fabyus lind to Fabyus lind,” in the center of Tsu dir-tsu dir, 206-210), is the ultimate manifestation of this trend. The


poem is a drama (or a dramatic monologue featured graphically on the pages of the book)

between Fabyus lind I and II. The opening sets the tone for the following argument.




F. L. eyns: oyf di kolrite gumis fun iluzye
Vi lang nokh vestu tretn?
F. L. tsvey: kh’volt in gantsn nisht getretn
Ven nisht a rege iluzye yedn tog.

F. L. One: on colored rubber soles of illusion
How long will you tread?
F. L. Two: I wouldn’t tread at all if not
For one moment of illusion each day (Harshav: 1986, 165).



Fabyus One represents the rational realistic aspect of the personality (one can even say the superego) and Fabyus Two the delusional creative one (the id). The image of Fabyus as a tightrope walker working in a circus is typical of many Fabyus poems. For example, in the poem Der balagan (“The Mess,” 201) he is a “payats oyf di yeridim,” “clown in country fairs” who shows tricks for an occasional low class audience. The carnivalesque nature of Fabyus Two’s bohemian existence is attributed by Fabyus One to his tendency to color reality with illusion. The elastic rope (made out of a rubber band) is a metaphor for the flexibility of the imagination and the creative process. The conflict between the rational and the irrational is manifested in the terminology of denial and repression as defense mechanisms. The answer given to the accusatory question of Fabyus One that he can not walk without a moment of illusion each day reveals Fabyus’s addiction to this denial mechanism. However, since both Fabyus One and Two are parts of the same self it should be assumed that both are aware of it and that Fabyus Two’s position is not at all rebuked. The disciplined rational part of the personality gives shape and insight to the


primal unstructured one. In retrospect Fabyus Two is subverting the normative and regulative dimension of his own self.
This philosophical dialogue develops into a debate between the two. Fabyus One wants not only to expose Fabyus Two’s mistakes but also to curb his rebellious sibling. The more Fabyus One’s tone becomes piercing, invasive and definitive, the more Fabyus Two’s responses become metaphorically vague and personal. Fabyus One is pushing Fabyus Two into a corner demanding him to stand up for himself and show courage in face of public conformity. It is the time “fun himnen tsu tsvey moltsvey,” “of hymns to two-times- two” and one can lose his personal identity. Fabyus Two, on the other hand is finding excuses why he is not fulfilling the role of a rebellious individual. He has tried it (the mantra “Hob ikh probirt,” “I tried” returns as a leitmotif three times throughout the poem), but with no luck due to his weak character. Fabyus One does not approve of this passivity, pressuring Fabyus Two to express his own inner thoughts “Un vos hostu aleyn gezogt, o fabyus lind,” “And what did you yourself say, Fabyus lind?” At this turning point in the poem the debate moves from revolving around public external issues to more existential inner concerns. The word Aleyn changes its meaning from yourself to alone. The last part of the poem concludes with loneliness and fear of death. The refusal to conform to the demands of a particular community is the reason for Fabyus Two’s oblivion. The last question presented to him by Fabyus One “Un vos hostu aleyn gezogt,
o fabyus lind,” “And what did you yourself say, Fabyus lind?” now remains unanswered.

Besides being a middle-aged Yiddish poet acculturated in New York, Fabyus lind lives many different lives. In the last two octavo of Mertsove vintn, (March Winds, 198) we read that “Fabyus lind fil lebns firt er,” “many lives he lives.” In the life that is clear


he is a balanced man and a father, a respectable citizen of bourgeois society. He has his close circle of friends and enemies. But he also lives additional lives like a cat with many souls. These are the lives subverting the superficial balance of the normative civilian. The heterogeneity of Fabyus’s personality, justified by the split nature of his character, is manifested in the metaphor of the mask often used in the poems to describe the artificial nature of Fabyus’s existence. The poem February 17 (35) depicts Fabyus’s living space
as a kingdom of “etlekhe opgetsamte kestlekh,” “a few fenced crates” (Harshav: 1986,

147). The life of the modern man is condensed to cramped apartment buildings in which he bounces from one numbered house to another. The fenced crates are a metaphor for
the inner self blocked by its own external surroundings. When Fabyus leaves his kingdom he puts on a “tsuzamengeshtelte maske fun umru un tsetumlenish,” “composite mask of unrest and confusion.” The insomniac Fabyus goes out into the world wearing a hybrid mask of unrest and confusion that extracts an associative wreckage of unpleasing past memories. Fabyus’s head, heavy from the burden of his mind, is on a side in the middle
of “fal un brokh,” “crush and downfall.” The mask of unrest and confusion turns at the end of the poem into a death mask after Fabyus’s brain exhausted all its tricks, inventions and delusions.
Leyeles explores human personality using Freud’s depth psychology. The poem Fabyus lind rayt oyfn vint (“Fabyus lind Rides the Wind,” 139-141) says it explicitly. In the third part of this poem in four parts Fabyus’s lust for the female body is described as a primal gorilla obsession that the urban gentleman covered up with civilized manners. Fabyus is a gentleman.


Fun der getsamter, tsivilizirter shtot nyu york,
Vos vandlt nor a mol iber di samik-reytsndike shtegelekh
Fun froyds kholem-taytshung.

Of the restrained, civilized city New York
Who wanders at times in the exciting-poisoning paths
Of Freud’s dream-interpretation. (Harshav, 157)



The mask of the refined intellectual who represses his beastly sexual urges is so thin that it can be easily shattered. Even though he is a married man Fabyus is engaged in sexual pursuit. His sex drive is one of the main primal urges that subvert his daily routine. The poem Farriglt tsimer (“Locked Room,” 199) finds Fabyus in a close encounter with a foreign woman. Fabyus is small and trembling while the woman is big and threatening. The woman is described like a fertile mare shedding fresh scents of stable and forest. Fabyus is intimidated by the whole situation and therefore wishes to die. Fabyus does enjoy briefly the goodness of this casual encounter. However, in the long run it enhances his fear of being alone.  The sexual passivity and inadequacy stands in sharp contrast to the articulate virility of the verbal artist. The perplexed individual is a tool in the hands of his own desires as well as an actor in a social drama he has no control over.
In a world of dehumanizing technology, violent revolutions and mass capitalism Fabyus needs a reliable defense mechanism. He finds it in the meditative condition of apathy. Since reality is even scarier than his worst nightmares Fabyus walks around half awake and half asleep in a perpetual state of insomnia. The poem February 26 (46) begins with an allusion to the traditional Jewish lamentation of the destruction of the Temple.


Bay di taykhn fun nyu york bin ikh gezesn Gornisht fargesn, zikh gornisht dermont Un nisht geveynt.

By the rivers of New York there I sat Forgot nothing, remembered nothing And did not cry.



The poem’s opening alludes to the famous Psalm 137: “By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, yea, we wept, when we remembered Zion.” The national lamentation over the destruction of the Temple is turned by the modernist into a private meditation on man’s loneliness in the big city. Yet Fabyus’s reaction to the permanent condition of exile with no redemption is not at all emotional; he does not shed tears as the original psalm commands him to nor does he play his harp (like king David) praying for the
coming of the messiah. The proper reaction for Fabyus is the one of fixation that does not let him remember but also forget anything. This anti-messianic approach challenges the national-romantic tendencies in Yiddish poetry, but also makes the reader aware of the overly repressed nature of Fabyus’s personality that leads him at times to be emotionally barren.
This existential apathy--a clear reaction to modernity--is attributed in the poem Fabyus linds teg (“Fabyus lind’s Days,” 137-138) to Fabyus’s intellectual inadequacy. The first part of the poem describes Fabyus’s daily routine as a complicated maze of hardship, depression, haunted memories and bewilderment. The second part poses the question “Farvos kon zikh fabyus lind nisht onkhapn/ Far di poles fun der tsayt/ Un mitgeyn in di reyen fun ale marshirer,” “Why can’t Fabyus lind hold on to/ The coattails of these times/ And stride in the rows of all the marchers?” (Harshav, 137) but the question is never answered since the lonely Fabyus is not equipped with the right brain


for this type of question “Un volt er gekont oysmoyekhn an entfer/ Volt er nisht gefregt,” “If he could brain-out an answer, / He would not have asked.” In the final lines of the poem, Fabyus’s way of thinking is described in opposition to the mainstream modern scientific mind: “Der kheshbndiker moyekh hot fabyus lindn keyn mol nisht gut gedint,” “The calculating mind has never served Fabyus lind.” The calculus man is the man of the future: he is in command of his life, has solved or is about to solve all of humanity’s problems and has no time for reflection and contemplation. Fabyus, on the other hand, is surprisingly not a man of his time: not only is unable to conform to the new society’s demands (and walk forward with all the other marchers); he does not even have the right type of intelligence to comprehend basic information. His idiosyncratic and individualistic mind was probably suitable for the naive romantic poet of the past.
Fabyus is therefore not a product of his time but a victim of it. The third person narrative employed by Leyeles in this poem as in many others serves as an ironic tool: the positivist ideologies of modernism (fascism, communism and capitalism) do not bring prosperity and optimism to mankind. On the contrary, they worsen man’s conditions delivering new-old pains and miseries. Leyeles shares Freud’s pessimistic take on
western culture’s inability to overcome man’s primal psychological urges. However, Fabyus is not a rebel. As a contemporary variation of the 19th-century French Flâneur, Fabyus is a homeless vagabond traveling aimlessly mostly at night on the streets of his city. Restless and vulnerable he is a byproduct of the constant attack on his senses. For protection he uses the mechanism of apathy.



Fabyus lind iz in ot di teg fun grade relsn
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Gornisht vakh.


Er geyt arum shoen, teg Un kholemt gole nishtoen. A tsayt, vos nishto,
A land, vos nishto, Mentshn, vos nishto,
A Fabyus lind, vos nishto.

In these days of straight rails, Fabyus lind
Is not awake.
He strays for hours, for days, And dreams of pure isn’ts.
A time that isn’t,
A land that isn’t, People that aren’t,
A Fabyus lind who doesn’t exist.



Fabyus’s crooked way of thinking leads him to imagine not only the annihilation of the world and other people but eventually of himself. This original way of looking at the world is at the same time nihilist and counterproductive. It is important to note, however, that Fabyus is not the romantic chosen poet or the symbolist cursed one. He is (unlike his creator) the average, common sensual man who lives on the margins of society.
The reactionary dimension of this impractical personality is the basis of Fabyus’s marginalized gaze. What seems to be in real life passive and weak is turned into vigor and graceful poetry. The previous discussion examined Fabyus’s uncharted inner world. The following analysis will exhibit the relations between self and world.
February 21 (40-41) depicts a late-night ride in an empty subway car. The rhymed couplets tell the story of how Fabyus took the train with three other lost souls,
him serving as the Zaytiker kuk, marginalized gaze. All three are grotesque characters in a forlorn drama: one is a war veteran walking on crutches, the second a singing drunk and the third is an old black woman. The fourth person is the poet witnessing, yet not partaking in the occurrences. The scene itself is somnambulant due to the late hour (three


o’clock in the morning) when things “Farlirn zeyer mos un vog,” “loose their balance.” Interestingly Fabyus is serving as the fourth (and not the third) wheel. The three “Shpetnakhtikhe layt,” “late night people” turn at the end of the poem into “Fargesene layt,” “Lost people,” immortalized by the zaytiker kuk. When Fabyus looks beyond his conflicted self he manages to view reality with a concrete, nonjudgmental and sympathetic gaze.
Most of the Fabyus poems are part of a first-person intimate diary. Some poems find Fabyus in front of the mirror seriously examining himself while objectifying his subjectivity (for example, January 29 [15], or February 9 [26]). The uncharted territory of the self is full of looming mountains and monkey-infested jungles (February 14 [32]). After Fabyus establishes his subjectivity he can turn the penetrating gaze of the cartographer towards the outside. He is using the unique compassionate gaze in poems addressing current events. Fabyus identifies with people who are not in a position of power. For instance, the poem February 1 (18) is a fable about a man sentenced to death at the guillotine. The macabre narrative is a debate between the iron-made machine and its flesh and blood victim. The victim himself, unlike the machine, the friendly hangman and the happy spectators, is not bloodthirsty. Yet he economizes not only with his blood but with his words. He does not protest his innocence. He knows that it will not help since every part of this system has its function: the machine is made out of iron the way
the victim is innocent (“Du bizt bloyz ayzn, / Ikh bin bloyz umshuldik”). Both facts do not change reality, however, since the machine has the nature to be powerful (the hanger to be friendly and the masses happy) the powerless victim has the right to be innocent.


The power structures of society are well known to Fabyus. Poems such as February 2 (13) and February 13 (30-31) critique mob mentality and the way ideologies program people to be part of a familiar collective (the first poem) or an organized state (the second). February 13 describes how citizen Bunem, the archetypal respectable civilian, wakes up from his carefree sleep (the state having solved all of man’s problems) and begins to sing songs to the stars that for a long time did not have anyone singing to them. In this situation the Zaytiker kuk re-sentimentalizes and deprograms the citizen. This is also what the ars-poetic poem February 15 (33) does when it declares that the poet needs to long for the word that should “opshteln di retsikhe fun mide beyze makhnes,” “stop the murder of exhausted angry camps” or “fartsien mit a nepl di oygn
fun shtarke layt,” “delay with fog the eyes of strong people.” Poetic language always stands in opposition to power and murderous inclinations. The new language that the poem recommends is the paradoxical one that



[…] redn vi dos shvaygn fun a grayz
Ven er kukt oyf der zun oybn un oyf a levaye untn
Mit dem zelbn zeendikn blik.

Speaks like the silence of a error
When it reaches above to the sun or to a funeral underneath
With the same preceptive glance.




The ability to draw a straight insightful line between two remote temporary phenomena is a new-found poetic closeness that cures apathy and indifference. When Fabyus looks outside his own self he restores the connection between man and world and then “fun
dayn harts shtraln zikh brikn in ale zaytn,” “from your heart beam bridges in all


directions.” A new balancing bridge was formed-- a modernist bridge that is stretching from the self to all corners of the universe.



Fabyus lind and the Political World




The previous section explored the way world affairs were viewed through the marginalized gaze of Fabyus lind. However, Leyeles used this persona in only a small fraction of the book. The following section will examine the political events of the 1930s through the eyes of Leyeles’s poetic speaker. The political reality of the 1930s is very much apparent in many poems in Fabyus lind. As a modernist Leyeles reacts to the events of the time from an ironic non-messianic perspective. The poems of the section Fartogn un nekht (Dawns and Nights) begins with an ode to the Jewish people, Lid tsum yidishn folk (“Poem to the Jewish people,” 81). The poem is a manifesto of Jewish martyrology. The Jewish response to generations of constant persecution is the apathy of knowing the existential truth of human temporality. The poem creates two types of expectations: a revolutionary one demanding that Jews change their fate and a conservative one anticipating Jewish defeat. But halfway through the poem, in its third stanza, the fatalistic approach is modified. The speaker who in the first half of the poem
is not necessarily part of the people he is addressing recognizes something else in the eyes of these empty faces; the troyer fun der gantser lumpiker planet—the sorrow of the entire worthless universe. This powerful emotional expression manages to penetrate the indifferent speaker, who can now love his people with a love that is greater than the one a son has for his father. The second half of the poem brings a synthesis of revolution and


reaction-- the Jewish people does not rebel against its oppressors, yet it preserves the right to have farakhtung tsu der shtarkayt fun di shleger—contempt for the strength of the persecutors.
The anti-heroic mentality of the oppressed, celebrated by the modernist for its realism, is the key to understanding Leyeles’s political and existential reaction to the revolutionary condition. The Russian revolution in general is satirized as a poshete mayse (“simple story”) disregarding basic human needs (A poshete mayse, 83-85). On the other hand, America in 1927 was an optimistic empire of faceless masses illuminated by
electric lights that was became the beastly capitalist society that electrocuted the Italian anarchists Sacco and Vanzetti (America 1927, 86-91). The Italian Futurist Filippo Tommaso Marinetti, one of the heroes of the literary avant-garde, and the poet Gabriele d’Annunzio are criticized for supporting Italian Fascism, using their pen for deadly rhetoric.



To vi, poetn?
Vet ir mit marinetin un d’anuntsion
Onheybn brayen vegn der funktsye fun der pen, Az zi farmogt mer bren afile vi di biks

Then how poets?
Will you with Marinetti and d’Annunzio Begin go on about the function of the pen, That it possesses more zeal than all the guns



The speaker mocks the pretentious attempt of poets looking to expand the function of poetry to real life. The limited role of literature as a sober formulator of harsh reality is also its source of strength and independence. Leyeles is horrified by the deadly possibilities of ideas expressed by irresponsible intellectuals in a time of war. An


engagement with the political does not mean for him the reduction of poetry to a simplistic rhetoric, but rather an expansion of human mind and consciousness.
Fartogn un nekht ends with an extremely complicated long poem, Di almone un er (“The widow and he”), dramatizing daily life in the proletarian haven of the Soviet Union. Lenin’s own widow was chosen to lampoon the fetishistic youth culture of the Stalinist era (Roskies: 1980, 363). In his review of Fabyus lind Glatshteyn (1978, 167) termed this poem the most dramatic poema in Yiddish. The two characters of the poem are manifestations of the same mental split typical of Fabyus: the dominant masculinity of the er (he) and the manipulative passivity of the widow. The poem itself revolves around Lenin’s widow engaged in an ongoing dialogue with her deceased husband and Stalin whose pictures decorate her house. After summarizing major events in the life of the great revolutionary, the poem moves to a direct dramatic dialogue between the two, Stalin representing absolute power and intellect, and the widow questioning his authority from the perspective of the reactionary past. In the conclusion of the poem the widow remains alone at night in Moscow. In the festival of Stalinist youth she has no room. The section ends describing the coming of night as a metaphor for the possible destruction of the world.
When addressing political topics, the penetrating intellect of Fabyus lind’s speaker does not obey any conventional opinions. The poem Birobidzhan (82) criticizes the positive view of Stalinist Russia that was popular among Yiddish-speaking intellectuals around the world. The autonomous, Yiddish-speaking region of Birobidzhan that was established in 1934 was glorified in many Yiddish poems. A typical example is


the poem Birobidzhan written by the poet A. Rontsh and collected in his book Hungerike hent (Hungry Hands) in 1936.67



Es vet zikh yidish blut nit gisn
In land fun di sovetn
Nor lid fun frayhayt vet bagrisn
Di erd vos zey batretn (125).

Jewish blood will not flow
In the land of the Soviets
Only a song of freedom will welcome
The earth on which they march.



It is reasonable to assume that Leyeles knew Rontsh's poem (published in book form a year before Fabyus lind). But unlike the proletarian poem praising the revolution for bringing freedom and peace in an ideal agricultural environment, Leyeles’s poem emphasizes the overripeness and false optimism of the messianic dream of Jewish Communism.



Gey oyf
Gey purpur-royt oyf, Yidish lid.
Groy-poshet farzeyt, Gey oyf purpur-royt In biro-bidzhan.

Rise
Rise purple-red, Yiddish song.
Sown in simple gray, Rise purple-red
In Birobidzhan.


67 The poet Yitzkhok Elkhonen Rontsh (1899-1985) was born in Poland and came to America in 1913. He was a member of the Communist writers’ group Proletpen that was attacked by Inzikh. His fourth book of poetry Hungerike hent, was published by Signal, Proletpen’s literary journal, and is a typical example of communist aesthetics (Rontsh: 1936).





In Rontsh's poem Jewish blood stops flowing, suggesting that the establishment of Birobidzhan brought an end to Jewish persecution. In Leyeles's poem, the red flag that the Yiddish song waves is purple-red, signifying its artificial nature. The contrast of this almost royal color to the gray simplicity of the sowing symbolizes the messianic urge to rise above reality. It also alludes to the contrast between the quasi-legendary content of the proletarian poem (Rontsh's poem says, “Biro-bidzhan iz oys legende / Nor land fun
pionern,” “Birobidzhan is no longer a legend/ But the land of pioneers”) and the grayness of its simplistic artistic style.
In the second stanza of Leyeles's poem this metaphor of masculine sexual virility in relation to the messianic awakening is expanded, until it dominates the whole poem in its kitschy ripeness.



Zing yidish lid,
Tsum frukhtbarn shnit In veykh-shvartser erd. Zing tsu metalenem bliask, Unter nayem himl.
Tsum shtol fun aker un lom, Tsum gold fun zangiker reyfkeyt, Tsu muskulner shteyfkeyt—
In biro-bidzhan.

Sing Yiddish song, To the fruitful slit
In the soft black earth. Sing to the metal glare, Under the new sky.
To the gold of corn-eared ripeness To the steel of plow and crowbar, To the muscular stiffness—
In Birobidzhan.


The Yiddish song is asked to sing the praises of this new agricultural and technological era that seems almost too ripe to be possible. The poem ends with an ecstatic call for the poem to publicize the “vayt fremdn nomen-- biro-bidzhan,” “far off name-- Birobidzhan.” The legendary land of salvation remains distant and strange, mainly because it is not a
real place, but a place invented for sheer propaganda.

The shallow rhetoric of the pseudo-masculine pioneers is also the topic of the poem Hebreish (“Hebrew,” 134). It is the first time in the book that Leyeles directly addresses his role as a Yiddish poet who stands in opposition to the Zionist Hebraists. Di khaveyrim mayne—the Friends of the Yiddish poet are under attack by the takifim- hebreistn—bigshot Hebraists. Leyeles does not believe in the collective camaraderie of the masses. He would rather give his support to the intimate friendship of individuals. The poem is a debate between Hebraists favoring the building of a Hebrew-speaking
nation in the ancient land of Israel and skeptical diaspora nationalists, with whom Leyeles as a Yiddishist is aligned. According to the poem, Hebrew youth culture formed in Israel is, paradoxically, the old spring of which Yiddish is a young sprout. Historically correct (in comparison to Hebrew Yiddish, and especially modern Yiddish literature, is in fact much younger), this idea responds to the Zionist slogan arguing that now, for the first time, “durkh hebreish kumt der ekhter yidish-shal”—through Hebrew comes the genuine Jewish cry. According to the logic of this historical imperative, the poem continues, it is Yiddish that represents youthful vitality and not Hebrew. Following the guidelines of introspectivist poetics (drafted in the opening of Fabyus lind’s Diary), Yiddish poets, unlike the angry Hebraists, dig deep into the piles of trash that are inside of their subconscious looking for gems. They do it nisht lehakhis, not out of spite, but in order to


fertilize and reenergize ancient Jewish culture. The psychological metaphor employed in the poem to describe the work of poets is historically analogous to the role of Yiddishists who rediscover under piles of historical rubbish new Yiddish gems. Yiddish modernism, according to Leyeles, remains loyal to idiosyncratic discourse and individualistic self awareness. All ideologies, Jewish and non-Jewish, are disqualified due to their lack of authenticity.
Nearing its end, Fabyus lind contains the one-act play A halbe sho (“Half an hour,” 167-177) which takes place in a prehistoric cave. The people in the cave, young and old, men and women, are living in a commune that shares not only material possessions but also sexual love. The play examines for half an hour the times before possessiveness, marriage and monogamy came into being. The main conflict in the drama is between the young cave studs and Bogly, an old man (all characters are naked, have prehistoric names and speak broken Yiddish). While the young men fight over who
should receive the favors of the cavewomen, old Bogly is left out. Therefore he comes up with the novel idea that men should only be allowed to have one woman. Having a wife, Bogly believes, will put an end to loneliness, war and the uncertainty about which child belongs to whom. The young men reject Bogly’s revolutionary idea when they realize
that they want all the women and not just one. This leads them to the recognition that
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they are looking for a woman who does not exist. What prevents mankind from achieving peace is the desire to find something and someone better. At the end the cavemen are looking for the ultimate new woman. The final stage directions of the play depict voices of animals approaching the cave, whose inhabitants are now immersed in finding the perfect woman.


The political allegory is clear: human desire to have more than is possible, combined with strong erotic desire and fear of death, are bringing mankind to the brink of chaos and anarchy. Fabyus lind is full of allusions to darkness and morbidity reflecting Leyeles’s view that Western culture is declining and returning to prehistoric times. The pessimistic view of human nature also encompasses the modernist project itself. These were modernist ideologies and ways of thinking that brought history back to its barbaric roots and to the verge of annihilation. Leyeles as a modernist cannot but wonder about
the role of similar-minded intellectuals in the production of totalitarian modes of discourse. The book’s political analysis of current events concludes with the affirmation that the marginalized power of poetic diction has the ability to protect (but not redeem) the powerless self from its own beastly conduct.



Conclusion




Fabyus lind is a complicated masterpiece of modernist poetry. Leyeles wrote it at the height of his literary career as a summary of his previous theoretical engagement with Introspectivism. Here Leyeles implemented his theoretical credo in a comprehensive
book of poetry. Never before did he attempt to write an entire book charting the depths of his psyche as a twentieth-century American Jewish poet writing in Yiddish. The result is
a dazzling mélange of themes, poetic forms and styles. The book moves elegantly from regimented formulaic poems in meter and rhyme to chaotic free rhythms and from broken personal iterations of the self to well-articulated tractates of world affairs. This heterogeneity stems from the basic personality split suggested in the book title between


the rational Fabyus and passive Lind. The opening of the book gives this split an autobiographical explanation: Aron Glants, born in a traditional Jewish family in Poland, immigrated to America as a young man to become a poet. Under the pseudonym A. Leyeles he created the literary persona of Fabyus lind sharing some of the characteristics of its creator. Even though this persona takes up only a small percentage of the book’s span, it is undoubtedly its poetic anchor. The book aims at balancing Fabyus and Lind as
a complete analysis of modern life in a time of crisis. The book ends, however, by adding a new dimension to this symmetric equation: since the book began with the actual poet, it ends with a section (Oykh ikh, “Me too”) that adds another dimension to the autobiographical self. It is the fabricated persona that is sandwiched between the real self and the new self.
Fabyus lind is a modern Yiddish poet and a marginalized Jew. He inherited his Jewish identify from generations of Polish Jews. In a modernist setting these characteristics become psychological entities representing liminal notions of marginality, powerlessness and passivity. Fabyus’s creativity and artistic mastery stand in sharp contrast to the spirit of modern times. It is the power of weakness. In some ways Fabyus is Leyeles’s alter ego. However, the poet uses irony to differentiate himself from his creation. Fabyus is an ordinary man trapped in the maze of his psychological inhibitions. Even though he is in some ways a poet, he is not the chosen prophetic poet, but rather the average mundane one. He is a homeless vagabond walking the streets of New York at night looking for salvation. Apathy and indifference dominate his life until he looks outside himself to reconnect with the surrounding world.


Chapter Five


A Despondent Rebellion: B. Alkvit's Vegn tsvey un andere (1931) in


Glatshteyn's Shadow




“Kum ikh fun an ander rase”: B. Alkvit as an Inzikhist




B. Alkvit, the penname of Eliezer Blum (1896-1963), was born in Chelm, Poland, immigrated to America in 1914 and worked as a tailor in a shop. His first book of poetry Vegn tsvey un andere (About Two and Others) was published in 1931 by Inzikh.68 This small elegant book contained most of the poems Alkvit published since he joined Inzikh in February 1920.69 Technically, Alkvit was not an “American-educated Yiddish Poet”
since he came to America at the age of 18 and was educated in a sweatshop. Born the

same year as Glatshteyn he cannot be considered part of the younger generation of Inzikhistn. Yet Alkvit was one of the most consistent students of Inzikh and was perceived as one.
Alkvit has been called” the fourth one of the triad,” after Leyeles, Glatshteyn and

Minkov (Birenboym: 1972, 44). In an obituary, Leyeles wrote that Alkvit appeared



68 Alkvit’s second book of poetry Lider (Poems) was published posthumously in 1964 (Alkvit-Blum:
1964). The book consists of all the poems originally collected in Vegn tsvey un andere in a different order, while only eleven new poems were added, mostly poems published in Tsukunft after the publication of Vegn tsvey un andere. The revised division of both old and new poems in Lider was made after Alkvit’s death and by the anonymous editors of the book (possibly Alkvit’s widow Etta Blum). A number of poems published in Inzikh were not collected either in Vegn tsvey un andere or in Lider due to their low artistic quality. In addition to two books of poetry Alkvit published a large number of essays, book reviews and short stories. Some of his stories were collected in the book Oyfn veg tsum perets skver (On the way to Perets's Square, New York: 1958). A translation of selected stories can be found in Revolt of the Apprentices and Other Stories (trans. Etta Blum, New York: 1969). All references to poems in this book are to the 1931 edition of the book (Alkvit: 1931).
69 Alkvit’s first poem Dayn harbst (“Your Fall”) was published in Inzikh, 2, February 1920. It was collected
in Vegn tsvey un andere, 51.


neither in the anthology In zikh nor in the first issue of the journal, but from then on, Alkvit became not only a permanent participant in the journal, but also “Der inzikhist tsvishn undz ale,” “the most Inzikhist among us all” (Leyeles: 1963, 177).70 Alkvit was a product of Inzikh’s poetics rather than an active leader and mentor. This is the way his role in Inzikh was often described and it determined the way his poetry was received. Glatshteyn for example, described Alkvit’s role in Inzikh as follows:



Er iz geven der imazhist fun di inzikhistn. Interesant, az der inzikh hot zikh mit im arumgekhapt, ven er iz tsugekumen bald baym onhoyb tsu der nayer grupe poetn. Un derfreyt hot men zikh mit im vayl er iz gekumen direkt fun shap un derfar vos er hot zayn ersht lid gebrakht mit impet, vegn undzer alemens shtotisher ayngemoyertkeyt (Glatshteyn: 1947, 183-190)

He was the most Imagist among the Inzikhistn. It is noteworthy that the Inzikh embraced him, when he joined at the very beginning of the new group of poets. And they rejoiced in him because he came straight from the sweatshop and because his first poem so forcefully protested our urban entrapment.



Glatshteyn stresses Alkvit’s otherness: he was the most Imagist among the Introspectivists, he came from the sweatshop and not from the university and the newspaper, and above all, he brought openness and solidity to a literary group trapped in the labyrinth of the big city and of its own psyche. Glatshteyn then goes on to shrewdly observe Alkvit’s process of becoming an Introspectivist.



Ober a nekhtiker tog. Zayn proletarishkeyt hot zikh im aponim azoy biter ayngegesn in di beyner fun kindvayz on, az er iz derfun glaykh baym tsveytn lid



70 Leyeles expresses a similar approach to Alkvit in his early essay, “Tsvantsik yor inzikh” (“Twenty Years of Inzikh,” Leyeles: 1940): “Bald vi der zhurnal ‘inzikh’ hot genumen aroysgeyn nokh der antologye iz tsu der grupe tsugeshtanen B. Alkvit-- azoy fest tsugeshtanen, az bloyz der fakt, vos zayn nomen iz nishto in der antologye, bashtetikt, az er iz nisht geven fun di ershte.” (10) [“Immediately when the journal Inzikh started to appear after the anthology, B. Alkvit joined the group- joined it so firmly that only the absence of his name from the anthology marks the fact that he is not among the pioneers.”]


antlofn mit der grester antloyfenish, un er, vos hot gezolt vern undzer proletarisher metrike, undzer nayer rozenfeld, iz gevorn der reynster imazhist un der tsimtsumdikster bahersher fun frayen ferz. Er hot gezukht sheynkayt in alts un farumklort yeder shtik konkretkayt mit an eygnartiker bildlekhkayt (ibid).

But it was all in vain. His proletarian quality, which had apparently so eaten into his bones from childhood, that from his second poem onward he fled from it as fast as he could, and he, who was about to become our second [Moris] Rozenfeld
became instead the purest Imagist and the most condensed master of free rhythms.
He searched for beauty in everything and blurred every piece of concreteness with an original (or unique) imagery.



Borrowing images from Alkvit's own poetry, Leyeles, too, portrays him as someone who stood out, and apart.



In dem groysn shteynernem vald manhatn hot geblondzhet a dikhter mit a kop shvartse gekrayzlte hor, glaykh vi er volt gehert tsu an ander rase, vi zayne tsvey royt-un-blonde brider in khelm, un er hot zikh nisht geshart a yomerdiker bay di groyse moyern, nisht gebenkt a tsekrokhener tsum shtetl, nor oyfgenumen in zikh dem nayem tsehaktn, tseshtokhenem himl un di naye mit asfaltener hartkayt bapantserte erd.

In the big stone forest of Manhattan there rambled a poet with a head full of black curly hair, as if he actually belonged to a a different race, like his two red-headed and blond brothers in Chelm, and he did not shuffle along the tall buildings lamenting, did not slobber with yearning for the shtetl, but received inside himself the new shattered, riddled sky and the new earth, armored with harshness of asphalt.



Alkvit, according to Leyeles, was not only a modern poet who had nothing in common with his town of origin, but also someone with entirely different physical features.
This image of the poet as someone who belongs to a different race stems from

Alkvit’s own self-portrait in his poem Tsu mayne brider.




Loyt mayne hor un oybershter lip
Kum ikh fun an ander rase—


(Fun vemen hob ikh dos gehert?)
Azoy shrayb ikh dos tsu mayne brider.71

If you look at my hair and my upper lip
I am from a different race— (Where did I hear it?)
That’s what I write to my brothers (Harshav: 2006, 556).



The difference between the speaker of the poem and his brothers is revealed in physical terms, using a clear racial definition. The familiarity that the poem’s title To My Brothers is shattered and becomes An opgefremdter hant, an estranged hand, the hand used by the speaker to write to his brothers. Alkvit designed his literary persona to look, feel and speak differently from his literary siblings. Even though the poem does not identify the brothers with the actual poetic brothers of the poet (Glatshteyn or Leyeles) the family model that the poem builds can be used to illustrate Alkvit’s marginal position within the family of Inzikhistn.
Alkvit’s poetry will be discussed in this chapter from the perspective of the 1930s, even though the poems collected in Vegn tsvey un andere were mostly written in the
1920s. This chapter will argue that Alkvit became Glatshteyn’s loyal student, which

made him develop various strategies to overcome his mentor’s influence and find his own voice. This is the process that Glatshteyn described as a move from proletarian poetry to pure Imagism and eventually to Introspectivism and is especially evident in Vegn tsvey
un andere.





71 Vegn tsvey un andere, 62-63. Zishe Vaynper, in a short essay on Alkvit (Vaynper: 1933), describes Alkvit’s real unique physical strangeness as follows, “Ikh gedeynkt, az dem hoypt-ayndruk, vos a. blum hot ba der ershtr bagegenish ibergelozt oyf mir, iz geven mit zayn kop hor. A gedikhte drotne tshupirne, vos iz geven oysgeleygt iber zayn kop, vi kleyne treplakh, vos firn barg aroyf.” (“I remember that the major impression that Blum left on me from the first meeting, was his set of hair. A thick wired forelock that was placed over his head like small stairs going up a mountain”).


While most of the Inzikhistn had more than one book of poetry to show for themselves by the1930s,72 Alkvit waited until 1931 to publish his first and only book to be published in his lifetime. When Vegn tsvey un andere was eventually published, its structure bore a striking resemblance to Glatshteyn’s books. Changes were made in various poems to make them closer to Glatshteyn’s, while at the same time these poems were integrated into a Glatshteyn-like frame. Alkvit made a conscious choice to acknowledge Glatshteyn as his major poetic teacher.



Vegn tsvey un andere




Vegn tsvey un andere consists of fifty-six poems divided into three consecutive sections, each named after one of the poems included therein: Oyf der lip fun yam (On the Seashore), Shtam fun mayn shtam (Root of my Root), and Ovntland (Evening-Land). In addition, each section is made up of three poetic cycles: Oyf der lip fun yam ends with the cycle San fransisko (“San Francisco”), Shtam fun mayn shtam places the cycle Tsu a
dikhterin (“To a Poetess”) near the beginning of the section,73 and Ovntland puts the
cycle Shotnberg (“Shadow Mountains”) in the middle. The poetic cycles serve as a locus for each of the sections and they create a dialectic tension influencing the entire perception of the book.






72 For the sake of comparison, Glatshteyn published three books of verse by 1929, Leyeles published four books of poetry and two plays by 1926, N. B. Minkov two books by 1927, and Mikhl Likht three by 1932. Y. L. Teler who coined the phrase American-educated Yiddish Poets published his first book in 1930, placing Alkvit’s book within the ranks of a new generation of poets.
73 The cycle Tsu a dikhterin appeared in the journal Oyfkum 2:4 (ed. Zishe Vaynper), New York, April
1927. When the cycle was collected in Vegn Tsvey no changes were made.


Alkvit was interested in presenting his poetry to the public in a symmetric and coherent structure that stands in opposition to the asymmetrical and obscure nature of his poems. Metaphorically speaking, the structure of Vegn tsvey un andere, which is also the structure of many of its individual poems, form a triangle: I, the other and other people. The book investigates the relationship between the self and its surroundings, while at the same time adds a third level to the “I—You” dichotomy. The book offers, therefore, a synthesis between self and world.
The title of the book is taken from the poem Vegn tsvey (“About Two,” 12-13). The phrase un andere, and Others, added to the title, refers either to the appearance of other poems in the book or, in a deeper sense, to the position of otherness that dominates the book.  The simplicity of the book’s title brings to mind the title of Yankev Glatshteyn’s first book of poetry Yankev Glatshteyn. As Novershtern argued the book’s lack of a title (it is synonymous with the name of its author) signifies the egocentricity of its poetic persona (Noverhstern: 1986, 131-146). In his later books Glatshteyn demonstrated a growing interest in Meta-Poetical poetry, in the origins of words. The titles alone express this shift: from Yankev Glatshteyn to Fraye Ferzn (Free Rhythms), Kredos (Credos), and eventually to Yidishtaytshn (Yiddish Exegesis). Glatshteyn moves from the territory of the self to the territory of the word (Novershtern: 1991, 199). Alkvit takes this notion one step further by giving an abstract title to his book of poetry. The book is not about one particular individual, but rather about the relationship between the self and others. The notion of language that occupies Glatshteyn's poems does not, as we shall see, arouse much interest in Alkvit.


Many of Alkvit’s poems are about the interaction between two people. The title of the poem Vegn tsvey is a good example. Located in the first section of the book Oyf der
lip fun yam (12), the poem is a ballad featuring two poor young men in their twenties living on the seashore. The poem does not disclose their identity. Only a few crucial details about the men are known: that they are young men coming from fremde lender, faraway lands, that they are poor and that they sing songs. The two came from a place they long for and when the poem ends they go somewhere, not necessarily back to where they came from. One of the main themes of the poem is homelessness.
The connection between the two (friends, brothers, partners or enemies) is never spelled out. One of the two becomes “A brik ibern vaser/ tsu di shvere geankerte shifn,” “A bridge over water/ To the heavy anchored ships,” while the other is his helper “Un der anderer hot mit im di oytsres getrogn/ Fun di shvere geankerte shifn,” “And the other one carried with him the treasures/ From the heavy anchored ships.” The poem consists of six uneven parts, creating the illusion of a logical continuous narrative. The second part begins with Iz eyner gevorn, “And one became,” the third part begins with Biz eynmol, “Until once,” the fifth begins with Az eynmol, “When once,” and the last part with Un di meydlekh, “And the girls.”
The ballad-like narrative is established from the very outest.




Tsvey zaynen zey geven
Yungen in di tsvantsiker bam breg fun yam. Un zey beyde zenen orem geven vi di feygl, Un beyde hobn lider gezungen.

There were two of them
Young men in their twenties on the seashore
And both were poor like the birds


And both sang songs.



This opening creates the expectation of a traditional ballad: poor sailors with a talent for singing come to a port, fall in love with the local maidens, and upon their departure they leave nothing but broken hearts behind. In the American immigrant convention this would be a poem about Oyf yener zayt yam, On the other side of the sea,74 exploring the immigrants' attempt to harness themselves into the new reality. Alkvit’s poem playes with these two sets of conventions by distorting the poem’s narrative: the first two parts of the poem produce a complete narrative of the two trying to anchor themselves to the new reality. This process is expressed in the two metaphors of the first man becoming a
bridge for the heavy anchored ships and in the metonymy of the heavy locks on the treasures that the two bring to shore. The content of these treasures is never revealed, since they are properly locked. In both instances the passivity of the two who Un gring iz geven zey dos leben, “And life came easy to them,” does not allow the poem to succumb to any frame of reference. The poem remains an allegory without a concrete subject.
In its third section the sequential narrative breaks down. As another cliché is introduced into the poem.



Biz eynmol hot a vayte fremde benkshaft
Geankert in zeyere lider,
Hobn zey gekusht zeyere meydlekh.

Until one time a faraway longing
Anchored in their songs,
Amd so they kissed their girls.




74 This is the title of one of the sections in Moyshe Leyb Halpern’s second book of poetry Di goldene pave
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(New York, 1924). The section consists of poems subverting the clichés of immigrant poetry.


Where did the girls come from? Since this is their first appearance in the poem the expression Vayte fremde benkshaft must allude to homesickness. The rhetoric of the line encourages this reading because the reaction the two had to the appearance of longing in their songs was not to find love but to kiss their loved ones for comfort. The girls' reaction to the longing is also strange—they do not cry, only a Diner faykhter reyakh, a “slightly damp smell” spreads all over their cheeks.
The fourth part of the poem functions as a mediator between the third and fifth parts and is written from the perspective of the poem’s speaker. It asks: where did the girls come from? They came from the house by the sea. The fifth part might shed some light on the identity of the girls and on the nature of their relationship with the two. It is reasonable to assume that the girls living by the seashore are prostitutes. This interpretation becomes stronger when, at the end the poem’s fifth section, the two want someone to say farewell as required by romantic tradition. They bring their hearts to the house near the sea, where the clothes of the girls smell from the salt of remote and strange shores. This scent can only have come from the girls' clients. The sixth and final part of the poem gives further explanation to the accidental nature of the relationship
between the two and the girls: they spend only three nights together and when it is time to leave no one is overly sad.
The poem Vegn tsvey is about the web of relationships of modern interactions.

The two come to a place, try to anchor themselves to a new realty and eventually leave no mark. What is then the nature of the encounter between the two and the world? From the first part of the poem the reader learns that the two are endowed with the talent to sing. Their songs influence the girls who will continue to sing them. The two also take


something back with them—the delicate moist scent of the girls’ tears that will now be transmitted to the rest of the world. This delicate, yet anti-sentimental aspect of the poem is highly original.
Other poems in Vegn tsvey un andere feature pairs and even trios as part of their basic infrastructure. Glatshteyn declared that the poem A gortn (“A Garden”) is a “troyeriker epitaf oyf dem bisl glik un bisl umglik fun fareyntsikte tsvey shtile mentshn,” “a sad epitaph to the little fortune and little misfortune of two lonely quiet people” (1947:
187). Leyeles argued that Alkvit’s first published poem Dayn harbst, (“Your Fall”) is “vegn tsvey mentshn,vegn a tragisher, an antoyshter libe,” “about two people, about a tragic disappointed love” (1963:178). The four poems of the cycle Tsu a dikhterin (“To a Poetess”)75 are about the mutual influence between the speaker and the poetess. The poem Tsu mayne brider (“To My Brothers”) is about the speaker in opposition to his two
brothers (they are together and he is the other), while the poem Leydis (“Ladies”) is about a group of middle aged ladies in a museum. The poem that ends the book Di yunge zkeynim (“The Young Old Men”) is about young people who are like lonely old men on hot summer days. The notion of being together and alone, part of a society, nation or race while retaining a sense of otherness lies at the center of Alkvit’s poetic credo.
The tension between the individual and his environment appears also in the formal structure of the book. The three sections of the book create a dialectical unity of time and space. The first section, Oyf der lip fun yam (On the Seashore), anticipates a new beginning (the opening poem of the section and of the entire book is Baginen


75 The identity of the poetess is not revealed, but it is possibly Ana Margolin, who published poems in Inzikh and that her poem Mayn shtam redt (“My Race Speaks”), published in 1922 (Margolin, 1991: 8-9), might be the poem that Alkvit’s poem Shtam fun mayn shtam (“Stem from My Stem”) corresponds with. Alkvit’s cycle was originally published in 1927.


“Dawn,” 9), yet the poems in the section have titles referring to night and death:

Farnakht lebn yam (“Evening Near the Sea,” 10), Nakht (“Night,”) Nakht-siluetn (“Night Silhouettes,” 18-19), Nokhn karnival (“After the Carnival,” 20-21), and so forth. In the poem Baginen, the speaker stands on Di bregn fun baginen, “the shores of dawn,” watching the sunrise over the harbor. The main metaphor of the poem, similar to Vegn tsvey, is the metaphor of an anchored ship: Hob ikh gehert dos ankern fun dem kumendikn tog, ”I heard the anchoring of the coming day.” The speaker wants to anchor himself to
the coming day, but realizes it is impossible.




Un der ekho fun di anker klep
Hot zikh vayt un breyt farshpreyt, Un tsurik gebrakht a hilfruf
Fun a zinkendiker shif.

And the echo from the anchor’s blows
Spread far and wide
And brought back a S.O.S From a sinking ship.



The sinking ship’s cry for help relates to the fact that the actual dawn is so short-lived. The passivity of the speaker in changing this reality determines the way the book will continue.
The following poems in the section take place in the big city of New York, named in the last poem of the section Dayne grozn (“Your Grass,” 34): Un ikh her dem roysh fun groysn/ Shteynernem vald manhatan, “And I hear the swell of the immense/ Stone forest Manhattan.”76 The second poem in the book to mention New York is A fidler (“A Fiddler,” 27): the old fiddler from Poland plays the Star Spangled Banner to a street


76 Harshav: 2006, 559.


audience Oyfn rog fun akhter evenyu, On the corner of Eighth Avenue. References to New York City are scarce, yet San Francisco is the subject of a cycle ending with the poem Dayne grozn.77 The people of the big city are vagabonds, sailors, beggars, drunks and prostitutes. The poems express the anxiety, loneliness and fear of the average modern person. The poem Nakht-siluetn, for example, captures the loneliness of the modern man as a separate category, as an existential mode. Some poems employ a social metaphor to criticize the conditions of the exploited masses, but they do not provide a solution.
In line with his poetics, Alkvit portrays the individual trapped inside the maze of his own psyche. The main metaphors he employs in the section are the metaphors of sea, night, as well as loneliness and abandonment, which he integrates into the synthetic metaphor of death. These metaphors create a blurry environment that stands in opposition to the individual. The section begins with dawn that is not a beginning, moves to describe life in the big city, and ends with San Francisco, a spatial opposition to the claustrophobic New York.
The section ends with the poem Dayne grozn (“Your Grass,” 34), an homage to

Walt Whitman’s Leaves of Grass.




Kh’trakht fun dayne grozn, vitman, Un her dem roysh fun groysn Shteynernem vald manhatn.

I think of your grass, Whitman
And I hear the stir of the great
Stone forest Manhattan. (Fein: 2009, 118)


77 Alkvit does not mention many concrete places in his poems. Los Angeles is mentioned only as the death place of the poet Ruven Ludvig (in the poem Mit ludvign “With Ludvig,” 77), while the poem Tsu mayne brider mentions the real birthplace of the poet the town of fools Chelm, but as a cultural stereotype. Sicily is mentioned in the poem about the aging shop worker Angelina (54). The territory of many poems is undoubtedly synonymous with New York.


San Francisco represents an expansive model of Americana. Whitman, the great bard of American democracy, is invoked to emphasize the inability of the Jewish poet to integrate into his new environment.78  The poem stands on a categorical split between hearing and thinking. The speaker thinks about Whitman’s grass, but hears the stone forest of the big city. This introspectivist approach argues that one can think of something, yet represent something else and vice versa.
The second section of the book Shtam fun mayn shtam (“Root of My Root”) further explores the idea of integration. If the dominant metaphor of the first section was death, here the main metaphor is organic—the root. The poems are seeking their roots. The anchor included in Oyf der lip fun yam is now replaced with the more refined root. In
The opening poem A tseykhn (“A Sign,” 37)79 the speaker is looking for a sign of life

from someone, either God, time or death.




Gib mir a tseykhn fun dayn lebn
On loshn loz hershn dayn viln iber mir.

Give me a sign of your life
Silently let your will rule over me.



The identification of this persona with death becomes more definite after reading the following poem in the section Du bist (“You Are,” 38) as a dialectical poem to A tseykhn. Du bist is a direct personal appeal to death: “Du bist eybik sheyn, / Vi eybik, shvarts un sheyn es iz/ Mayn eybiker bagleyter—der toyt,” “You are eternally pretty/ As eternal, black and pretty is/ My eternal companion—death.” The speaker wishes to disintegrate into the cosmic space around him. The roots appearing in the poem show that.
In toyb shtume nekht
Iz mayn troyer a lebediker shtrom vos bet:



78 For a discussion of the role Whitman played in modern American Yiddish poetry, see: Levinson: 2008.
79 The poem was published in Inzikh, 3:8, June 1923.


In mayn harts foyln vortslen fun gloybn.

In deaf mute nights
My sadness is a lively stream that begs: In my heart rot roots of faith.



The paradoxical language of the lines (the oxymoron Lively Sadness and Rutting Roots) exposes the speaker’s ambivalence towards faith. The relationship between the speaker and the forces that control him is the relationship between a vicious ruler and his slave. The poem’s imagery is full of wilt and decay in relation to such abstractions as gloybn, faith, tsayt, time (“Mit shtoybike finger firt di tsayt iber mir,” “with dusty fingers time rules me”) and benkshaft, longing. The speaker questions the validity of these notions and concludes with a call for intimacy.



Gib mir a tseykhn fun dayn lebn
Loz mikh filn dem tsar fun dayn zayn.

Give me a sign from your life
Let me feel the sorrow of your being.

Recognizing the sorrow of being is what the speaker is asking for, an intimacy between two autonomous beings—almighty death and the passive human being. The presence of death is felt in many of the poems, exploiting the possible connotations of the earth metaphor—growth and withering.
.           The cycle Tsu a dikhtern (“To a poetess,” 39-42) occupying the center of the section, is an attempt of its speaker to influence another poet, whom he refers to as shtam fun mayn shtam, “root of my root.” Unlike the familiarized title of the poem, the foreignness of the speaker to the poet is clear.


Grin fun mayn blut bistu. Un vi vilder yam-flants Shvimstu in mayn blut.

You are green from my blood. And like wild seaweed
You swim in my blood.



The poetess grows inside the speaker’s body turning his blood green. This physical acculturation process calms him down, making his body feel like a “tifer fridlakher gortn/ Oyf di gruntn fun taykhn/ bistu in mir,” “deep peaceful garden/ on the bottoms of rivers/ You are in me.”
The last part of the cycle Az di libe feygl (“When the Love Birds”) portrays an image of the speaker seated “Un kuk der velt in ponim arayn,” “and look at the world in the eyes.” The speaker is a descendant of pious ancestors, from whom he derives his passive position “Di gloybike reyd fun mayn tatn un zeydn/ Reydn fun mayne yunge beyner/ bay dayne bregn,” “The pious speech of my father and grandfather/ Is speaking from my bones/ By your shores.” The patriarchal voice of faith does not interest the young poet. From his ancestors he takes only the ability to look at the world straight in the face. From the poetess he receives serenity and calmness that result, at the end of the poem in the subtle metaphor of sleeping birds: “Dayn ponim iz a nest/ Mit shlofndike feygl,” “Your face is a nest/ With sleeping birds.”
The section ends with the process of prettification preparing the final section of the book Ovntland (Eveningland). The poem A gortn (“A Garden,” 58) is free of illusions. The garden, a symbol for man’s estate, becomes man’s gravesite. The poem expresses a cyclical worldview: the two people in the poem begin their life waiting for their shtikl erd, “plot of land” that one must receive eventually, and when the time comes


they drop dead like two heavy rocks. Their quiet bones, making no commotion, blend nicely into the garden’s earth.80
The last and final section of the book Ovntland is about the actual territory of death. The opening poem Prelud (“Prelude,” 61)81 prepares the inevitable. The first part of the poem is a call to arms against death “Shaln un shaln di krigs-rif,” “the war-cry resounds and resounds,” yet the second part ends with a cease-fire and an acknowledgment of man’s defeat: “Mir boygn di groy-raykhe kep un mir loybn,” “We bow out grey-rich heads and we praise.”
Some of the major poems in the section, such as Tsu mayne brider (“To My Brothers,”) Vortex (65), Shpiglshprakh (“Mirror-language,” 66), Arum dem rundn tish (“Around the Round Table,” 72), and Mit Ludvign (“With Ludvig”) are dedicated to the major figures of Inzikh. Tsu mayne brider, Vortex and Shpiglshprakh respond to the
poetry of Yankev Glatshteyn, Arum dem rundn tish82 is dedicated to Leyeles, and Mit

Ludvign was written in memory of one of the early Inzikhistn, Ruven Ludvig who died prematurely in 1926. It is no coincidence that Alkvit bunched together those poems that deal directly with literary influence in a section of his book in which the poets passivity is most pronounced.
The final poem of the book Di yunge zkeynim (“The Young Old-People,” 80)

strives to achieve a synthesis between young and old. The poem brings to mind



80 It is interesting to compare A gortn to Moyshe Leyb Halpern’s famus poem Undzer gortn (“Our Garden,”) which opened his 1919 book In nyu york, In New York. Halpern’s garden is an allegory of the Jewish national home. The description of the garden’s wretchedness is a defiance of any national sentiment. In Alkvit’s poem the garden, any garden, is an allegory without a subject, a sign of man’s worthlessness against death.
81 Inzikh, 2:4, January 1923.
82 The poem Vorex is dedicated to Glatshteyn, yet it was published in Inzikh, 2:1, October 1923 without this dedication. The poem Arun dem rundn tish was also published without the dedication to Leyeles in the
same issue of Inzikh.


Glatshteyn’s poem A kinderlid vegn alte layt (“A Children’s Song about Old People”).83

Glatshteyn writes a children’s poem about two old people, while Alkvit writes an old poem about two young men. Glatshteyn is interested in the effect of youth on old age and Alkvit in the effect of old age on youth. Glatshteyn’s poem begins with a defiance of death. At sunset two old men sit and talk about big topics such as, politics, the education of children, the future and the fact that the world has a blunt ruler. The chatty style of
their conversation stands in opposition to both the sunset (“A fayg di yorn zeyere vos tseyln zikh hoykh oyfn kol,” “A middle finger to their years that count themselves aloud”) and to the actual topics they discuss. The men are so relaxed they fall asleep dreaming of living a simple country life. The fear of death is postponed for a minute, while the actual sunset is descending slowly onto the world. The old men still have time left to chat.
The theme of Alkvit’s poem, on the other hand, is resignation. The men in the poem are young, tired of crying, walking the streets of the city aimlessly, pretending to cover up their mundane existence with “A faykhter goldener zhaver/ Fun ayzn un fun khokhme,” “A damp golden rust/ Of iron and wisdom.” Alkvit treats Glatshteyn’s
position with irony by describing the nature of the men’s wisdom. They are not really old (Glatshteyn was thirty three when his book was published), therefore their wisdom is a premature one, already covered with rust (the previous lines in the poem presented an image of a spider web to describe the men’s games). The speaker finds in every part of life its dialectic opposition: the hand of the creator that brings a short-term warmness of
light can also bring sadness that brings life back to its source. The imagery describing this process emphasizes the circular nature of young and old, brightness and darkness, life
and death. Alkvit ends his book with the notion of death as part of life.

83 Kredos (New York, 1929, 48).


Alkvit’s Proletarian Imagery




In his essay “Motivn fun amol” (“Motifs from the Past”) Yankev Glatshteyn portrays Alkvit’s poetry as proleterian.



Derfar hobn mir zikh mamesh arumgekhapt mit alkvits ersht lid un mir hobn in im gezen undzer ershtn un eyntsikn inzikhistishn proletaryer (Glatshteyn: 1947, 186).

That is why we truely embraced Alkvit’s first poem and saw in him our first and only proletarian Inzikhist.



Glatshteyn goes on to call Alkvit a nayer rozenfeld, a new Rozenfeld. The melodramatic poetry of the most famous of the sweatshop poet Moris Rozenfeld (1862-1923) is used by Glatshteyn to refer to Alkvit’s early contributions to Inzikh.84 Why, if so did Glatshteyn mark Alkvit’s difference from the Introspectivists with a positive reference to Rozenfeld?85
Alkvit came from the sweatshop as opposed to his fellow Izikhistn who came

from college. So far as Glatshteyn was concerned, Alkvit was supposed to supply Inzikh


84 In his essay “A shnelloyf iber der yidisher poezye” (“A Short View of Yiddish Poetry”), published in Inzikh, January-February 1920 Glatshteyn dedicates only a few dismissive lines to the sweatshop poets. They have no room in the narrative of Yiddish poetry he is formulating. Rozenfeld’s poetry is named in the essay Shoyfer blozn, Rams horn blows (Glatshteyn: 1978, 73; trans.: Landis: 1973, 30-39. For a comprehensive discussion of Rozenfeld's proletarioan poetry, see: Miller: 2007.
85 In a later essay originally published in 1962 (Glatshteyn: 1978, 203-206) Glatshteyn shows that the elitist
Inzikhistn wanted Alkvit to add an exotic proletarian spice to their homogenous intellectual group.

Er hot undz, gekumene fun universitet, glaykh gevunen mit zayns a proletarisher lid. Undz hot zikh shoyn demolt gevolt hobn an emesn proletaryer in der mishpokhe, kedey tsutsugebn kolir tsu der inzikhistisher grupe. […] B. Alkvit iz geven a shnayder un er hot take gearbet in shap bay a mashin. Dos hot im, tsuzamen mit zayn proletarish lid, glaykh gegebn an arayntrit in der grupe (204-205).

169169

He immediately won us, the ones coming from the university, with his proletarian poem. We already then wanted to have a true proletarian in the family, in order to add color to the Inzikh group. B. Alkvit was a tailor and truly worked in a sweatshop with the machine. This, together with his proletarian poem, gave him immediately a step-in the group.


with the concrete, exotic and low class flavor of the street. As a young poet trying to fit in, Alkvit wrote poems emphasizing his uniqueness. Glatshteyn approved of Alkvit’s early proletarian poems, but criticized the poet’s choice to later become a pure Imagist (186), suggesting that Alkvit was escaping his proletarian call and developing a poetic world foreign to his own nature.
In order to frame Alkvit’s proletarian poems within a modernist context Glatshteyn found a ready-made model from the early stages of American Imagism. When presenting Alkvit’s poem A kabtsn (“A Pauper,” 28), he identifies the poem’s genre in Yiddish as a Kleyn kabtsndl, A Small Pauper-like Poem, as a “monument fun an alkvitisher ‘spun river antolodzhi,’” “A monument for an Alkvit style Spoon River Anthology”(188). Edgar Lee Masters’s (1868-1950) influential classic Spoon River Anthology, published in 1915 was hailed as a refined example of an authentic American Midwestern style of poetry (Swenson, in Masters: 1962, V-VI). The book, consisting of Masters’s original poems, is designed as an anthology of relatively short monologues of the people of Spoon River, the rural town in Illinois where the author spent much of his boyhood. The book startled the American reader with its blunt free verse and the scandalous behavior of some of its characters. The cast of these monologues are all dead, the real or invented inhabitants of Spoon River’s cemetery. From the few lines written on the tombstones, Masters gave voice to the wretched and the despondent, the victims of
the American industrial dream. The dead argue with what is written on their tombstones, tell the story the way they experienced it and expose the true nature of modern life. Among the monologists are working class people, doctors, lawyers, soldiers, policemen, as well as criminals, drunks, hoboes, prostitutes and murderers. The book does not


judgethem; it lets them give their version of the story in a straightforward spoken language.
Glatshteyn mentions A kabtsn as an example of Alkvit’s closeness to Yiddish proletarian poetry and to Edgar Lee Masters’s Spoon River. Partly following Glatshteyn’s developmental narrative, this chapter will argue that the Introspectivist proletarian imagery, the one that made Alkvit “A Second Rozenfeld,” can be found mostly in the following poems, collected in Oyf der lip fun yam, the first section of Vegn tsvey un andere: Vos der vagabond hot mir dertseylt (“What the Vagabond Told Me,” 14-15), A fidler (“A Fiddler,” 27), A kabtsn (28), and Far a beyn (“For a Bone,” 29). The poems tell the stories of people living in the city, on the fringes of society.
The poems, Vos der vagabond hot mir dertseylt and A kabtsn resemble the poems of Spoon River by representing lower class narrators. The first poem is the fantastical story of a vagabond who fell asleep in the city park and when he reopened his eyes he saw how next to him on the ground was the blue sky rich with white clouds and stars.
The breaking of the barriers between high and low might be realistically justified by the tendency of vagabonds to get drunk, yet Alkvit does not question the story’s authenticity. It is clear that the vagabond's vision is a result of his condition, but it is his condition that allows him to transcend normative behavior. At the center of the vagabond’s narrative stands an almost surrealist vision of a park monument teaching him to be silent. The vagabond’s encounter with the monument creates a new imaginary world.



Un mir beyde hobn gezen Vi arum undz oyf der erd Kniyen di vayse fule volkns Vi nakete shvangere vayber.


Un fun zeyere tsaytike kerpers Glitshn zikh aroys serpike levones Un shpringen vi zilberne krolikes Oyf di beymer
Un---

And we both saw
How around us on the earth Knelt the full white clouds Like naked pregnant women. And from their mature bodies Slipped out sickle moons Jumping like silver rabbits
On the trees
And---



The clouds and stars become an extended metaphor of sensual vitality and futility. The grey monument ceases to be a threatening entity that one kneels to, but rather becomes the vehicle that bridges the gap between the clouds symbolizing mature nourishing mothers, the sickle moons resembling silver rabbits and the trees. The
fantastic narrative ends when the police take the vagabond away, leaving the poet with an unfinished story, a broken piece of marginal life.
The poem A kabtsn (“A Pauper”) so beloved of Glatshteyn is a shorter version of the previous poem. Since this story is delivered by the pauper himself, its lines are short, hard and direct. The pauper is the ultimate byproduct of the city in which he lives.

Ikh kum fun shtot.
Ikh bin der kholem fun shteyn. Derfar bin ikh azoy din un groy, Un ikh hob keyn shtime nisht.

I come from the city.
I am the dream of a stone.
That is why I am so slender and grey, And have no voice.


In sweatshop poems the workers are synonymous with the machines they operate.86 The poems represent the dehumanization of labor in capitalist industry. The melodramatic tone of the poems expresses the poets' objection to this situation. In Alkvit’s poem the pauper’s condition is existential and perfectly logical: because he lives in a city built out of stone he resembles the stone and like the stone he is slender, grey and above all— voicless. He can not shout or change his reality. The complete passivity of the pauper
stands in opposition to the anticipated active metaphor of the city as a place full of traffic, people, movement and noise. What seems to be logical (the words derfar, “therefore,”
and khotsh, “although,” repeated three times in the poem demanding a logical turn of events), the pauper's resemblance to the city is not altogether so logical, assuming that the pauper can absorb the city’s active side. This type of logical argumentation continues in the poem’s second half when the pauper explains why he cannot go into the marketplace to beg for money.



Derfar vil ikh mit mayn geveyn
Oyfn mark nisht geyn
Khotsh kh’bin oykh a kabtsn in zibn poles.

Therefore I won’t go crying
In the marketplace
Although I am also a certified pauper.



If the urban metaphor is correct then a modern pauper, the dream of a stone, will not be able to fulfill his traditional task as a pauper—his crying voice will not be heard. The use of the traditional Yiddish idiom a kabtsn in zibn poles (literally means a pauper in all


86 Classic examples are Moris Rozenfeld’s Di svetshop (“The Sweatshop,”) Der bleykher opereyter (“The Pale Operator,”) or In shap un der heym (“In the Shop and at Home”), Rozenfeld: 1908. For an English translation see: Harshav: 2006, 13-52. Detailed interpretations can be found in: Miller: 2007, 63-145.


seven corners of his garment) denotes the pauper’s unfitness to arose sympathy: due to

his dumbness he will not receive any attention at the marketplace. The only rhymes in the poem, shteyn, geveyn, nisht geyn subvert the poem’s logical narrative: if the pauper is
like a shteyn (a stone) he has no geveyn (cry), therefore nisht geyn (he cannot go). The juxtaposition of the three rhymes leads the poem into a new level of passivity. The hardness of the stone goes hand in hand with the introspectivist demand for an
objectified, anti-sentimental poetics and not with the melodramatic style of the sweatshop poets.
In the poems Far a beyn (“For a Bone”) and A fidler the social critic is more explicit. Far a beyn begins with what appears to be a critique of capitalism. 87



Mit dem klang fun a matbeye Hobn zey gemostn mayn gedank Un ikh bin dos vokhnlid
Fun shtot un gas gevorn Far fayfndike lobuses Baynakht in vinkl gas.

With the sound of a coin
They measured my thought
And I became the weekday song
Of city and street
For whistling urchins
At night on the street corner.



The speaker's intellectual world measured by the sound of a coin represent the dehumanizing nature of capitalistic relations, yet the identity of the ones measuring the speaker's thought is not revealed and it is the intellectual and not the emotional world that become a commodity. The speaker's false consciousness is reduced to the size of small

87 Inzikh: 6, July 1920.


change turning him into the mundane song of urchins on the street corners. The limited nature of the speaker's consciousness is underscored when the speaker describes how the city robbed his strength in exchange for a bone, a handful of salt and two pennies. The stanza's conventional description of capitalist exploitation comes only after the less predictable description of the speaker's limited intellectual abilities. What interests Alkvit in this poem is not so much the capitalist machine itself, but rather the process behind the formation of the speaker's consciousness as a passive victim of capitalist indifference.
The poem A fidler tells the story of an old Jewish fiddler who plays the Star Spangled Banner on the corner of Eighth Avenue “Mit a benkshaft azh fun poyln,” “with a yearning straight from Poland.” The poem's treatment of the immigrant theme creates the anticipation that the poem will focus on the hardships of Jewish immigrants struggling to make a living. Instead Alkvit is interested in presenting a concrete psychological process. The abstract notion of yearning is delivered in the poem thorough the realistic metonymy of Ash referring to both the fiddler's yearning and his old age.



Ash fun zekhtsik yor un efsher mer.
Shtolene shpizlen fun der levone haltn dayne oygn, Az du shpilst
Oyf dem dindinem fidl, […]

Ash from sixty years and maybe more.
The Steel spikes of the moon are stored in your eyes
When you play
On the thinnest fiddle […]



In the second stanza the reason for the fiddler's condition as “Ash fun zekhtsik yor un efsher mer” is explained in the many fires he has witnessed. What is left from the


fiddler's adventurous life is a longing played on a thin fiddle. In the poem's last stanza the speaker, clearly identifying with the fiddler, asks.



Vos zhe veynt es in dem shtiln, zilber-kiln fridn
Fun oysgebrente ashn
Du gasn shpiler,
Az du shpilst dem star spengeld
Mit a benkshaft azh fun poyln?

What is it that cries in the still, silver-cool peace
Of burned up ashes
You street performer,
When you play the Star Spangled
With a longing all the way from Poland?



The poem does not express itself in pathos, but rather attempts to preserve the delicate remnant of the fire. The abstract notion of longing is objectified through the burned down ash as a metapohor of old age. The result is a poem of emotional restraint that features
one of the most recurring themes in Alkvit's poetry – man's displacement and his physical unfitness to his surrounding.
At the heart of Alkvit's proletarian poetry stands an existential struggle to fit in. The social critique in the poems is integrated into the poems larger frames of reference, the ones of passivity and otherness. It seems that Alkvit as a newcomer to Inzikh had to exploit his proletarian background to camouflage his purely imagistic style with a layer
of proletarian coloring. When it was time for Alkvit to take off the proletarian mask from his essentially modernist persona he was unjustly criticized by Glatshteyn for betraying his authentic poetic voice in favor of intellectualized conformity. In principle the early proletarian poems, hailed by Glatshteyn, were not that different from the more aestheticized poems to follow.


Alkvit's Imagist Style




Glatshteyn identifying Alkvit's proletarian tendencies also takes note of Alkvit's imagist style.



Er iz geven der imazhist fun di inzikhistn. Interesant az der inzikh hot zikh mit im arumgekhapt, ven er iz tsugekumen bald baym onheyb tsu der nayer grupe poetn. Mir hobn geshribn teoryes vegn dem, az alts iz a teme farn poet, ober mir hobn di temes arumgeviklt mit azoy fil vate fun tunkeler sugestye un mit aza tsevorfener kaleydoskopishkeyt fun oysdruk, az di konkrete temes zaynen oysgerunen

He was the most Imagist among the Inzikhistn. It is interesting that Inzikh embraced him when he first joined the new group of poets. We wrote theories how everything is a theme for the poet, but we wrapped the themes with so much cotton of dark suggestion and in such a vague kaleidoscopic idiom that our concrete themes leaked out.



Glatshteyn points out the fundamental difference between Introspectivism and Imagism; while the latter is recognized by its tendency to be concrete, short and clear, Introspectivism, in its early stages, was unclear, disorganized, suggestive and kaleidoscopic. Inzikh's famous openness to thematic pluralism was limited to expressing what penetrated the intellectually perplexed subconscious of the young Leyeles, Glatshteyn, Minkov and their immediate circle of friends. Alkvit was interested in overcoming the blurry nature of Introspectivism by replacing it with the hard epigrammatic disconnectedness of Imagism. Alkvit stripped the poems from the scaffolding of referentiality, leaving them with the harsh nakedness of exterior reality. Yet the attempt to reach a different type of relationship between the self and its other, or between the disconnected parts of reality, remains even more intact in these objectified little poems.


In his obituary of Alkvit, Leyeles named him “Der inzikhist tsvishn undz ale,” “the most Inzikhist among all of us” (Leyeles: 1963, 177). For Leyeles the main principles of Inzikhism were:



Frayer ferz, eygenartike un eygn-perzenlekhe imazherye, pintlekhkeyt fun vort, umsentimentalkeyt—dos alts tseykhnt bazunders oys b. alkvit's gang in undzer dikhtung. (ibid)

Free rhythm, peculiar and personal imagery, accuracy of word, anti- sentimentalism—all specifically distinct B. Alkvit's course in our poetry.



Leyeles brings Alkvit's first printed poem Dayn harbst (“Your Autumn,” 51) as an example of this distinctly imagistic style.88 The short dense poem consisting of only one extended image depicts, as Leyeles aptly observes, a tragic, disappointed love. The couple's breakup story is delivered indirectly through a series of metonymies: the “Tsiterdiker likhtflam oyfn tish,””the trembling candle light on the table” is the fragile existence of the man who is in opposition to the “Geler blum vos ranglt zikh oyf dayn gezikht,” “yellow flower that struggles on your face,” representing the woman's love gone sour. When the woman speaks, her words reach the man's ears like a “Harbst geroysh
zikh geblonket,” “An autumn noise gone astray.” The poem does not reveal the content of the woman's words, yet the terminality associated with autumn leaves suggests that she is ending the relationship. The poem concludes with the man's attempt to receive a positive emotional response from his lover, but the words coming out of his lips do not reach her, they only move the yellow flower replacing her face, the metonymy of her dead
emotions. The man's heart, as a response to the woman's strangeness feels the coldness of a “Blishtshendiker koyse,” “A Sparkling Glass.” The word Koyse, literally meaning a
88 Inzikh, 2: February 1920.


drink, represents the harshness of the woman's response; she is drinking a sparkling glass of wine, while he is suffering.
This original image can also be a mirror image of the one opening the poem—the trembling candle light on the table overlooking the yellow flower has transformed itself into the actual human heart crushed like a fragile glass of wine. It is interesting to note
that while the metonymy of the trembling light cleared the way for a more direct image of the heart, the metonymic representation of the woman is expanding, as a sign of the growing distance between the two lovers. In this more subtle turn of events, the interpretation of the poem can be more ambivalent and less tragic—that the love was not
a love to begin with, just a fantasy of the man's yearning heart (the shattered glass as his disillusionment process) and that the autumn, the symbol of all romantic despair, is a cyclic process leaving room for rejuvenation and growth. Dayn harbst is a poem questioning through its indirect style the presumptions of romantic love and more accurately it is a poem about the loneliness of the individual trapped in his own mind.
The poems Levone (“Moon,” 30)89 and September (44)90 also give an imagist

tswist to romantic conventions. The main objects in both poems are the moon and the autumn, both raising the expectation of soft, melancholy, moody poems. Yet the lullaby turns very quickly into the nightmare of lonely men. The poem Levone describes the moon like a “grayzgroe meydl/ vos nakhtvandlt iber di fintstere hayzer/ Fun undzer shtot,” “white haired girl/ Who wanders at night over the houses/ Of our city.” The personification of the moon as an unwedded aging woman (the gender of levone in Yiddish is female) suffering from insomnia is an indication of the fatigued nature of the


89 Inzikh, 2:4,  January 1923
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90 Inzikh, 2:2, November 1922


image in western poetry, but above all it is an objectified externalization of the way urban men experience their existence. The end of the poem's first stanza reveals that the expectation that the moon will bring comfort to the inhabitants was a false one.



Fun ire oysgeloshene oygn
Trifn kalte trern oyf di kep fun di hayzer.

From her extinguished eyes
Drip cold tears on the heads of the houses.



This highly metaphorical scene is very concrete: it is nighttime and the moon shines through the windows of the houses. But the more conventional description of the moon as a mother cradling her child is replaced with the harsher one of a young girl wandering the streets of the nightly city crying because she can not find love. The world lost its metaphorical certainty, leaving its inhabitants exposed to a series of unconnected images in the following stanzas: the second moves from the outside to the inside, depicting what is taking place behind closed doors. Similar to the female moon, the male tenants of the houses are fully awake in their beds in farpaynikter freyd “tortured happiness,” unable to fall asleep due to the moon's sobbing. There is no logical connection between the men
and the moon, while it is not clear whether the moon is crying for the lonely men or whether the men are unable to sleep because of the light coming from the moon's tears. Because the moon is a single woman bewailing the loss of her youth and the men are awake in tortured happiness, the implied analogical explanation for the men's insomnia is erotic frustration intensified by the moon's tears. The concluding stanza of the poem repeats the opening stanza: the lonely levone, who left her bed to wander the streets at night, is now kissing the clothes of drunken men and hookers with her cold lips. The


empathy Alkvit had in his proletarian poems to characters on the fringes of society is now balanced by the coldness of the moon's lips. If in the beginning of the poem the moon drips cold tears on the houses, not really reaching the people indoors, now it initiates real connection by giving the homeless cold kisses. The coldness of the kisses, in opposition
to the overbearing heat normally attributed to the sun, is the only intimate moment produced in this poem about urban alienation.
The poem September takes similar themes and images in a different direction. The title of the poem promises one of the most conventional themes in poetry—the autumn season. As in Levone, the poem uses images of moon, night, and love, but whereas
Levone uses violent and harsh realistic images, September applies the metaphor of mundane, lazy domestic existence. The night lies indoors playing with the moon like a “Shtile zate kats,” “quiet satiated cat.” This potentially violent scene (the night is playing with the moon like a cat with a mouse) is neutralized since the cat is full and won't harm the mouse. The room in which this nocturnal scene takes place is dreaming so that the
cat-and-mouse metaphor can be located in the concrete reality of shadows invading the room from outside. What can be potentially dangerous outside becomes mundane when it paves its way indoors. In the second stanza the dominating metaphor is of seeing in relation to obstructing vision. The heavy drapes are hanging like “Mide viyes/ Iber di
oygn fun drimlendikn tsimer,” “Tired eyelashes/ Over the eyes of the dreaming room.” The dream affecting the room is the dream of a yungfroy in september, a young woman in September. The heavy sleep represented by the drapes is a delusional reaction to the
harsh reality outside. The room becomes in the final stanza a harem equipped with soft steps, kisses, carpets and silky clothes. The entire poem is a dream of a lonely weary


young woman. The reason for the woman's weariness is not so much the anguish associated with the fall, but rather an existential ennui of the nothingness of modern existence, aptly articulated in the concluding line of the poem “Eybiker umet kroynt iber shotns fun gornisht,” “Eternal sadness crowns over shadows of nothingness.”  The horror of loneliness and mortality is well balanced in this poem with the way it debunks potentially violent scenes, allowing the young woman to dream away her misery.
Both poems concretize abstract notions such as loneliness, death, ennui and darkness. The realization of a metaphor emparts many of Alkvit's imagist poems with a strong sense of passivity and marginality. The precision of description, concreteness of imagery and disconnectedness of frames of reference shape emotionally sharp poems, yet with a careful restrained tone. Alkvit leaves room for self-irony, parody and playfulness
in the midst of the most harsh and difficult situations. A good example is the poem Akord, (“Chord,” 50), consisting of one grammatically correct sentence divided into four uneven poetic lines.



Mir trogn di shvartse last fun undzer dor
Tsum sof
Vos vart oyf undz
Vi di akordn unter di fartrakhte hent fun blindn.

We carry the black burden of our generation
To the end
Awaiting us
Like the chords under the pensive hands of the blind men.



The poem is about the final chord of man's life--death. It emphasizes the arbitrariness of death that is blind to man's needs and aspirations. The opening line of the poem is highly conventional: the Sisyphean generalized “We” carry the burden of life until the end that


awaits them for no apparent reason. Only the last line of the poem loads it with a new meaning: death is nothing but a blind pianist who plays with people's lives as if they were musical chords. Yet the hands of the pianist are pensive, therefore sensitive to the needs
of humanity. The hands of the blind have enough emotion in them to produce beautiful everlasting music. The broken structure of the poem, resembling piano chords, conveys adequately the idea that there is no room for an overdramatized vision of death and that there is still time to appreciate man's existence as a differentiated and individualized substance.
The process of unlimited passivity is best exemplified in the poem Memento91

(74). The speaker of the poem admits that he is




Shtiler fun shtil vaser nideriker fun erd— Bin ikh.

Stiller than still water Lower than earth— Am I.



There is no passive and marginal self-description per se. But the fact that the poem begins not with the actual self (I am), but rather with the self's marginality makes clear that the speaker's existence is celebrated as part of creation. Everything in the world rhetorically leads to the self at its center. The scenes in the poem emphasizing the speaker's weakness are from this point of view marking his power, the power of weakness. This stand is


91 The term Memento alludes to the Latin expression Memento Mori (remember you must die) as it is portrayed in Moyshe Leyb Halpern's poem Memento Mori (In nyu york, 1919, 109; trans.: John Hollander, in; Howe et all: 1987, 175). Halpern's poem celebrates the inevitability of death as a sign for the uniqueness and colorful onetime existence of the poem. Alkvit's Memento is more modest in scope, attempting to embrace death as part of everyday life.


made clearer when the speaker describes his relations with his friends as dos gelekhter fun mayne khaveyrim/ falt vi guter toy oyf mayne bremen, “My friends’ laughter/ Falls like good dew upon my eyebrows.” This ecological metaphor, continuing the opening
lines of the poem, establishes a defamiliarization process—the speaker, who is lower than earth, is the object of laughter among his friends. But since he is part of the earth, the laughter serves as good dew, as a nourishing substance. The speaker turns the hardships
of social relations into a powerful metaphor of growth and empathy. The second consecutive metaphor is of the speaker as a doormat. As integral parts of earth, people not only make fun of his passivity, but also literally trample on him. Even for this turn of events the speaker has an optimistic solution: his only request is a silent question, Vemes fus vet mikh tsutretn? “Whose foot will trample me?” He does not make a sound, yet knows exactly what he wants— to be left alone, while everyone else is in the midst of
marching in the same direction. Growing against the current, almost as a wild flower is in the heart of the poem's imagery.
Alkvit's imagistic style was recognized by his fellow Inzikhistn. It was conceived as a clear sign of his otherness, similar to the way his proletarian background marked him as a colorful contribution to the narrow circles of Inzikh. Alkvit himself incorporated his alleged strangeness into his poetic tendency to portray situations of restrained emotionalism and ultimate passivity. In this respect both his proletarian and imagist poems were designed to preserve Alkvit's unique voice within the strong choir of Introspectivists.


The Image of Glatshteyn in Alkvit’s Poetry




In his essay on Alkvit's poetry Glatshteyn (1947, 186) argues with more than a hint of arrogance that after Alkvit joined Inzikh with his proletarian poems he moved immediately to develop his imagist style. For Glatshteyn it was Alkvit's primitive naivete that articulated the young poet's limited talent. The biographical explanation for Alkvit's flight from proletarian poetry is rather lame. As we have seen, Alkvit's proletarian poems gave an imagist spin to a conventional theme. It is also worth noting that Glatshteyn indirectly accuses Alkvit of becoming an Introspectivist, of surrendering himself to the mesmerizing influence of Glatshteyn. How, then did Alkvit cope with Glatshteyn's influence especially in poems that incorporated themes typical to Glatshteyn or in poems that attempted to parody the image of Glatshteyn himself? Although Alkvit was unable to write poems à la Glatshteyn, it will be argued, he was nevertheless able to imitate Glatshteyn's style, create mild parodies of it and speak authentically using the words of this domineering master. As before, the legacy of passivity served as a way to establish poetic vigor.
Alkvit's poem Tsu mayne brider (“To My Brothers,” 62-63) is a response to Glatshteyn's poem Oytobiyografye (“Autobiography,”).92  Both poems aknowledge personal autobiography as a source for creative inspiration and call for the reinvention of the self as a unique creation. According to Glatshteyn, a man is not born a Jew he becomes one; while according to Alkvit the poet comes from an entirely different race.
Both poems are monologues describing the speaker's family history. Glatshteyn's poem is



92 Glatshteyn's poem was originally published in Inzikh, 3.8, November 1928. It was then collected in the book Kredos (New York: 1929, 70). Alkvit's poem was published in Inzikh, 2.5, February 1930.


a bedtime story that a father tells his son. The poem ends with the speaker saying that he sometimes writes his father a letter but nothing to his 15 brothers. Alkvit's poem is a letter written directly to the brothers. Both poems use similar poetic language and deal with the question of personal freedom versus collective memory. Both claim that they
respond to the autobiographical convention by writing autobiographical poems, but fail to do so.
Alkvit's poem is divided into three unequal sections and is written in free verse. Its second stanza begins with the line: Fun yener zayt yam, “on the other side of the ocean”93  bringing to mind the conventional theme of the immigrant experience in Yiddish poetry. The poem begins with a short introduction: the speaker, the youngest of three brothers claims that according to his hair and his upper lip he comes from a different
race. The last lines of the poem, an ironic reversal of the opening reveals the physical identity of the younger brother.



Loyt mayne hor un oybershter lip
Kum ikh fun an ander rase--
(Fun vemen hob ikh dos gehert?)
Azoy shrayb ikh dos tsu mayne brider.

If you look at my hair and my upper lip
I am from a different race— (Where did I hear it?)
That’s what I write to my brothers.



If there is a biological connection between him and his brothers how can he then come from a different race? The opening statement mocks the racist-biological approach by taking one physical characteristic (hair) and combining it with an absurd one, the upper

93 Harshav: 2006, 556-558.


lip. The parenthetical line Fun vemen hob ikh dos gehert, questions the validity of this whole discussion.94 In its final lines, the poem’s irony turns into a direct defiance of this false intimacy. The second and third parts of the poem are a letter written to the brothers, but while the second part deals directly with the brothers, a theme that may provoke nostalgia, the third part shifts completely from the exterior world of the brothers to the inner world of the self.
The poem is built as a series of oppositions, or as a kaleidoscopic process. The poor brothers from across the sea, for instance, have typical Jewish professions but they look like the surrounding gentiles: one brother rides around with a wagon of butter from shtetl to shtetl, but resembles a strong German: red flaming beard, build strong like a gate and above all looks like Wotan, the god of Nordic and old Germanic sagas, featured in Wagner's opera Die Walküre, the second brother deals in the typical Jewish trade of selling flax, but has blond hair. The absence of parents and the brothers' physical differences questions the biological connection between the three. In the whole poem there is only one detail of actual biography: the first part of the poem ends with a description of the environment to which the brothers belong.

Tsu zey un der shure berglakh
Vos shlofn vi grine ki
Oyf a feld kegn der khelemer levone […]

To them, and to the row of hills
Sleeping like green cows
In the field against the Chelm moon […]






94 The actual act of putting this question in parenthesis defies any attempt to put people in parenthesis, meaning to classify groups of people in ready-made categories, such as family, race, class, or nation. A possible reading of Tsu mayne brider is as a protest against the racial dimension of modern nationalism.


The mention of the Polish shtetl of Chelm, the legendary town of fools and the actual birthplace of the poet, evokes the romantic concept of the relationship between environment and physical appearance. In Alkvit's poem the brothers, like dead mounds, are asleep like green cows under the moon. To this pastoral picture of eternal sleep the speaker writes with An opgefremdter hant, “an estranged hand.” For him the harmonious portrayal of the world seems unreliable, just like the racist stereotypes he disparages earlier.
In his essay about Alkvit Glatshteyn wrote (189) that the two lines, Un fort um mit a vegele puter/ Fun shtetl tsu shtetl, “And travels with his barrel of butter/ From Shtetl to Shtetl” are probably the only two clear lines in the poem that the brothers could have understood, and they stand in opposition to such lines as Di gefroyrene hirshn oyfn shney, “Like frozen deer on the snow,” or Der frost tsindt bloye fayer-blimlakh/ Vos shmekn mit vayter kindheyt, “Ice ignites blue fire-flowers/ Smelling of distant childhood.” Glatshteyn argues that the prosaic wagon connects the two overly poetic images. Leyeles (1958: 163) identifies the speaker in the poem with the poet himself, who is lost in the stone forest of
Manhattan.95

There is no room for nostalgia, only for alienation combined with a sophisticated ironic stance. In the last part of the poem the images described in the second half are turned upside down: it starts with the false statement of familiarity: Ikh ayer getrayer bruder, “I your devoted brother,” which stands in opposition to the Opgefremdte hant, “estranged hand.” The picture of the sleeping mounds is replaced with a series of paradoxical images, presenting the idea of warmth made out of cold; the expressionistic notion of fire is moderated with the use of coldness: the long, white winter night is in
95 The poem, Leyeles suggests, is a perfect example for what an introspectivist poem should be.


opposition to Chelm's summer night; the ever green mounds looking like sleeping cows are now shadows of trees lying in the snow like frozen deer.
This is a picture of death, where the domestic image of the sleeping cows is replaced by the more romantic frozen deer covered with the shadows of the trees, once green. This image is followed by the oxymoron “Dos frost tsindt bloye fayer-blimlakh/ Vos shmekn mit vayter kindheyt,” “Ice ignites blue fire-flowers/ Smelling of distant childhood.” The warm flowers of childhood are kindled by the coldness of the distance, of memory.
The poem reaches its climax in the lines which describe the speaker's whimsical personality, his inner life that has dominated the picture so far. The speaker compares his heart to a hollow chimera. His basic existential mode is of a dark, incomprehensible inner wandering that takes place inside his own self. Another image used is the deep, dark
cave, in the modern state of mind of the Bovl fun shprakhn, “the Babel of tongues.” Inside the cave, representing the sane exterior lives a wild animal that only occasionally roars. The speaker in Alkvit's poem manages to preserve the expressionistic howl of the id using the ironic and external perspective of the cold intellect. Unlike the one- dimensional stereotypical brothers, the speaker is a complex, morbid individual, living in
the modern world as an intimate stranger, as someone who is actually from a different
189189


race.




Glatshteyn in such poems as Ikh bin a shvakher mentsh (“I Am a Weak Man,”)96

Meydl fun mayn dor (“A Girl of My Generation,”) Ikh kum tsu dir (“I Am Coming to

You”) and Mayn khaver (“My Friend,”)97 described the relationship between the sexes as



96 Yankev glatshteyn (1921:15).
97 Kredos (1929: 20, 24, 30).


a constant battle for power and control, expressing mainly the weak man's anxiety towards the female's otherness. Glatshteyn connects this anxiety to such dichotomies as husband and wife, beauty and ugliness, Jew and gentile, young and old. Alkvit, on the other hand is not interested in maximizing through satire the conflict between oppositions, but in defusing and generalizing tensions using a more subtle ironic tone. Glatshteyn's Ikh bin a shvakher mentsh connects the theme of the war of the sexes to the struggle of Jews/ Gentiles. The speaker of the poem, a Jewish man, laments his inability to fire his Polish maid. Due to his weakness the speaker has to tolerate coexistence with Dem soyne in mayn eygenem hoyz, “the enemy in my own house,” who as the poem continues Lekt di shikh dir mit der falshkeyt fun a kats, “Licks your shoes with the duplicity of a cat.” The actual domestic work of the maid is impeccable, yet the uncontrollable racial fear of the speaker dominates his consciousness. The second part of the poem moves from race to class—the poor maid living with her sick children in a damp cellar manages to arouse feelings of compassion in the speaker combined with hidden erotic desires. The image of the speaker's heart as a “Vister kval/ Fun vayser flisikayt,” “desolate spring/ Of white liquid” stands as the locus that harnesses the poem's meaning. Loyal to his early introspectivist style, Glatshteyn uses the potentially political themes of gender and race in order to say something about his own inner split between conflicting emotions. The image of the heart as if it were melting facing the poor woman's condition becomes a realistic image of the actual heart as white liquid. The speaker is a weak man not so much because he has compassion for his maid (though surely he does), but rather because he has a weak character, which explains why the


poem ends with the speaker again complaining about him being a weak man and that this condition should be lamented. Needless to say, the feelings of the maid are explicated.
As opposed to this sarcastic description of women focusing on Jewish male complexes Alkvit's poems Andgelina (54-55) and Leydis (56) represent internal portraits of women. The speaker of Andgelina speaks in the third person about the life of a Sicilian shop worker named Angelina.



Yor ayn yor oys
Hot a shtik meydlishe sitsilye Gezunikt unter a shtoybiker shoyb. Ire flinke nerveze finger
Hobn geplontert zaydene fedim Un geshleyft zaydene kneplekher In menerishe vestn.

Year in and year out
A little of the Sicily of her youth
Shone under a dusty glass. Her agile nervous fingers Tangled silky threads
And sharpened silk buttonholes
In men's vests.



Alkvit's poem has true feelings for the poor lonely proletarian. The poem has all the elements of becoming a sentimental version of a Sicilian folksong about a girl missing her homeland, but Angelina is not a trip down memory lane; it is actually the opposite. When in the second stanza of the poem the hard working Angelina sings a song, it is not a song about the green Sicilian soil of her childhood, but rather about her longing for the impudent jokes of the tailor apprentices working with her in the shop. Angelina does not want to go back to her homeland; she is looking to get married. The poem ends with a


straightforward monologue of Angelina in the form of a note she puts in one of the vests she produces in the shop.



Ikh bin a gute fardinerin
Un nisht keyn shlekhte baleboste
Ikh bin fareltert. Ober nokh nisht gro. Oyb du vilst mikh nemen
Gefin mikh do un do.

I am a good breadwinner
And not at all a bad housewife
I am aging. But not yet grey. If you want to have me
This is where you can find me.
.

The realistic and practical ending of the poem stands in opposition to its potentially sentimental topic. Alkvit does not miss the melodramatic aspect of Angelina’s life: her status as a spinster, but he chooses to give his reader an honest, almost objective image of one particular person.
If Angelina is a straightforward poem in tone and content, Leydis is more complicated and blurry in its long conversational lines and ironic tone. But again what for Glatshteyn would have been a sarcastic poem about bored, middle aged women strolling aimlessly in art galleries becomes in Alkvit's gentle hands a poem about aging matriarchs who know better than anyone else the “Tsar un freyd/ Fun trogn un fun hobn,” “The
sorrow and the joy/ Of carrying and of bearing.”98 The poem begins with a soft ironic

tone.

Mitlyerike leydis zet men oft in bilder-galereyen. Mitlyerike leydis mit bloye vyanendike oygn kukn Un es zingt fun zey mit verter vi goldene flign fun
Drimlendike zumerteg.

98 Harshav: 2006, 559.



Middle-aged ladies you often see in picture-galleries. Middle-aged ladies with blue withering eyes looking
And their bodies exude words like golden flies in dreamy summer-days.



The use of the English word ladies to describe these women of leisure chatting in midday (the scene takes place in dreamy summer-days) about contemporary art insinuates that either these women are high-class gentile women or Jewish ladies pretending to belong to high society. In any case they seem to be bourgeois ladies with conservative tastes, the object of contempt and ridicule in the eyes of highbrow intellectuals. The separate line that comes in between the first stanza of the poem and its second (the poem consists of four uneven stanzas emphasizing the stream of the ladies’ leisurely speech) arouses this expectation if one is to assume that the line is the speaker's observation of the ladies’ appearance: “Ot dos iz shtillebn. Un ot iz sezan,” “This is still life. And this is Cézanne.” The line might represent the pseudointellectual dribble of the ladies (sounding to the speaker like the buzz of golden flies in dreamy summer-days), but it can also express the way the ladies seem to an outsider—like characters taken form paintings by Cézanne.
The irony of the first explanation blends well with the emphatic aspect of the second. The entire poem fluctuates between irony and empathy, fully aware of the way the ladies
might seem from the outside (elegantly dressed pretentious housewives) and the way they really are.



Vareme kneytshn fun vint unter zayd
Runtslen fun tiger vos shvebt durkh der zun.

Warm creases of wind under silk.
The shimmer of a tiger floating through the sun.


Or

Mitlyerike leydis shmekn oft vi heyse mame-khayes
In di bilder-galereyen.

Middle-aged ladies often smell like the mother-animals in picture galleries.



This zoological metaphor goes hand in hand with the changing perspectives the poem employs that become dominant as the poem evolves, synthesizing the ignorant ideas about modern art the ladies have (the works of Cézanne and Modigliani are confusing them) and the realistic ideas about life they have acquired as mothers.



Un az ikh ze di mitlyerike leydis
In a basheydenem krayz arum a nyud— Ot azoy vi s'hot di mame zi gehat—
Ver veyst nokh mer dem tsar un freyd
Fun trogn un fun hobn.

And when I see the middle-aged ladies
In a modest circle around a nude— As naked as mother bore her—
Who knows better than they the sorrow and the joy
Of carrying and of bearing.




In several other poems Glatshteyn's influence is examined through the actual portrayal of Glatshteyn himself as a literary persona. The poems Vorteks (65) and Shpiglshprakh, (“Mirrorlanguage,” 65) are about literary influence. The poem Vorteks99 is dedicated to Glatshteyn the master of words. The poem is a subtle parody of Glatshteyn's style. The poem argues, with its use of Germanized Yiddish, neologisms and linguistic innovations,




99 Inzikh, 1:2, Ocrober 1923. The poem was collected in Vegn tzvey un andere (65) with a dedication to
Glatshteyn. The object of the poem's observation is clearly Glatshteyn himself.


that Glatshteyn's poetic attempt to break the cycle of death with his overpowering poetic language was destined to fail.



Toyt—
Erd-zind-tugnt-toyt—
Un shvarts un royt un vays un groy
Un alts vos shtarbt— Lebt, gebert un shtarbt—
Iz in getribenem ring arum mir.

Death—
Earth- sin-virtue-death—
And black and red and white and grey
And all that dies—
Lives, gives birth and dies
Is spinning around me.

The speaker of the poem, a type of Glatshteyn, would like to break the cycle of death that surrounds him, but his circular language that he himself invented will eventually destroy him. If for Glatshteyn it was the poetic language that saved him from death, for Alkvit it is only an illusion.
The second stanza of the poem puts more emphasis on the circularity of Glatshteyn's language and above all on Glatshteyn's narcissistic tendencies. The speaker wants to escape his encirclement (“Vil ikh gefinen a sof--/A sof/ A sof/ In'm getribenem ring arum mir,” “I want to find an end/ An end/ An end/ To the spinning around me,”) but as the poem ends, everything around him dies, shtarbt arum mir, “dies around me.” On the one hand, the speaker's narcissism makes him believe that everything dies around him, yet on the other hand, Alkvit makes the reader of the poem aware that the speaker does die and that he might, as a powerful poet, has the ability to make everything around him die. The poem exposes the mortality of Glatshteyn's poetic persona. It also warns its


reader of the dangers of literary influence, of a strong poet dominating the poetic language of other poets around him.
The poem Shpiglshprakh (“Mirrorlanguage,” 66) coming right after Vortex alludes to Glatshteyn's poem Shpiglksav (“Mirrorscript”).100  The theme of Glatshteyn's poem is the use of poetic language in the revolutionary camp. Glatshteyn sets out to expose the lies hidden behind the ideological use of poetry. The poem deconstructs the automatic connection between sign and signifier, arguing that the meaning of words comes from the way words mirror each other while absorbing the falseness of foreign influences. It is the color red that dominates the first part of the poem, signifying the revolutionary tendency to expose common lies and fight for a better world, yet through a
series of wordplays (roytkampf, kampfroyt broytkampf, Redfight, Fightred, Breadfight) the poem slips into a conclusion that the true meaning of redness in relation to struggle is the struggle itself (kampfkampf, fightfight) represented now by a blend of red and black (shvartsroyt, roytshvarts, blackred, redblack). The mission of poetry is to purify language from ideology's manipulation and restore reality (vor) as the only true signifier.
Alkvit's Shpiglshprakh replaces the personal idiosyncratic ksav (Script) with the more generalized shprakh (Language). The object of the poem is Glatshteyn and the way he taught young poets to write modern poetry and at the same time his poetic language shadowed (instead of mirrored) the young poets’ private language.

100 Chronologically speaking it was Alkvit who published his poem first--the poem under the title In groyen likht (“In Grey Light,”) was published in Inzikh, July-August 1923. Glatshteyn published his poem in the journal Undzer bukh only in September-October 1927. In June 1923 Glatshteyn published the poem Fun
gro biz gro (“From Grey to Grey,”) which he later collected in his book Fraye ferzn (New York: 1926, 29). Alkvit's poem published later, under a similar title, was a parody of Glatshteyn's earlier poem. Both poems have an almost identical graphic structure (they begin with a stanza consisting of long uneven lines, move in the second stanza to very short lines and end with longer lines). This structure conveys the meaning of both poems: for Glatshteyn it is the richness of language that overcomes mundane reality, while for Alkvit it is the grayness of reality that contributes to the richness of his world. When Alkvit finally collected his poem without any change in his 1931 book he changed its title fitting it now to Glatshteyn's Shpiglksav.


Ver bistu, du
Vos furemst eybik in gro? Un du
Vos kukst oyf mir mit dem gantsn groen vist fun himl? Far vos tsertlen dayne finger
Dem kaltn blay fun groe inhaltloze teg?
Furemst geshtaltn
Vos hershn iber dir mit zeyer payn, Vos trogn shpotish dos geveyn
Fun dayne hent.

Who are you, you
Who is forming eternally in grey? And you
Who looks at me with the entire grey bleakness of the sky?
Why do your fingers fondle
The cold lead of grey empty days? You Form characters
Who rule over you with their pain, Who carry mockingly the crying They receive from your hands.



The theme of the poem is literary influence: how can a poet free himself from the readymade language that a strong poet like Glatshteyn produced for him? The answer is to expose the domineering aspect of the strong poet's poetry. The grey color of desolate days that dominates Alkvit's poem is the foundation that undergirds Glatshteyn's true
literary personality that the poet so skillfully camouflaged with his colorful language. The anonymous persona which the speaker of the poem addresses is made out of cold lead, its face is covered with white sparks of fire and the seeds of death rule its life.
The poem is made up of three dialectical parts: the first describes a person creating from his desolate days figures of mockery, who rule over him with the pain of their existence. The second describes the seeds of death hiding inside the person's life, while the third part describes the influence of this person (or Glatshteyn) on the poem's speaker.


Du fun kaltn blay, Ikh
Shpot-geshtalt fun dayne inhaltloze teg—
Gornisht ze ikh in dem groen vist fun dayne himlen. Bloyz shvaygndike fardrusn
Tsindn vayse fayern in dayn ponim,
Un dayn moyl iz a toytshlos fun soydes.

You of cold lead, I
A mock figure of your empty days—
I see nothing in the grey waste of your skies. Only silent regrets
Light white sparks of fire in your face,
And your mouth is a death-lock of secrets.



The speaker is a mock figure that the older poet created for his own amusement. But how can the speaker free himself from the influence of the older clearly stronger poet? The poem ends with a complicated extended metaphor representing the older poet as a morbid character full of secrets of death and desolation. The younger poet will never find the key to understand the poetry of the older poet, therefore the image of the older poet is of
death and decay. Alkvit mirrors only the elements of Glatshteyn's poetry, which penetrate his self in an introspective way, the right elements to fit his poetic personality. The grey color dominating the poem, as well as other poems of Alkvit's, is an indication of his minor position in comparison with the powerful and vital poetic energy associated with Glatshteyn.
In order to overcome Glatshteyn's strong influence Alkvit chose a path of passivity and weakness. Alkvit's poetic achievement was not in creating a brand new poetic system, but in giving Glatshteyn's readymade language a personal interpretation more suitable for his own modest poetic tools, personal choices, worldview and taste. Alkvit's introspectivist poems, dismissed by Glatshteyn as low class imitations, are in fact


original and ironic misreadings of Glatshteyn's sophisticated modernist poetry. Like the proletarian poems and the pure imagistic poems, the introspectivist poems are also connected to Alkvit's unique interpretation of Inzikh's poetics as mirroring a decentralized and powerless sense of selfhood.



Conclusion




B. Alkvit was a minor Inzikhist. Even though he was one of the founders of the group, a prominent contributor and editor, his poetry was never critically appraised. Alkvit’s book of poetry Vegn tsvey un andere published in 1931 was his modest contribution to Introspectivism. Even though Alkvit, like Glatshteyn, wrote short stories, essays and worked for the press, it was always in small quantities and of limited scope. Glatshteyn and Leyeles showed him affection and valued his poems.Yet Alkvit chose a poetic path of marginality and resignation .His poetry is not exceptional in its language and formulaic experimentations, but it does have a unique tone and spirit. Through a despondent rebellion against the oppositional tendencies of Introspectivism, Alkvit found his original voice.
Alkvit overcame Glatshteyn’s mesmerizing influence using soft parody and subtle misreading. Alkvit did not produce his own authentic dialect, but rather used Glatshteyn’s recognizable poetic language giving it his own interpretation. He imitated only the elements of the strong poet’s style that expose its limitations, the dangers it entails and
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the withering environment it produces. Vegn tsvey un andere shows Alkvit’s move from


“proletarian” Introspectivism (the place Glatshteyn assigned him) to Imagism and from the egocentric self to emphatic descriptions of other people.


Chapter Six


Shloyme Shvarts's Bloymontik and the Poetics of Leyeles





A Yiddish Modernist in Chicago




The poetry of Shloyme Shvarts (1907-1988) is an example of A. Leyeles's influence on an American-educated Yiddish poet. Shvarts, a native of Koblin, Poland arrived in America in 1920 at the age of thirteen and after a short period of time settled in Chicago. Y. Birenboym (1972: 45) wrote that “der mizinik fun der inzikhistisher grupe iz geven der poet shloyme shvarts, mit a bazundern amerikanishn kolir in zayn poezye,” “The youngest of the Inzikhist group was the poet Shloyme Shvarts, with a specific
American color in his poetry.”101 In the years 1933-1934, together with the poet Mates

Daytsh (1894-1966),102  Shvartz edited the magazine Brikn, Bridges.103 Brikn was modeled in style and content after the more established Inzikh and identified itself as a Chicago branch of the New York literary circles. The journal, dedicated to literature and serious constructive criticism,104 was mostly a product of its editors,105 who identified
poetically with Inzikh. An unsigned review of the 1934 fourth issue of Inzikh was

101 Shvarts's first appearance in Inzikh was with the poem Kalendarisher Khoyle (“Calendar Sick,” Inzikh 8, December 1934). From then on he became a frequent participant.
102 Daytsh, also a resident of Chicago and a contributor to Inzikh, published his book In dem land fun di
yenkis ( In the Land of the Yankees)  in 1935. His poetry will not be discussed in this chapter. In his memuaristic essay “Tsvantsik yor Inzikh” (“Twenty Years Inzikh,” Leyeles: 1940), Leyeles noted that Daytsh was tied with Inzikh, but never fully identified himself with the journal (10). Shvarts, on the other hand, was regarded by Leyeles (ibid) an integral part of the group.
103 Brikn: a fertl yerlikhe shrift far literatur un konstruktiver kritik, 1-4 (Chicago, November 1933-
September 1934).
104 See: “Notitsn” “notes” [unsigned], Brikn, 1, November 1933, 89.
105 Shvarts published in Brikn poems and literary essays. Neither one of these poems was collected in
Shvarts's poetry collections. Among the more prominent contributors one can name the critics B. Rivkin and A. Tabatshnik and the writers Meylekh Ravitsh and Dovid Ignatov. All together the journal was not able to attract serious writers and it ceased to exist after four issues.


published in Brikn 4 (September 1934). The writers of the review (probably the editors of the journal) declare that



Glatshteyn, Leyeles zaynen far di letste fuftsn yor ot-di-dozike atlantn oyf vemen es shtitst zikh di shtendike andershkeyt un banayung in undzer poezye.
Zey beyde, mer vi di iberike inzikhistn hobn dos yidishe lid gegebn dem shtoys tsu a geviser hoykh, azh es rayst zikh shoyn tsu der same stratosfer (463).

During the past 15 years, Glatshteyn, Leyeles serve as the pillars that support the ongoing otherness and inventiveness in our poetry. Both of them, more than the rest of the Inzikhistn gave the Yiddish poem the push to a certain height that already borders the very edge of the stratosphere.



In addition to singing the praises of Inzikh, the article criticizes Inzikh's turn to political polemic.



Der inzikh iz baym itstikn moment mit a mer politishn untershlak vi a sakh fun undzere nit-lang dershinene shriftn. […] Hobn mir ober gornit keyn groysartikn gefil tsum politishn oyfshvung funm inzikh.
Vorum?[…] ot-di parshoynen vos leyenen dem inzikh un zaynen oykh farinteresirt
in zayn kiyem zeyer shtark, viln fun im davke nit mer vi bloyz kinstlerishe kvalitet- estetishkayt!

The Inzikh is at this moment has a more political lining than a lot of our lately published journals. […] But we have no uplifting feeling for the political rise of Inzikh. Why? […] The people who read the Inzikh and are also vitally interested in its existence, want it, in fact, only to demonstrate artistic quality- estheticism (464).



Brikn is opposed to the politicization of communist and socialist oriented literary journals. This position locates Brikn and its editors as representatives of Inzikh's early esthetically oriented modernism. Inzikh branched out to new uncharted poetic territories and the poets of Brikn remained faithful to the limited horizons of Introspectivism


exploring only the hidden paths of the self. In a review of A. Leyeles's book Tsu dir-- tsu mir, To-You—To Me Mates Daytsh106 wrote that.



Mir hobn leyelesn geleyent vi bloyze fakhlayt, nokhgekukt dem mayster in zayn banutsn zikh mitn getsayg un materyal. […] Leyeles iz ot-der dikhter vos vert dos merste geleyent (un opgeshatst) fun bloyz fakhlayt. Un zayne fil-badaytndike arbetn darf men take nor leyenen vi fakhlayt kedey tsu derfiln di sheynkayt un farshteyn zeyer zinlakhkayt. (73)

Reading Leyeles as fellow craftsmen, we followed the master in his use of tools and material. Leyeles is the type of writer who is most widely read (and apprised) by pure craftsmen. And his extraordinary significant works must be read for their craft in order to sense their beauty and understand their meaning.



Daytsh reflects on an important aspect in the way young Yiddish poets of his generation read Leyeles and appraised his work. Unlike some critics who accused Leyeles of being a poet of barren intellectualism and technical sophistication, these young readers turned to Leyeles for these very same aspects, learning from him how to write modern Yiddish poetry that is sober in tone yet masterful in technique.
In an essay titled “Der antplekter” (“The Revealed”) published in Inzikh's celebratory A leyeles numer (A. Leleles Issue,)107 Shvarts described the crucial influence of Inzikh's school of poetics had on him and especially the role of Leyeles in shaping it (Glatshteyn is not mentioned). Shvarts declares Leyeles his poetic mentor.



Vu iz nokh do aza moderner poet vi a. leyeles mit a nokhfolgershaft fun naye, yunge, talantfule talmidim? Dos iz dokh der bester skhar zayner. Keyner hot nit oysgehat aza aynflus oyf di dikhter vi er. Fun im iz shtendik aroys nit bloyz talant, intiligents, shaferisher gedank. Mer fun alts--zayn tsapledike hayntikayt. Far mir prezenlekh iz dos kapitl a. leyeles der vikhtikster faktor in mayn shafn un in mayn gevisn. Far mir iz leyeles a sinonim fun akhrayes, fun universalkayt, kinstlerisher


106 [Signed Mem Daled], Tsu dir—tsu mir, Brikn 1, November 1933, 73-77.
107 Inzikh 53, December 1953, 68-70.


fartifung, rayfer derkentenish, a kanonishkayt vos hot bahersht di yidishe poezye
(68).

Where can one find here such a modern poet like A. Leyeles with a following of new, young, talented students? This is his best reward. No one had such an influence on poets so he did. He always produced not only talent, intelligence, creative thought. More than anything else- his fresh contemporariness.
For me personally the chapter called A. Leyeles is the most important in my work and my conscience. For me Leyeles is a synonym of responsibility, of universality, artistic depth, mature understanding, a canonicity that ruled Yiddish poetry.



Shvarts acknowledges his meeting with Leyeles as the most significant moment in his artistic life and reaffirms his dedication to Leyeles who taught him how to address contemporary life in poetry. Leyeles in the eyes of his admirer is synonymous with responsibility, universality, depth and understanding which rank among the most characteristic aspects of Introspectivism. The Introspectivist poetry of Shloyme Shvarts will be discussed in this chapter as a typical, intensified and original version of Leyeles's style of modernism.



Bloymontik and the Architecture of Space




Shloyme Shvarts published his first book of poetry in 1938 in Chicago.108 This retrospective book is an artistically impressive version of Introspectivism and homage to
Leyeles.109 On the inside cover of the book Shvarts added an inscription.






108 Including Bloymontik Shvarts published eight books of Yiddish poetry and five books of English poetry.
109 The book was published by the publishing company of L. M. Shtayn and was illustrated by the
Chicagoan Jewish artist Todros Geler (1889-1949). An enthusiastic appreciation of Geler's work by Mates Daytsh apeared in Inzikh 55, October 1940, 124-126. on Geler as a left wing Jewish artist in Chicago and his connection to the publishing company of the cultural activist L. M. Shtayn, see: Stein: (1996-1997).


Di merste lider vos geyen arayn in der zamlung, zenen gedrukt geven in "inzikh" mit velkhn der oytor identifitsirt zikh dikhterish.
The majority of the poems in this collection were printed in Inzikh of which the
author identifies himself poetically.



It is no coincidence, therefore, that it was Leyeles who reviewed the book for Inzikh. The essay “Shloyme shvarts un zayn Bloymontik” (“Shloyme Shvarts and His Blue Monday”) appeared in February 1938 (Leyeles: 1938) and welcomed the young poet (who was 31 at the time) to the intimate circle of Inzikhistn ("Mir inzikhistn—un shloyme shvarts iz eyner fun undz,” “We Inzikhistn—and Shloyme Shvarts is one of us,” 19).
The review begins with hailing Schwart's originality, his authentic voice and tone, self-conscious and straightforward, someone who knows “Vos es tut zikh oyf der velt,” “what is happening in the world.” The poems are not random, they are welded into one coherent chain, conveying years of working on oneself, overcoming doubts and torments, resulting in a book that is sharp and clear (20). Much attention is given to Shvarts's alleged Americanism.



Shloyme shvarts iz a grintlakh amerikaner yidisher poet—eyner fun di amerikanishste tsvishn undz. Er iz afile amerikanish-shikagish, a groyse mayle vayl mir derfiln vortslen, vos on zey iz keyn shum kunst nisht meglakh. In di harte trotuarn fun asfalt un konkrit hot der yunger poet farflantst zayn yidish lid—un es hot zikh tsugenumen.[…] di imazhn, di farglaykhn, di metaforn, dos gantse vort bay shloyme shvartsn iz amerikanish un shikagish. Der poet lozt undz filn nisht bloyz di umzebare vortslen--er git undz a bashtimtn adres un a bashtimte tsayt— alts vikhtike elementn far der oysformirung fun der dikhterisher geshtalt. Beyz-bol un negers, rigli-advertayzments un mishigan-leyk—dos iz shloyme shvartses natirlakhe lilye, der klimat fun zayne lider un fun zayn prezenlakhkayt. (20)

Shloyme Shvarts is fundamentally an American Yiddish poet—one of the most American among us. He is also an American-Chicagoan, a great advantage, because we sense roots that without them no type of art is possible. On the hard asphalt sidewalks and concrete the young Yiddish poet planted his Yiddish poem—and it sank roots. […] the images, the comparisons, the metaphors, the


entire word are for Shvarts American and Chicagoan. The poet allows us to feel not only the roots—he gives us a specific address and a specific figure. Baseball and Negros, Rigli- advertisements and Lake Michigan—this is Shloyme Shvarts's natural milieu, the climate of his poems and of his personality.



According to Leyeles, Shloyme Shvarts's poetry suggests full integration into American life. Shvarts acclimatized himself into the asphalt and concrete environment of America and Chicago and his poetry resemble them in form and content. Shvarts's enrooting into the physical space of Chicago, argues Leyeles, did not result in the casting out of his
Rasn-shoyresh, racial root (21). The poem Mayn zeyde, (“My Grandfather,”) according to Leyeles, is one of the best poems of Bloymontik, since it reveals Shvarts's, eygenartike bilderishkeyt, unique imagery and umdervarte metaforn, unexpected metaphors. For Leyeles, the theoretician of urban space, Shvarts is the ideal Introspectivist; a poet who is a man of his time and space, who can reflect introspectively on all the aspects of his personality.
In addition to listing the achievements of Bloymontik, Leyeles also notes its flaws (22-23); chief among them is Shvarts's sentimental tendencies, which reveal that the adolescent poet did not yet complete his journey of becoming an objectified harsh modernist. A truly mature poet needs, according to Leyeles, to overcome the self indulgent aspect of his personality and to represent all of life's experiences through an intellectualized de-sentimentalized idiom. Another major defect in Shvarts's poetry is the most relevant to the theme of literary influence.



Zayn kumen tsum inzikh iz geven nisht kayn gringer iberbrokh bay im. Spetsyel ven dos hot pasirt in der tsayt fun zayne dikhterishe onhoybn, ven er hot geshribn unter gor andere impulsn. Es iz oykh geven umfarmeydlakh, az der yunger poet zol tsugetsoygn vern durkh yene elementn fun dem inzikh, vos hobn zikh tsum


boyletstn ongezen, vos hobn undzer lid sharf opgeteylt fun dem frierdikn nusakh
in der yidisher poezye. […] azoy derkler ikh mir, farvos bay dem yingstn inzikhist gefint men do un dort davke di, azoy tsu zogn, ekstremste shtrikhn fun der inzikhistisher rikhtung, a sakh azoyne, vos in inzikh gufe hot men zey shoyn ibergevondn un hipsh modifitsirt, vi yugnt-shlafkeytn. […] davke inzikh iz in der itstiker stadye der grester onhenger fun idyomatishn zats un vort. Nay-formatsyes zoln koydemkol hobn zeyer shoyresh in dem idyom (22-23).

His coming to Inzikh was not an easy crisis for him to overcome. Especially when it happened in the time of his poetic beginnings, when he wrote under entirely other impulses. It was also inevitable that the young poet should be attracted to certain elements of Inzikh that were the most visible, that sharply separated our poetry from the previous style in Yiddish poetry. […] that is how I explain to myself why in the poetry of the younger Inzikhistn one can find here and there the so called most extreme features of the Inzikhistic movement, many of which in Inzikh itself were already overcome and significantly modified, like childhood illnesses. […] Inzikh as it happens, in the present interation the biggest adherent
of the idiomatic sentence and word. Neologisms should first and foremost be
rooted in the idiom.




This passage is extremely useful in understanding not only the relationship between older and younger Inzikhistn, but also in explaining the shift in Inzikh's poetics from linguistic innovativeness and universalism in the 1920s to vernacularism and parochialism in the second half of the 1930s. Leyeles's first argument relates to the idea that the younger generation of Inzikhistn, Shvarts included, absorbed only the external, superficial and extreme elements of Introspectivism. In the biographical sketch on Shvarts in Mates Daytsh’s anthology Mitvest-mayrev, From Midwest to North Pacific (Daytsh: 1933, 198-
199), noted the editor that Shvarts as a young product of America is influenced by

Yiddish neo-proletarian poetry. For Shvarts, who at the beginning of his poetic career

was writing under the influence of social poetry, becoming a hard-line Introspectivist was exceptionally difficult. Leyeles's second argument, integrated well into the first one, is


that at the time when new Inzikhistn started writing (from 1934 on) the founders of the group (Leyeles the fore front) already moved on, exploring different literary territories.
Another far less positive review of Bloymontik was published in the New York based journal Oyfkum in January-February 1938 by Arye Pozi (Pozi: 1938). The review “Shloyme shvartses ersht bukh lider” (“Shloyme Shvarts's First book of Poetry”) accuses the young American educated poet of imitating a foreign poetic method (a fremde shite,
23) that he adopted from outside. As epigone, Pozi claimed, Shvarts was unable to achieve the mastery of his teachers (Glatshteyn and Leyeles) since he did not listen to his own special voice. He follows the “Bashtimte shablonen fun a shite- tut er dos oyfn kheshbn fun zayn talent,” “given templates of a method- he does that at the expense of his talent” (ibid). Before joining Inzikh the young poet was writing emotionally and spontaneously, two opposing tendencies to the intellectualized style of Introspectivism (24). Meeting the analytical method of Inzikh's theoretician Leyeles brought Shvarts to write poetry that does not fit his personality. Pozi does not reject Introspectivism per se, he does give the poetry of Mikhl Likht as an example for a good adaptation of the
method, yet he does not recommend it for someone like Shvarts. The talented young poet should therefore free himself from Leyeles's influence and find his own personal voice (25). It is interesting to note that both Leyeles and Pozi illustrate the process of a young American-educated poet such as Shvarts to become an Introspectivist. Both take for granted Inzikh's role as a specific poetic school that has the ability to train poets in its image.
At its best, however, Bloymontik is a book of poetry modeled after Inzikh's mature and integrated style. Shloyme Shvarts views Introspectivism as a readymade model that


he can now apply to his own personal experience and more so to his special time and place. The title of the book is taken from the expression Blue Monday, meaning the Monday before Lent. The expression came to mean any Monday following a Sunday, hence symbolizing the end of the weekend. The fact that this expression can only have meaning in the non-Jewish world (when the week begins on Monday) puts Shvarts's
poetry in a new cultural context outside the space of Jewish frame of mind.110   The color

Blue not only represents the melancholy of the new week, but also its artistic representation in the musical genre of Blues. The poems of Bloymontik, especially the ones depicting the lives of black Americans,111  can be read as literary representations of
the Blues in Yiddish.112

Todros Geler's print on the cover of the book (Geler also added drawings to each of the book's four sections, see: Appendix) gives an artistic response to some of the book's main intentions. This blue and black print depicts a graceful steel worker and his smoking factory.113 The rectangular character of the print (it only covers a part of the book's cover) emphasizes its horizontal dimension: the steel worker, with his hands around his face as if to protect them from the smoky chimneys dominating the upper end
of the print, is painted as if he is being lifted into the factories. Beneath the worker, on the lower end of the print, stands raw steel waiting for production. Geler's left wing political tendencies are present in the print's critique of capitalist exploitation. Shvarts's modernist


110 In a traditional Jewish setting it would be Motzey shabes, Saturday Night that would arouse similar melancholic associations to Blue Monday.
111 For instance, the cycle of poems Sambo (31-38) powerfully addressing the racial aspect of the American
dream. More on this cycle to follow.
112 The title of Shvarts's first book of poetry in English The Poet in Blue Minor (1942) makes this analogy clear. In Bloymontik Shvarts mentions another version of Jewish blues- George Gershwin's Rhapsody in
Blue (in the poem Dremlendike finger,”Dreamy Fingers,” 25).
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113 Stein: (1996-1997), 93. Stein distinguishes between Jewish motifs and non-Jewish motifs in Geler's work. In both cases “Individuals are at the center of nearly all of Geler's prints.”


tendencies are located in the individualized gaze of the worker who is a product of his harsh environment but also carved out of it as if to highlight his silent protest.
The poem Bloymontik is the book's opening poem, setting its tone and meaning.114

The poem attempts to synthesize Jewish and non-Jewish concepts: the non-Jewish idiom Blue Monday is interpreted using Jewish terms such as yontef (holiday) and khol hamoed, the weekday of the festivals (the holidays of Sukkot, Shemini Atzeret and Pesach) meaning the days in-between the holidays that are not entirely holidays (moed) and not
entirely workdays (khol).115 The mediating condition of a holiday that is not a holiday

becomes at the conclusion of the poem and throughout the entire book a tightly balanced existential mode combining the particular and the universal, the free and the oppressed, the sacred and the profane.
The poem begins on a Sunday that “Ziftslt oys zayn yontefdikeyt,”  “Sighs its festivity.” The attribution of the notion Yontef turned into an adjective (Yontefdikeyt) to Sunday, the Christian day of rest is typical to Shvarts's poetic style: the predominantly Jewish self-consciousness of the poet spreads out into the non-Jewish space. The holiday is about to end and moody sober tone colors the blue sky. The following lines of the poem (the poem consist of a one long paragraph) expand this metaphor beyond its figurative limits.



Mayn shokhns saksofon Tkiye triye-shvorimt nit mer. Nor shternnakht,


114 The poem was originally published in Inzikh 9, December 1935. All references to Bloymontik in this chapter are to the original edition of the book (Shvarts: 1938).
115 The prohibitions of Shabes (Sabbath) or Yontef (Holiday), such as work, cooking, lighting fire and so forth do not exist on Chol Hamoed or they exist but to a lesser extent (one is allowed to work under certain limitations).


A lempert lilye oyf shvartsn samet kleyd, Hengt nokh ful mit tsartkeyt—
Reytsndik.

My neighbour's saxophone
Does not tkiye triye-shvorim116  any more. Only on a starry night,
A leopard lily with a black velvet dress, Still hangs full of tenderness— Arousing.



In eight short lines the poem shifts from Christianity (Sunday), to Judaism (Yontef), to Jewish blues (the saxophone as a Shofar) and finally to a fairy tale (the romantic image of the moon as a leopard lily elegantly dressed in a velvet dress). Shvarts uses this expansive poetics in both a horizontal and a vertical way: the horizontal aspect is present in the juxtaposition of different temporal, cultural and perceptional dimensions, while the vertical aspect is felt in the expansion from the earthly mundane reality of a Sunday afternoon elevated to a fairy tale in the sky. It is only the moon that still hangs out there full of gentleness, signifying the validity of nature's existence outside the city. At this point, the speaker adequately reflects on the Judeo-Christian metaphoric mixture that forms his identity.



Trift in mir der kheylev fun oys-yontefnakht
Bloymontikdik.

The candle wax of a holiday that ended drips in me
Blue Monday-like.







116 Sounds made by the blowing of the Shofar (ram's horn) on the Jewish holidays of Rosh Hashana and Yom Kippur. The dissonant sound of the saxophone becomes a Jewish version of the blues. What used to be holy is now profane and what used to be profane is now holy.


The gloomy atmosphere of the ending holiday, exemplified by the extremely Jewish image of the faltering candles is enhanced with the concept of Blue Monday that is turned into an adjective, a concrete representation of the inner existential mode of the speaker as a Blue Monday person.
But the poem's panorama does not end with the visible image of the moon eye witnessing this urban drama, but rather uses it as a metaphorical take off that launches a series of unconventional associations: the street sweepers turning aside without mercy zuntiks droshe-geshanken,117  Sunday's wedding gifts (the leftovers of the weekend celebrations); the new week meets the speaker not only with the conventional Iluminirte shpitsike moyern, illuminated pointed walls (the skyscrapers of Chicago), but also with Santa-kloz tuml, Santa Claus racket that is rapidly replaced with the metaphor “Kurs- shtaygnde reklames, reklames--/ Franklin-di-ruzeveltik,” “Bull market ads, ads--/
Franklin D. Roosevelt-like.” By introducing Franklin D. Roosevelt, the president of the New Deal, as an advertisement for democracy, Shvarts manages to bypass the Judeo- Christian tension that dominated the poem's beginning: under the umbrella of the new deal both frames of reference coexist.
The meta-structure of the poem is dialectic: While the poem begins with a panoramic charting of the inner world of the speaker, its final stage turns this process into a spiral artifact.



Turemshvere problemen, problemen— Shtol spiralish.
Vigt zikh, vigt zikh mayn bloymontik
Sinkopatish.


117 The term Droshe-geshank (a wedding gift) used here is a traditional East-European Jewish term that brings associations of holiness to a very low concrete situation.


Vayl iber mir hengt der himl Shvervokh bloy, Kholemoyedik-bloy.

Towerheavy problems, problems— Steal spiralling.
Rocking, rocking my Blue Monday
Syncopated.
Because above me hangs the sky
Heavy week blue,
Khol-hamoed blue.



It is now already Monday morning and the new week attacks the speaker like the syncopation associated with jazz music (the music of the saxophone returns). The neologism Turemshvere reminds the reader of the Tkiye-triye-shvorimt from the opening of the poem. The rhyme spiralish-sinkopatish emphasizes the cacophony of the big city, but also the extreme ecstatic mental condition of the speaker. What is strikingly new here are the last few lines designed to overcome the bloymontikdik condition. The poem concludes with introducing the concept of Khol-hamoed as a modernist existential mode standing in opposition to the blue week. The transformation of the specific concept of Khol hamoed to the mythology of the mundane is supported in the poem with the actual time of events: the speaker is awakening to the new week that celebrates Christmas with Kolirfule yolkes, Multi-colored Christmas trees and Santa-kloz tuml, Santa-Clause
racket.118 The concrete time and place turns inside the self into a highly elevated poetic

vehicle.

In the entire poem the speaker goes through a process of introspection

(structurally the poem is a test-case of the kaleidoscopic structure the Inzikhistn



118 The transformation of the new week into New Year is also felt in the structure of the entire book that moves from Bloymontik to Nay yor, New Year's (60-61) to Yungzumer, Young Summer (66-83) and concludes with Shtolene fligl, Steel Wings (86-108). More on this to follow.


promoted) when he gradually adopts himself to the new week and conceptually to the Judeo-Christian blend that brings a sense of metaphysical disorientation to the poem. In the last lines of the poem this horizontal process of assimilation and integration is completed and the self emerges as a vertical (the speaker's gaze is now directed towards the new blue sky) product of this mental process. The speaker will not live in a perpetual state of either holiday (holy) or week (profane). He will manage to bring Yontef into the Blue Monday and weekday into the holiday.
Bloymontik represents a nuanced version of Introspectivism that becomes in the skilled hands of Shloyme Shvarts a meditation on the possibility of writing Jewishly about modernism. Kholemoyedik is an existential mode integrating Jewish and non- Jewish concepts. Yet the unfinished psychological process that leads to the formation of this brand new concept is left in the poem itself. This analytic technique might suggest that the process of establishing a coherent mature self is reversible and that the repressed Jewish subject can at any moment bounce back.
Bloymontik is divided into four sections: Shtolene vayzers, Steel Clock Hands, Kalendarishe khoyle, Calendar Patient, Yungzumer, Young Summer and Shtolene Fligel, Steel Wings. The book's compressed narrative follows a coherent time frame: from the end of summer and the beginning of fall (the first section), to winter (the second section with seasonal poems such as October, November, December and New Year), to spring and summer (the third section) and finally the last section that blends all seasons into a freshly new oxymoronic one Yungtsaytiker, Young Maturity. The book follows a year in
the life of a Yiddish poet in Chicago.119 The concrete spatial structure of the book is also



119 Compare this structure to the one present in Leyeles's Fabyus lind, which also describes a year in the life of its persona Fabyus lind in New York.


a temporal one as the titles of the book's sections insinuate: the black clock hands of Chicago's factories dominating the first section, the confused and sick calendar of the second, the rebirth of summer in the third section, and the steel wings of the last section representing poetry's ability to overcome spatial limitations and give birth to a new type of acquired temporality (Yungtsaytiker). Shvarts sketches this process at the beginning of the poem Preri-zin (“Sons of the Prairie,” 12-13).



Mayn trot, mayn gang- mit ekstaz. Hengen togteglakhe geter mayne Oyf eshafotn fun kheshboynes
Un sakhakl.
Nor mayn pen, sharfer aker
In boykh fun tsayt, Fun vort,
Rayst oyf in mir bild nokh bild—panoramish.

My step, my course—with ecstasy. My everyday gods hanging
On the gallows of calculations
And summaries.
Only my pen, a sharp plow
In the belly of time, Of word,
Blows in me a picture after a picture- panoramic.



This image of the poet as a man of his time provides a good description of how structurally Bloymontik is constructed: the ecstatic poet, serving foreign gods (the gods of money) lets his pen plow the belly of time and word, penetrating their everlasting
essence. The structure of each poem, each section and of the entire book is panoramic: every image, poem and section are gradually developing like an over-exposed film, a kaleidoscope of fragmented images forming a unity of time and space.


The first section of the book takes its title from the poem Shvartse vayzers (22-

23),120 located at the section's center. Todros Geler's illustration to the section's title shows two black hands coming out of a factory hovering over the heavily industrial skyline. The hands are integrated into the Hebrew characters of the title (the right hand cuts the letter Shin of the word Shvartse down the middle and the left hand is blended into the second Yud of Vayzers). The hands are coming out of a smoking factory representing the factory's clock calling the workers to start or end their workday. The image of Shvartse vayzers represents the importance of temporality to modern
experience. The speaker of the opening poem, we recall, is preparing himself for the new week, winter and the New Year. The following poems, such as Evenyu bloy (“Avenue Blue”, dedicated to Mates Daytsh, 11), Shneyike tronen (“Snowy Thrones,” 14-15), Vider (Again, 16-17), or Farblutikter Shirem (“Bloody Umbrella,” 18), express the speaker's attempt to become accustomed to the approaching climatic change invading his personal space and to the mundane week as a metaphor for the urban condition as a whole.
The section's universal position transforms itself gradually into a parochial one. This process is completed in the poem Shvartse vayzers leading to the final section with its long cycle Bloye briv (“Blue Letters,” 39-43). Yet the more parochial elements of the poems already appear at the beginning: the Judeo-Christian dichotomy of Bloymontik or the use of political imagery in such poems as Shneyike tronen and vider. But what can be regarded as parochial or political in these poems is part of the figurative tapestry. For example, the poem Shneyike tronen uses communist references in its description of winter's frost.



120 Inzikh, 16, September 1935.


Gants fri,
Hot dos khitre tsaytungs yatl tsvishn vint un shney oyfn rog, Oysgeshpilt zayn flamfrontikn “internatsyonal”—
Trog ikh, vi du, octoberish mayn frostikn februar. (14)

At the crack of dawn,
The sly newspaper lad amid wind and snow at the street corner, Sang his flamefront “International”—
So I carry, like you, October-like my frozen February.



The urchin selling newspapers on a street corner early in the morning brings the speaker flaming news about approaching revolutions, but the political aspect of this scene that could have easily turned the poem into a second International becomes a metaphor for something else: the speaker carries the November frost like a red October flag. This oxymoron serves the speaker as a way of bringing warmth and personal contact to the cold winter morning (the warm collectivity of the revolution is in opposition to the estranged individuality of the modernist poet). The neutrality of the revolutionary metaphor is enhanced by an image that compares the frost to a Buddha sitting on the window panes of the speaker's apartment (15).
This is yet another example of the figurative conglomerate characteristic to the poems of Bloymontik. A step forward in the process of metaphorical actualization happens in the following poem Vider (16-17). The poem begins with lines infused with images of war, “Vider redt di biks mit sine misperdik un umrakhmonesdik,” “Again speaks the rifle with eternal and merciless hatred.” What remains ambiguous is whether the poem is about the rise of totalitarianism, revolution and war or about the war between the summer of the speaker and the winter of the city. The war metaphor adds an allegorical dimension that floods the entire poem with images of destruction that seem to receive an increasingly nihilistic undertone.


Gradually the figurative ambiguity paves the way to blunt realism. The poem Shvartse vayzers anchors this process. The opening of the poem is located inside the boundaries of the urban experience: dirty black children are dancing the Jig in the evening on the street. The speaker is in bed trying to get some sleep but the nightmarish noises of the city (including the yellow eyes of headlights scramble madly in crooked
boulevards) do not let him sleep. In the third stanza the images become clear and intense.




Nor shpete sho hoykert mit toyt
Mit blut-farkilte svastikas.
Blut-nase vent fun inkvizitsye-kamern Ot fun yener zayt, noent azoy noent— (eroplan-fli).

Only a late hour bends with death
With cold blooded swastikas.
Bloody wet walls of inquisition cells
Coming closer, so close— (airplane-flight).



The nature of the speaker's nightmares is revealed as a primal fear of the resurrection of Nazism as a modern day inquisition. Here the reality of the 1930s is not just a frame of reference it is the actual representation of the speaker's frame of mind as a Jew. The Shvartse vayzers in this respect are not just an urban metaphor (the black being the color of smoke coming out of the factory chimneys), it is an all-embracing reference to a world reverting back to chaos. The image of the airplane that in a futurist context would represent a modernist leap over time becomes a symbol of the reversibility of time.
In the final stages of the poem the world that was left behind by the Yiddish cosmopolitan comes back to haunt him. But it is rather a source of power when the speaker uses the wisdom of his ancestors (“tsetumlt fun fiber blondzhet dem zeydns


khokhme,” “grandfather's wisdom, wanders about delirious from fever”) as protection against the anti-Semitic world: the grandfather's wisdom hovers above the speaker's shirt that is already marked with a Gele late, yellow star. The warmth of the grandfather rescues the speaker from the coldness and loneliness that dominated his figurative world so far. The Shvartse vayzers turn from a local image of temporality to a generational statement: “Nisht toyt, nisht toyt/ Nor di tsvey shvartse vayzers oyfn tsiferblat fun mayn dor,” “Not death, not death/ Only the two black hands on the clock face of my generation.”
The speaker of Shvartse vayzers calls his Jewish ancestors to stabilize his generational anguish. The notions of roots and race are felt strongly in the poems to come. The poems Dremlendike finger (“Sleepy Fingers,” 24-25) and Mayn zeyde (“My Grandfather,” 26-28) are written from an explicit Jewish point of view of “Undzer patriarkhalishe ur-ur shtamen,” “Our patriarchal great great ancestors” (Dremlendike finger, 25). Mayn zeyde brings the speaker back to the ghetto located in Chicago. The speaker sees his grandfather again among millions of other people and it brings him back to a more individualized perception of life.
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The Judeo-Christian symbiosis expressed in Bloymontik begins to crack in the face of racial binaries. The speaker of Shvartse vayzers who has Nisht arishe oygn, non- aryan eyes begins viewing the world as a Jew through the prism of race and roots. The image of the Shvartse vayzers has turned from a futurist image to an apocalyptic one, becomes in an American context an image of racial segregation when the poem addresses the issue of color (black, white or Jew). The non-aryan eyes can view the world beyond color. The series of poems titled Sambo (31-38) are monologues of a black man in the


American south (the book leaves the Chicago maelstrom to reflect on broader social issues). Here the representation of the blues is not metaphorical but concrete: Sambo is singing black spirituals to ease his pain as a victim of the unfulfilled promise of liberty (“Mit vifl trern/ Darfn mir opvashn undzer shvartskayt,” “How many tears/ do we need to wash away our blackness,” 32). In the first poem of the cycle Sambo redt (“Sambo Speaks,” 31) the speaker mentions President Lincoln, the liberator of slaves as a dream (“azoy hot geredt undzer kholem-linkoln,” “that’s how our dream—Lincoln spoke”) that never materialized. Sambo's victimization is integrated into the broader theme of seasonal change. The last lines of the poem (that are also the last lines of the cycle) Sambo's
hesped (“Sambo's Eulogy”) point out that spring (liberty) will eventually come, but, alas,

Sambo will already be dead.

The last poem of the section is entirely American. Bluye briv (“Blue Letters,” 39-

43), a five-part poem, takes the blues to the American wilderness. It is a series of letters written from Chicago by the cold lonely speaker to his lover Lucy who lives somewhere on the prairie. Here the sentimental side of Shloyme Shvarts that irritated Leyeles is in full swing. Christmas that was used in the poem Bloymontik as a metaphorical indication of time becomes at the end of the section the actual holiday celebrated by non-Jewish lovers. In general, Bloymontik as a section is rooted in winter and in an attempt to formulate a language that would articulate the blues within the expanding circles of city, nature, roots and race.
The second section of the book Kalendarishe khoyle, “Calendar patient” takes winter to a different dimension of illness. Todros Geler's drawing depicts an image of a person (it is not clear whether it is a male or a female) wrapped in what appears to be a


white toga facing a leafless tree. The person might be representing the poet as a prophet with a dead-ended prophecy. Many poems in the book are written in the ecstatic style of prophecy.
The opening poem In royshikn loshn fun yam (“On the noisy seashore,” 46-47)121

portrays the speaker on the seashore creating a language (Loshn) for the end of summer (“Di knokhikayt fun endzumer antplekt zikh/ Un tsitert moger,” “The boniness of waning summer reveals itself/ and trembles gauntly”). The poem indicates clearly that it takes place in September (“September is nokh grin,” “September is still green,”) but that it is not a normal month since everything Tsankt. Klemt, Fickers. Grieves out of season. This seasonal confusion (the poems of Bloymontik appear to be taking place in winter) is part of the anachronistic dimension of Shvarts's poetry moving back and forth in time, blending contradictory frames of reference and inconsistent plot lines. For the urban dwellers occupying Bloymontik this is reality becomes a common denominator transcending binary oppositions of time and space. Since this poetic anachronism is not limited to the urban setting it gradually takes on cosmic significance.
Temporal confusion abounds in the poems that follow. Leydike park benkelakh (“Empty Park Benches,” 48-50) elaborates on the familiar theme of a park gone empty, while the poem October, (51-53) depicts winter in all its glory as the winner of the baseball season. There follows Kalendarisher khoyle and followed by November and December (56-57).122 The poems Kalifornye (“California,”) Nay-yor (“New Year”) and A Kholem (“A dream”) conclude the section (58-63). The wintry sequence ending with the


121 Inzikh, 28, September 1937.
122 The poem October was published in the October issue of Inzikh (Inzikh, 28, October 1936). The poem November was published in Inzikh, 30, December 1936 and December in Inzikh 32, February 1937. The poems seem to conceptualize the idea of winter in its modernist phase.


New Year (of 1936) does not run its course. In order to repair this anomaly of seasonal change the speaker has to leave the city for sunny California, celebrate the New Year’s and end on the coop of spring and summer with a dream. Echoing the poem Bloye briv, A kholem,123 is a sentimental poem about the love of a bride to a vintikn fisher, windy
fisher, which results in death.

The third section Yungzumer (Youngsummer) completes the book's seasonal narrative with the complete revival of summer. Todros Geler's drawing is of a tree full of fresh leafs accompanied by a passing bird. The title alludes to Leyeles's second book of poetry Yungharbst (Young-Autumn, Leyeles: 1922) as well as to Yankev Glatshteyn's opening poem of Kredos Farzumer (“Beforesummer,” Glatshteyn: 1929, 7). Both
Leyeles and Glatshteyn are interested in mythologizing reality as a counterattack on the impressionistic poetics of Di yunge.
Leyeles's poem Yungharbst (Harshav, 1986, 85) depicts autumn not as a bleak season of romantic agony (the death of leafs), but as a colorfully rich aureole (“Um yedn boym shpits laykhtn yungharbsts bange oreoln,” “On every treetop, Young-Autumn- pensive aureoles light up.”) The associative mind of the speaker turns the autumn scene into a fantasy about the minaretn in bagdad, minarets in Baghdad and the venetsyanishe gondoln, gondolas in Venice. In this enchanted realm of the poetic imagination the speaker rescues his lover from the conventional image of fall to an introspectivist image of spring: “Du bist nisht harbst-gold; bist shpet-frilings lid, vos freyt un tut dokh vey,” “You are not Autumn –gold, you are late-Spring's song that brings both joy and pain.” The end of the poem entangles this seasonal confusion attributing it to the illusional



123 Inzikh, 31, January 1937.


nature of the speaker's mind: “Venedig un bagdad! Iluzye mayn, iluzye paynlekh-sheyn, “Baghdad and Venice! my illusion, painfully beautiful illusion.”
In Glatshteyn’s poem the pastoral scene of a quite life on the island becomes a survival struggle between mighty mythological forces coming to life with the seasonal change.
Az der friling kumt
Git dos zumerl
Vi a shlang a bis.
Geyt yungzumer vi a shadkhn arum.

When spring comes
Little summer takes a bite
Like a snake.
Youngsummer walks around like a matchmaker.



Spring, not wanting to let go, gives summer a snake bite. Summer is declared a winner and walks around like a traditional matchmaker (this vulgar image makes clear that the poem is not about subtle romantic emotions) only to be replaced with a series of stronger summer entities: Nayzumer, New Summer, Erevzumer, Eve of Summer Night and Kleynzumer, Small Summer, who gives everyone else a bite. The island, where di Kvaln kveln, springs beam is similar to a generational war zone and not a pleasant resort.
Shvarts uses the concept of Young Summer as a shield against winter melancholy. The section begins with April (66-67),124 when winter is still in control (“Itst ven di erd iz ongetrunken mit shney,” “Now when the earth is saturated with snow”), but moves
rapidly to mid summer in such poems as Yungzumer kletert (“Youngsummer Climbs,”

69), Es iz zumer itst (“It is Now Summer,” 77-81), and Indianer zumer (“Indian

Summer,” 83). Yungzumer kletert shows summer sneaking behind the back doors of the



124 Inzikh, 34, April 1937


speaker's house as if to deceive winter. The summer paints the fresh doorsteps with a sense of spaciousness that fills the speaker with youthful restlessness (“Yungzumers umru zunikt in mir,” “Youngsummer's restlessness shines in me.”)125 The poem celebrates the new openness summer entails when the city is immersed in the eroticism of growth, dance, singing and life. All that was incubating during the segregating winter is now celebrated as a barrier shattering summer.
The section ends in Indianer zumer (“Indian Summer,” 83)126 with an image of

death. The poem continues the last lines of the poem preceding it Zun un zamd (“Sun and Sand”, 82): “O zog, mit azoyfil zun in mir--/ Far vos shtarbn?,” “Oh do tell, with so much sun in me--/ Why dying?.” The Indian summer is a counter image to the one of Yungtsaytiker. If the latter represents ecstasy, life and rejuvenation, the former brings the reader back to the realm of death and decay. The summer that does not come at the right time brings Ru, Rest to the Umru, Restlessness. But, the poem asks, if there is now rest why is there death? The clock hands that anchor the book's credo are compared in this poem to a guillotine chopping off the hours of life one at a time. The answer to the question lies in the ability to see Indian summer on the doorstep like a Fidl-kolir, Fiddle- Color, transformed into an aestheticized version of life and death (even if at times life and language are meaningless).
The concept of Indian summer is felt in the final section of Bloymontik, Shtolene fligl, Steel Wings, especially in the poems Yungtsaytiker (“Youngtimely”) that ends the
125 It is possible that this line is homage to Moyshe Leyb Halpern's famous poem Mayn umru fun a volf (“My Restlessness Is Like a Wolf's,” Halpern: 1924, 152, Translation: Hellerstein: 1982, 109). Halpern's poem begins with the lines:  “Mayn umru fun a volf un fun a ber mayn ru/ Di vildkayt shrayt in mir, di langvayl hert zikh tsu,” “My restlessness is like a wolf's, my rest is like a bear's/ Wildness shrieks in me, and boredom listens.” These opening lines are justifying the poet's unruliness and anarchism attributing them to his expressionistic tone. In Shvarts's poem the restlessness in only one aspect of the speaker's personality (the other one is winter's restraint) that he receives from the mythological young summer.
126 Inzikh, 39, October 1937.


section and Shtolene fligl dedicated to Leyeles. After exhausting the metaphorical possibilities of the four seasons, Shvarts moves to building an additional metaphorical dimension, which is a product of his own artistic ambition. The oxymoron Shtolene fligl serves as a conclusion for the book's entire poetic project. Like Shvartse vayzers, Shtolene fligl draws upon the inventory of futuristic images. The steel wings can literally mean the wings of an airplane, like the black hands that represent factory clocks. But the steel wings also yoke together the harsh cold, steel-like side of Shvarts's poetry and its ecstatic, sentimental, bird-like side. Todros Geler's drawing captures this ambiguity. It presents an almost abstract image of wings going through clouds. The wings seem to be attached to a plane, yet since they blend into the clouds they become more abstract.
The poem opening the section Tsu dir mayn lebn (“To You My Life”, 86-88)127 is

homage to the poet's life. It is also the only poem in the book that mentions directly that the speaker of the poems is a Yiddish poet.



Dos lid iz mayn retenish. Alts in mir rayst zikh tsu dir O, yidish lid. (88)

The poem is my riddle.
Everything in me is trying to break through to you
Oh, Yiddish poem.



What was incomprehensible in Indianer zumer (“Dos lebn, eynikl mayns,

/Umfarshtendlakh/ Vi dayn shprakh, / Asakh, Ashakh/ Getsamt,” “Life, my grandson/

incomprehensible/ Like your language, / very, very, / Limited,” 83) remains the same, yet





127 Inzikh, 22, March 1936.


now what is unclear charges the poem with restrained ecstasy and the poet with a sense of a mission.

Haynt vil ikh oysvebn fun mayn harts a naye fon, Haynt, mayn brav lebn, trog ikh dir antkegn Mayn tsapeldik yidish lid. (88)

Today I want to weave a new flag from my heart, Today, my brave life, I will bring to you
My fresh Yiddish poem.



After ecstatically celebrating the freshly new morning (accompanied by the smell of brewing coffee) the poem goes back to winter, now directly associated with death: “Nor nakht geyt mir nokh, nakht iz shtendik noent,” “Only night still follows me, night is always near.” (87) The Jewish month of Kislev (December) is mentioned in relation to the speaker's life melting away like candles. But the paradoxical oxymoron “Frostikt kislevdik-kheylevne likht,” “Kislev-wax candles freeze”, is used to describe the speaker's life (“Iber mayn velt-dakht,” “Above my world-view”) emphasizes the metaphorical
synthesis achieved by Shvarts: winter frost is freezing (like the process of art) the melting life (the poet’s expressionistic scream). The speaker does not seek eternal rest anymore. He understands that his eternal ecstatic condition keeps him and his poetry fresh and
alive.

The last section of Bloymontik is the one where notions of self-reflection are felt the most. The poem Shtolene fligl that gave the section its title is dedicated to Leyeles and represents shvarts's  attempt as a poet to break loose (to literally spread his wings)
from his literary mentor.128 Another major concept in the section is the one of Fun mir tsu

dir, From Me to You establishing, in accordance with the poetic values presented by

128 A through analysis of this poem is to follow.


Leyeles in his 1933 cycle Tsu dir-tsu mir (From You- to Me), the interactive relationship between the egocentric self and its surroundings. This concept is felt mostly in the poems Shtolene fligl, Nakhtike sho (“ Nightly Hour”), and Nitsokhen (“Victory”) and it goes hand in hand with the concluding poem of the book Mit oysgeshtrekte hent (“With Extended Hands”) and Yungtsaytiker, ending the book with a poetic attempt to overcome mortality using poetic ecstasy.
The final poem of the book Yungtsaytiker (108-109) gives birth to a new type of summer. The poem begins with a balladic tone telling the story of how the young summer that was once eternal is replaced by the sunset. The young summer wants to go back to
the beginning, to a type of hour that is “Oyser zeung, vi der blik/ Fun an ersht geboyrn kind,” “Out of sight, like the glance/ Of a new born child.” The deotomatization of the point of view is strengthened when the summer declares that this hour, though temporary and fragile, is eternal. The poem does acknowledge, as is in many of Shvarts’s poems, the superiority of mundane reality (“Nor tsvishn mir un nakht/ A vinter vaserfal, der tog,” “But between me [summer] and night/ A winter waterfall, the day,”) but at the end of Bloymontik, Young summer is able to transcend his mortality with the power of subjectivity.

Ikh, amol, vash arop fun zikh di sofikayt. Ikh, zuniker,
Eybiker.

I, occasionally, wash away the mortality from myself, I, sunny,
Eternal.


It is clear that summer is mortal (it is only one season and it won’t be able to maintain its infancy), yet Shvarts chooses to end his book, which began with the sad melancholic tone of the weekly blues, with a tribute to the sunny side of reality. He manages to synthesize the horizontal and vertical aspects of his poetry into a new metaphorical whole
reaffirming against all odds the speaker's belief in the language of poetry.




Shloyme Shvarts, A. Leyeles and the Prophecy of Reality




As a poet Shloyme Shvarts was very much in tune with the poetry and poetics of A. Leyeles. It was Leyeles who greeted the young poet when he published his first book and it was Leyeles to whom the young poet together with Mates Daytsh turned for poetic instruction. It would not be an exaggeration to name him Leyeles's loyal disciple. But does this mean, as Leyeles patronizingly insinuating in his review of Bloymontik, that Shvarts is his epigone, a mere superficial imitator of the master's greatness? Shvarts's decision to ally himself with Leyeles's version of Introspectivism went well with his
expansive poetic temperament, his views about time and space, the American city and the role of a Yiddish poet in this environment. Unlike Alkvit who developed a poetics of passivity and marginality to protect his vulnerable self against Glatshteyn's strong authoritative voice, Shvarts embraced the aspects of Leyeles's style most suitable for his talents as a poet. He did not write sonnet cycles, Villanelles, Rondos, or Triolets that
were the hallmarks of Leyeles’s poetry way into the 1930s. Writing formally structured poems was not of Shvarts's interest. Most poems in Bloymontik are relatively long loosely connected poetic cycles in free verse.


In many ways the poetics of Bloymontik resembles Leyeles's later mode, yet without the literary persona of Fabyus Lind serving as a balancing act between sentimental content and ironic form. Shvarts creates an ironic distance by using mixed metaphors and frames of reference. This technique allows him to celebrate the mythology of the mundane, a shattered world held together with the associative power of the poetic imagination. Both Leyeles and Shvarts were interested in expressing the unique
conditions of the urban man in all their implications. Their poetry is rooted in a specific time and place- Leyeles in New York and Shvarts in Chicago. The poems of both poets take place on the street among traffic, people, commotion and confusion. The urban experience is infused organically into the poetic language and imagery.
Leyeles's poetry is more immersed in urbanism (images of cultivated nature are connected to city parks, pigeons on top of skyscrapers, or a Japanese cherry garden), while Shvarts's urban space, is constantly exposed to weather changes, Sisyphean struggles against forces of nature and mystical visions of creation. The difference between the two poets is felt most strongly in poems where Shvarts expresses the sentimental aspect of his poetic personality. In poems about nature, love, summer and freedom the young poet is elevated from the face of reality into the realms of dream and fantasy. It seems that Shvarts was attempting to pour his very different temperament into the readymade poetic mold that Leyeles had laid out for him.
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The presence of Leyeles is felt in almost every page of Bloymontik:  From an isolated image to the structure of an entire poem and from the choice of themes to the architecture of the book as a whole. Using Leyeles’s formulation of Tsu dir-tsu mir, From You- to Me it is possible to explain the nature of the poetic relationship of the two poets:


what was taken from you (Leyeles) was absorbed through a process of introspection by me (Shvarts). This meta-structure provides a key not only to the symbiotic relationship between the two poets, but also helps decipher Bloymontik's response to the integrated poetics of Inzikh. The most complete dialectic response to Leyeles's poetry can be found
in the poem Shtolene fligl (“Steel Wings,” which is dedicated to Leyeles).129

The poem is an homage in four parts to Leyeles's style of poetry. The first part, written in unrhymed compressed couplets, takes place in an early winter morning with the speaker inside his house greeting the coming day with tense anticipation.



Di moyern ful mit farshverung un mit shtolene fligl. In shoyfentster mayn ponim, fantastik arum (89).

The walls are full of conspiracy and steel wings.
In the display window my face, looking fantastically around.



The poem continues to describe the speaker's house as a dilapidated dwelling exposed to the cold morning winds. The speaker's homeless condition (he literally does not have a roof over his head) loads his mood with an anxious longing, “S'kletert mayn benkshaft oyf ongetsundenne notn,” “My longing crawls on burning notes”. The section ends with the transformation of Benkshaft, longing to Libshaft, love, as the more positive side of the speaker's condition.



Un mol mit libshaft mayn kholem fray un gring
Oyf a dakh fun a luft-laykhter ban.

And at times my dream is free and easy
On a roof of a train light as air.


129 This dedication appeared in the poem's Inzikh version as well, a version that also included the subtitle
Poema. It could be that Shtolene fligl is Shvarts's version of Leyeles's Tsu dir-tsu mir.





The poem begins with stating the temporary nature of modern day interactions. The second part of the poem, more loosely constructed advances the day a bit further to the arising hours of working people.



Tog grist mayn broyt un frishtikt farshlofn, Kamt dayne magishe hor,
Shtiklakh un breklakh fun vor,
Un antkegn mayn tir der brivtreger
Mit shlof oyf di fis, Mit baginen,
Mit verter proste, aritmetishe,
Vebt luftike brikn, hu-ha fun dir tsu mir, Fun mir tsu dir

The day greets my bread and breakfast sleepily, Combs your magic hair,
Pieces and crumbs of reality, And at my door the mailman With sleep on his legs
With dawn,
With words simple, arithmetic,
Weaves airy bridges, hu-ha from you to me, From me to you

If the previous section was out of a dream, the coming of the mailman brings the practical world into the life of the free spirited speaker, who until now was completely alone in his run down kingdom. This meeting creates a human connection, though limited, between
the speaker and the outside world (the letters brought by mail). The actual exchange of words is using Leyeles words (“Fun dir tsu mir, fun mir tsu dir”). An allegorical interpretation to this passage will argue that Shvarts's sentimental side (his dream-like tendencies) is balanced by the formulaic aspect of Leyeles's poetry. The mailman in this case is a type of Leyeles, who teaches the speaker how to address reality.


The rude awakening of the speaker to the cold, harsh and lonely reality of the big city is associated with two basic existential modes: loneliness (“Ikh bin eynzam, eynzam, eynzam,” “I am lonely, lonely, lonely,” 90) and emptiness (“Alts iz leydik/ un ikh bin keynmol ful, ful, ful,” “everything is empty/ and I am never full, full, full,” 91). The first one derives from the lack of authentic human contact and the second is a result of over stimulation. In the last two parts of the poem the speaker attempts to resuscitate both his sense of self-awareness and his connection to the world around him. He strives for a new holistic synthesis of time and space through the renewal of his artistic powers. The third section of the poem begins with emphasizing the bound nature of the language of the street (“Es redt di gas di drotne shprakh,” “the street speaks the wiry language,” 92), possibly representing the wires of the telegraph. The noises of the street attack the speaker creating in his head a cocktail of vanity, mundane existence and death. Only at the end of the section, after the speaker almost loses all hope of rescuing his sanity from the noise, does he accidentally find the word (“Nor ikh shling dos vort,” “only I swallow the word”) which restores his inner poetic ecstasy.



Un di pen zingt oys dem ekstatishn tants
Fun mayne finger.
Shtarbt op in mir di shrek.
Vert gringer dos perpendikulare shtaygn tsum himl, Es redt di gas di drotne shprakh:
Vokh, vakh, vokh. (92-93)

And the pen sings the ecstatic dance
Of my fingers.
The fear dies in me.
The perpendicular striving skywards become easier
The street speaks the wiry language: Week, awake, week.


The pen the speaker uses to write his poems does sing the ecstasy of the street, attempt to reach the sky (the tall skyscrapers of the city) in a chained language that is not his, yet in some ways the pen manages to ease the speaker's pain, to kill the fear that was building inside of him. From now on the pen sings ecstatically the poetry of reality, of being awake.
It eventually emerges that the speaker acquired the ability to channel feelings of alienation and fear into poetry from Leyeles. The concluding section of the poem begins like an urban version of the traditional Yiddish lullaby.



Es vigt zikh a mentsh yedn inderfri
Oyf shtolene fliglen. Veysikhvos. Aylelululu. Di mi Lozt zikh nit farvign.

Every morning a man rocks back and forth
On steel wings.
What do I know? Aylulululu. The effort
Does not allow him to lull to sleep.



The lullaby does not calm down the speaker and the section moves quickly to a new form of prophetic mode, this one borrowed from Leyeles.

Yo, es zukht der mentsh oyf shtotishn asfalt
A novi on a groyen mundir.
Un laytert oys di oysgebenkte sho
Vos zingt fun undz: Fun mir tsu dir, Fun dir tsu mir.

Yes, the man on the city asphalt is looking for
A prophet without the grey uniform. And purifies the longed-for hour That sings from us:
From me to you


From you to me.



The last part of the poem echoes the opening lines of the poem's second section. There the speaker and his mailman were building very fragile forms of communication (Airy Bridges). Here the mailman (wearing the grey uniform of the mundane) is turned into a prophet whose prophecy purifies the language of the speaker, resulting in a true relationship between the two. Now the formula of me and you (self and world) comes not from me to you and from you to me but from us.
Leyeles as a mundane prophet taught Shvarts how to sing the anti-apocalyptic prophecy of the modern metropolis, of harsh reality. If at the beginning of his poetic career Shloyme Shvarts was, as Leyeles himself noticed, writing under other more sentimental impulses, now he is able to cast his own vertical content into Leyeles's horizontal form. As a book of poetry Bloymontik is Shvarts's response to Leyeles's poetry as a whole.



Vertical Imagery in the Poetry of Bloymontik




Bloymontik combines vertical and horizontal impulses into a synergic whole. This section will explore some of the vertical (or timely) images used to create this whole. In the poem Preyri-zin (“Sons of the Prairie”, 12) Shvarts employs an agricultural metaphor to explain how his pen plows in the Boykh fun tsayt, the stomach of time. One of the main images structuring the book is Shvartse vayzers, Black Clock Hands hovering over the
city making its inhabitants aware of the way outside forces control their lives. One would anticipate that this declaration of intent will bring Shvarts to either express the horrors of


modern times (in an expressionistic fashion) or to glorify the technological idol (in the futuristic manner). Shvarts's relation to time, public, personal or poetic is realistic rather than mythological. The use of time in the book has some mythical undertones, yet Shvarts always harnesses his poetry to a specific and concrete time frame.
The poem Nay yor (“New Year,” 60) makes the time frame of the book clear. The events described so far are symbolizing the end of the actual year of 1936. But as a poem celebrating the New Year it is in fact a poem standing in-between  two periods: the
certain death of the past year (as well as one more year in the speaker's life) and the uncertain future. This stance situates Bloymontik within a continuous present that incorporates both past and future, but gives priority above all to the present.
Shvarts does not turn his poetry into a meditation on the rushing political events of the time. Only few of his poems reflect on the events that took place in the first half of the 1930s and even that only vaguely. A good example is the inclusion of images of social dissident and racial prejudice in some of the poems. It is important to indicate that besides the Sambo cycle references to race and racism remain entirely in a figurative mode. The poem Khvalyes (“Clouds,” 19-21), for example,  begins with a motto taken supposedly from the news (Nayes) telling the story of a strong wind that grabbed an infant from its mother's hands and made it disappear in the clouds. The poem itself expands this story into a social critique of the inhumane capitalist system.



Der finants-tsenter ligt vi a krokodil oyf di hekhste trep— Umbaholfn, hakhnoedik, khotsh mit shtol bapantsert.
Nor der telegraf alarmirt mit klapndike tseyn!
Di metropolye trinkt zikh un ranglt zikh mit shturm. Oyf di skverishe pleytses urveltikt der yam.


The finance center lies like a crocodile at the top of the steps— Helpless, submissive, but armored with steel.
Only the telegraph alarms with chatering teeth!
The metropolis is drowning and wrestles with the storm. On the square’s shoulders the sea rules eternally.



This scene shows the city’s armored monuments under an attack from eternal mythological forces that stand in opposition to the horizontal vanity of modern life. The centers of big money and power are not immune to the expansive force of water and meteorology.
The temporality of images is also what stands at the core of Bloymontik's representation of political events, felt mostly in such poems as Shvartse vayzers, Dremlendike finger and Mayn zeyde (22-28). All three infuse images from the arsenal of fascism into the gothic ambiance of death they incorporate. Shvartse vayzers describes a late night hour (Shpete sho, 23) as Blut farkilte svastikas, blood coagulated swastikas. The rise of Nazism and its Jewish context do not become explicit, but they are integrated into the way the poem turns a mundane nightly scene into a mythologized extended metaphor of death and decay (the image of the swastika is followed by an image of the inquisition). The poem continues in this vain by going back in time, exploring the
metaphorical space of the speaker's ancestors as a way to overcome the fear of death. The speaker of the poem has Nit arishe oygn, non-aryan eyes and he wears a Gele late,
Yellow Star.

The notion of Dor, generation mentioned in Shvartse vayzers (“Nor di tsvey shvartse vayzers oyfn tsiferblat fun mayn dor,” “Only the two black hands on the clock face of my generation”) becomes in Dremlendike finger the theme of the entire poem. The speaker declares that a generational ensemble sings in his blood (24). The


harmonious ensemble sings about the Muter rokhel (the speaker's blond lover resembles with her black eyes the biblical matriarch Rachel) and the Zeydes, grandparents who continue to carry the heavy burden of life like horses. The speaker tries to tell his Americanized lover (who dyes her hair blond) the story of his tribe, but she can not even read the script. The poem is a parody on the way modern American Jews (the speaker poet included) try to hide their Jewish roots. The poet, writing his poems in a foreign language but using the foreign themes of modernism is indecipherable not only to his lover but to his grandparents as well. The poem mentions incidentally Gershwin's Rhapsody in Blue an analogy to what the Yiddish poet does: George Gershwin singing the blues as a universal musical form is detached in the process from his Jewish heritage. The Yiddish poet writing a love poem in Yiddish does the same thing since no one can understand him.
The poem Mayn zeyde completes this process. The speaker's grandfather comes to the city turning it into a ghetto. Going back in time and place reconnects the speaker to
his ancestors, charging his poetry with new meaning and strength. With the help of his patriarch the speaker can overcome the powers of evil and alienation associated with modern life. In the last part of the poem the speaker finds his unique, never changing grandfather among millions of other city dwellers. The individuation of a generic Yiddish modernist has to go through a metaphorical tribal cleansing. References to actual events, Jewish identity and vertical imagery are used in Bloymontik to transform the mundane condition of modern man and restore a connection to past generations.


Bloymontik and the American Democracy




The previous section discussed Bloymontik's relation to temporality and Jewish identity. Listening to the voice of his race brings Shvarts to discover the parochial within the universal. In conclusion, let us explore the horizontal and spatial aspects of Bloymontik in relation to American space and sensibility. If the previous section showed how Jewish temporality is restored, this section will show how horizontal space subverts the very same temporality. Shvarts’s spatiality represents trough long poems that are in their affiliation with seasonal changes and domestic scenery. Even if the poems represent a concrete turn of events or a specific moment in time the poems’ temporality is interrupted with an exhausting array of images attempting to arrest the flow of time. It is clear from the beginning that the man who wrote the poems feels at home in his native city and in its surroundings. In many poems the speaker's reaction to reality is colored with a distinctively democratic metaphors that add a more ironic and yet festive dimension to the poems.
When in the poem Bloymontik the speaker wishes to describe the urban commotion around him he chooses the name of the American president Franklin D. Roosevelt into an adjective (Franklin di ruzeveltik, 10) as a way to engage his poetry in the wider project of democratic space. In the imagination of the Yiddish poet the image of Roosevelt is connected to the ability to live in a perpetual state of free associations. A similar tendency is found in the following passage from the poem Preyri-zin (“Prairie- sons,” 12).

Zitst oyf mayne shoybn oysgeputster frost—


Fun vayte ayzike horizontn. Zitst vi a senat-prezident.

On my window panes sits a well dressed frost— Coming rom faraway icy horizons.
Sits like a senate president.



The simple image of the frost covering the window panes is turned into a personalized drama of a senate chairman who rules the lives of his subjects with an iron fist. This half joking image produced by the overenthusiastic democratic imagination of the poem's speaker, puts into question the eternity of the frost: in a free society the subjects can overthrow the government.
The use of the spatial metaphor helps Shvarts to integrate himself into an American soil and sing the praises of his new homeland. If the vertical imagery is associated with the old country and previous generations, the horizontal imagery has to do mostly with exploring new territories and faraway horizons. A seminal example is the poem Detsember (“December,” 57), a portrait of Midwestern country life, far away from both the speaker's urban environment and his family heritage. The poem tells the story of
an Akeryung, a hand farm working his piece of land in the middle of winter. Everything is covered with snow and the young man is absorbed in his lonely thoughts. This idyllic picture is shattered in the second stanza of the poem when a deer crosses the white field bringing a sense of unrest to the youngster's life. The deer, a symbol of romantic love, reminds the farm hand of his city beloved, represented in the poem with the metonymy of a small picture the youngster keeps in his pocket.



Zi, in a shtotish $5.95 kleyd (dos bild
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Iz kleyn)


Zumert in zayne finger.

She in an elegant $5.95 dress (the picture
Is small)
Summers in his fingers.



This ironic description of an elegant woman in a cheap dress balances the potentially sentimental image of a young man missing his dearest. The poem ends with the youngster reaching out for his crow-bar to carve his way out of the snow. The youngster's grandfather, unlike the autobiographical grandfather of the poem Mayn zeyde, smoking peacefully his pipe advises his grandson not to set out on the journey, but as the remote speaker of the poem remarks Umru veys keyn tsam, unrest knows no boundary. The youngster leaves for the unknown. In this poem Shvarts employs a compressed imagist style to objectively describe country life in opposition to the rapidly changing nature of
his real urban existence. A similar approach can be found in the poems depicting the lives of ordinary Americans, such as Bloye briv (“Blue Letters,” 39-43), where again a young man in the city sends sad love letters to his girl Lucy on the prairie. This long poetic
cycle shows a great deal of empathy for this poor young couple.

The vertical and temporal aspect of Bloymontik is expressed through the book's use of the four seasons. But the seasons have a permanent horizontal aspect to them as well. The presence of the mighty forces of nature frames the urban environment, adding to it a mythologized dimension. Nature invades with all its magnitude the speaker's intimate space exposing him to new possibilities and sensibilities. The poem Shneyike tronen (“Snowy Thrones,” 14-15), for instance, describes the frost as a friendly Buddha sitting on the pane. The poem Oktober (51-53) expands the democratic metaphor and attributes it to American baseball, “Di beyzbol kenigin hersht itst iber ale blokn,” “the


baseball queen rules now over all the blocks.” (51) The use of the sporty metaphor indicates the playfulness of the seasonal change. The winter brutally invading the city will be cast out after loosing the game to a new player. It is in these non-poetic images that Shvarts celebrates his independent carefree spirit.
The horizontal imagery in the poems of Bloymontik emphasizes the unchanging aspect of reality. If the Jewish vertical metaphors expressed concern that the world is rewetting to chaos, the American non-Jewish aspects of the book bring the hope that the cyclic dimension of reality will prevail and balance the blurry and uncanny nature of modern life. In this respect Shloyme Shvarts was walking a thin line between an emotional and sentimental rhetoric and cold formality. The result was poetry of tightly balanced poetic diction of a poet who worked hard to restrain and control the unruly nature of his raw materials.



Conclusion




Shloyme Shvarts was an American Yiddish poet living in Chicago. After writing proletarian poetry he became affiliated with the Introspectivist school. He published extensively in Inzikh, edited the journal Brikn as a Chicagoan version of Inzikh and was considered a product of the movement. Shvarts was a loyal disciple of Leyeles and meticulously followed his footsteps.
In 1938 Shvarts published his first book of poetry Bloymontik. The book is a comprehensive homage to the great master of modernism and to Chicago. The expression Blue Monday symbolizes sadness and boredom attributed to the anticipated end of the


weekend, while its Jewish equivalent Khol Hamoed balances the ennui of the urban man with the ecstasy of poetic diction. The modernist flâneur is walking the streets of the city exposed to constant stimulation.Yet the poet refuses to attribute any positive or negative characteristics to this existential situation. The Jewish speaker of the poems takes note of the rise of fascism in Europe and embraces American democratic values as part of his pluralistic vision. Shvarts adds his own personal experience, poetic idiom and unique talent to the readymade model introduced by Leyeles.


Chapter Seven


Lider fun der tsayt (1940): Y. L. Teler on the Margins of History




Lider fun der tsayt




With the publication of his third book of verse, Lider fun der tsayt (Poems of the Time, 1940),130 Yehuda Leyb Teler (1912-1972) reached the apogee of his poetic achievement.131  Here he brought the poetics of Inzikh into a new phase as he linked the great masters of the school--Glatshteyn and Leyeles--with the new generation of
“American-educated” Yiddish poets Alkvit and Shvarts. Teler's inaugural book, Simboln (Symbols, 1930) was a book of Introspectivist poetry in thrall to Glatshteyn and his second book Miniaturn (Miniatures, 1934) broke from Introspectivism in the direction of pure Imagism.132 It is important to remember that none of the poems collected in the previous books was published in Inzikh, even though Glatshteyn, as we recall, was their advocate. On the other hand, some of the poems in Lider fun der tsayt, written in the second half of the 1930s found their way to Inzikh and stood alongside poems by Leyeles
and Glatshteyn, as well as the new generation of Inzikhistn. Such poems as A kind zet (“A Child Sees,” Inzikh, 42, January 1938, [82-83]133), Dray yidishe yinglekh shraybn tsu an
altn khinezishn poet (“Three Jewish Boys Write to an Old Chinese Poet,” [88]), Mariya


130   In his translations from this book Harshav (1986) chose to translate the book's title as Poems of the Age.
131 Teler, twenty-eight at the time, would never publish another book of poetry in his lifetime. After the Holocaust he transformed himself into a writer on Jewish political and social themes in English and a spokesman for various Jewish organizations under the name of Jud Teller (Miron, 56-57). This short
meteoric career of one of the most promising “American-educated” Yiddish poets is a symbol for the decline in interest in Yiddish modernism.
132 Miron, 70-77 (on symboln), and 77-86 (on Minaturn).
133 Page numbers refer to Teler's collected poems Durkh a yidishn gemit (Through a Jewish State of Mind,
1975) unless otherwise stated.


(“Maria,” [166], Egotsentriker (“Egocentric,” [152-153], Meditasye bay der stayvesent kirkh (“Meditation at the Stuyvesant Church,” [156-157], Inzikh, 43, February 1938),  the poems on Sigmund Freud (Inzikh, October 1937- June 1938, [109-120]), all received center stage on the pages of Inzikh.
The book’s title immediately stands out in comparison to those of his two previous books: Symbols and Miniatures allude to static form, while Poems of the Time adds a temporal dimension that was missing from the previous books. Ken Frieden (1990) suggested reading the title as if it deals with the question of tsayt (time, poems about the harsh reality of European Jews in the 1930s) and tsaytung (newspaper, poems based on articles Teler as a reporter published in the New York daily Morgn zhurnal). The contemporary critics of the book, whom Frieden cites, tended to emphasize the
timely fashion of the poems.134 Writing in Der tog (March 1941) Shmuel Niger fell back

on the hackneyed distinction between tsayt-lider, topical poems, and eybike (eternal poems, 237). Many poets write occasional poems at a specific time and place, but they are by definition ephemeral. Teler, Niger maintained, is a fine journalist who tries to be more than a zhurnalist in ferzn, a journalist in verse. The poems in his book pretend to be more than just occasional. Yet Teler's poetic involvement with reality is nothing but a pretentious, tabloid-oriented attempt, Niger concluded.
Countering Niger’s dismissive attitude was, Leyeles (Der tog, December 1940, [238]), who attributed the separation between poetry and journalism to the naiveté of Yiddish literati of twenty years ago. In his opinion, Teler's impressive book shows that Yiddish poetry is now ready to rise from its lackadaisical past and represent the present in

134 A bibliography of reviews can be found in Shtrakman: 1945, 277-278. Selective excerpts from the reviews were collected in Durkh yidishn gemit. Citations from these excerpts were taken from there, unless otherwise mentioned.


all presentness. “The majority of poems in Y. L. Teler's book are bloodstains on the flag of the time of which we live,” wrote Yekhezkel Bronshteyn in his review of Teler’s book (Bronshteyn: 1941, 132). Unlike Niger, Bronshtein saw Teler's commitment to temporality as relevant for all Jews. Teler is a gifted poet who has the proper tools to express his anxiety and turn it into a new and contemporary chapter in the Biblical book of Lamentations (133). Bronshteyn took a middle ground between Niger and Leyeles when arguing that only a true lyricist can turn such horrific subjective images into a national epic.
The most valuable critical account of Teler's poetry is by Dan Miron. (Miron:

1986). According to Miron the differences between Simboln and Miniaturn on the one hand and Lider fun der tsayt on the other are superficial and misleading (86). Even though Teler's involvement with time led his readers to believe that the book will discuss political, social or historical issues that lie outside the self, in fact, states Miron, the book is about the reflection of the self in time (89). Teler remained inside the self; therefore, the poems in Lider fun der tsayt belong to the same psychological infrastructure that dominated the previous books.
Miron divided Teler's relation to time into four consecutive categories: (1). biographical and personal time, connecting the self to its childhood; (2). racial and hereditary time, joining the personal self with the biological and historical existence of its forefathers; (3). the analogical dimension of cultural time, when the self is integrated into the cultural tradition and its symbols; and (4). the cosmic time in which the self is united with nature and the universe (89-90). These timely dimensions emerge from the self and return to it, while the self remains conflicted, split between contradictory desires,


paralyzed and disintegrated. History, politics and culture are metaphorical illustrations of the egocentric tendencies that interested Teler from the beginning of his literary career (91). Isolating several elements relating to the self from the book's heterogenic mixture helps decipher the poet's intentions, however; it downplays the major change that happened in Teler's approach. The juxtaposition of self and time stands in the center of the book's aesthetics.
There is no disputing the facts: In 1937 Teler traveled to Poland as a reporter for the Morgn zhurnal and in 1938-1939 he visited Germany (illegally) and Mandatory Palestine.135 These trips back to Europe produced some of his most emotionally charged and culturally subversive poems. This European tour, matched only by Glatshteyn's 1934 homecoming visit to Lublin, resulted in a series of articles and “newspaper” poems concentrated in the first few sections of Lider fun der tsayt. These are poems about Hitler's invasion of Vienna (Hitlers araymarsh keyn vin, 94-95), the pogrom in Brisk of May 1937 (Brisker yidn redn, “The Jews of Brisk Speak,” 100-101), Freud and the
forefathers of psychoanalysis (Psikhoanaliz, “Psychoanalysis,” 109-120), Wilhelm Stekel (Vilhelm shtekel zogt zikh op fun lebn, “Wilhelm Stekel Gives Up On Life,” 121-124), Herschel Greenspan (Hershl Greenshpan farn atentat, 129-131), and Eduard Benes (Benesh, 132-135).136   This eclectic list of topics, clearly not a systematic account of current events drafted by a diligent newspaperman, had specific and subjective poetic




135 In the above mentioned article Frieden brings a list of Teler's articles that inspired the various poems as part of his argument that the poems and articles are overlapping and not diametrically opposed (281).
136 Wilhelm Stekel (1868-1940) was an Austrian psychologist who became one of Freud's earliest followers. He committed suicide while in exile in London; Herschel Grynszpan 1921- circa 1943) was a
Polish Jew whose 1938 assassination of the German diplomat Ernst Eduard von Rath in Paris sparked the Kristallnakht; Eduard Benes (1884-1948) was the Czechoslovakian president since 1935 until he resigned in 1938 after the dismemberment of his country by the Munich Pact.


intentions-- the depiction of Jewish helplessness in face of annihilation and an indictment of the assimilatory project of western Jews (Teler included).
The number of poems dealing directly with factual events is, nevertheless, limited. The more common trend in the book is to base the poems loosely on historical themes, giving them a less timely dimension. Good examples are the poems in the book's sections Zikney tsiyon (The Elders of Zion, 87-108), Sedre fun vokh (The Weekly Torah Portion, 140-149), and the long poem Y.L.T farlozt dem gan eydn un kumt tsu gast tsu zayne kinds-kinder (“Y.L.T Leaves the Garden of Eden to Visit His Offspring,” 136-139). These poems, in addition to the concrete poems, blend different periods, myths, cultural stereotypes and archetypes into an intentionally anachronistic pastiche.
Compared to what came before, Lider fun der tsayt is remarkable for its sheer size and scope. While Miniaturn comprises 43 short poems in its 42 pages Lider fun der tsayt is 112 pages long.137 Its forty-six long poems are divided into six numbered sections. It was the first time Teler composed such long poems, multi-part poems (the poem Pleytim- lid, “Poem of the Refugees,” 96-99) and opens with a nine-part poem-cycle, Invasye (“Invasion”). Shorter poems published earlier in Inzikh were attached to longer structures or received new meaning when added to one of the book's chapters. This rhetorical expansion is not entirely flawless. The poems lose some of their original compactness
and are sometimes too lengthy (Miron: 1986, 96-97). But what they lose in tightness they gain in emotive and referential power.138





137 This relates to the original 1940 edition of the book (Teler: 1940). In Durkh yidishn gemit this layout becomes less conspicuous.
138 The fact that later in life Teler produced shorter versions of some of these poems (collected in Durkh
yidishn gemit) supports this argument. This study will not examine these later versions.


Some poems suggest an involvement with time and space in their very titles: Landshaft mit militer (“Landscape with Military,” 78), Landshaft mit milkhome (“Landscape with War,” 81), Hitler's araymarsh keyn vin (“Hitler's Invasion of Vienna,”
94-95). Others, we recall, refer to actual events in a journalistic fashion, while still others have a polemical bent (Tsu a goyishn khaver, “to a Gentile Friend,” [102-103], Tsu a Kristin, “to a Christian” [104-106], or Briv tsu zigmond froyd “A letter to Sigmund Freud,” [116-117]). Lider fun der tsayt presents its readers with a heterogenic, but totally precise structure. In this respect it resembles the other two masterpieces of modernist
poetry that Glatshteyn and Leyeles published a few years earlier.139

Lider fun der tsayt differs from Teler’s earlier volumes in its language as well. In Miniaturn, in order to reach an “objective correlative” in pseudo-epigrammatic poetic lines, Teler labored to purify his Yiddish of most localisms and idiomatic usage. His imagistic poem consisted of disconnected images in a barren language exposing situations of restrained tension. By contrast, the lines of Lider fun der tsayt are airy, liberated and chatty, often reaching ironic pathos. The traditional Semitic component of Yiddish, including Biblical allusions is felt mostly in situations where the speaker identifies himself as an Eastern European Jew. The lingo of the leisurely intellectual conversation attributed to Teler's journalistic career makes the poems clearer and more prosaic. This linguistic tendency brought Teler closer to Glatshteyn and Leyeles, even
while his poetry retained some of its original tightness. The balance between verbose and condensed poems is what enabled Teler to add a timely dimension to his poetry without seeping into unnecessary pathos.

139 Freiden (1990) cites Teler's dedication of Lider fun der tsayt to Leyeles in which he mentions his great debt to Fabyus Lind: “To A Leyeles—knowing full well that without Fabyus lind our poetic path have been gloomier” (the dedication is dated November 5, 1940 [270]).


Exodus without Redemption: A Structural analysis of Lider fun der tsayt




The book consists of six sections (or chapters140) of uneven length: Invazye (“Invasion”, a cycle of nine poems), Zikney tsiyon (“The Elders of Zion,” nine poems), Psikhoanaliz (“Psychoanalysis,” six poems), Portretn (“Portraits,” three poems), Sedre fun vokh (“The Weekly Torah Portion,” two poems), and Farshidns (“Miscellaneous,” seventeen poems). The mix of long and short chapters, the existence of poems that could have been included in more than one chapter (the poems on Freud in “Psychoanalysis,”
based on their genre, could have been placed in “Portraits”) and the book's ending with short ephemeral poems bearing the title “Miscellaneous,” may indicate that the book's structure is rickety. But, following Dan Miron's line of thought, Teler goes in this book from the integrated to the broken, from the central to the marginal. The chaotic yet firm structure of the book reveals some of its meanings.
The book opens with early childhood memories. In this it follows the model that Leyeles and Glatshteyn presented in Fabyus lind and Yidishtaytshn. Teler, a native of Tarnopol, Galicia (at the time part of the Austro-Hungarian empire), experienced the Russian invasion of the empire during the First World War. Teler's father was already in America, when Teler, his mother and the Jews of Tarnopol became refugees. The autobiographical speaker of Invasye integrates childhood experiences with notions of marginality, detachment and weakness. Out of the nine poems in the cycle three refer directly to Teler's memories: the poem Pasport (“Passport,” 73-74), which is also the
book's opening poem, depicts the complicated position of refugees.
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140 This graphic layout (six numbered sections of which the title of the section and a list of poems appear at the beginning of each section) exists only in the original edition of the book.


Fornamen… tsunamen… Geboyrn in tarnopol baym seret. Ariber di relsn ligt zbarazh.
On der zayt—podvolotshisk. Un in volotshisk—
Der rus.
Der moskal.

Forename… Surname…
Born in Tarnopol, on the river Seret. Over the tracks lies the city of Zbarazh. To the side—Podvolotshisk,
And in Volotshik itself— The Russian.
The Moskal. (Harshav: 1986, 559).



The opening image is of a passport missing the name of its owner (it is replaced with three dots). The name is of no importance at a time when political borders keep changing and with them, official documentation. Since the refugees need to smuggle borders (the passport might be forged) it is better not remain nameless. The speaker depicts the
liminal condition of stateless people.  The poem takes place on Passover of 1914 when the Russian invasion began and concludes three years later in 1917. The two-year-old child and his mother are hiding in their blockaded home. The earliest childhood memory of the future poet is of “Krakhn fun shoybn/ Baym shokhn oyfn mark,” “Windows crashing/ At a neighbor's in the market place.” This subjective memory is cast into the objective historical date of the invasion, its duration (“Vi lang is geven bay undz der moskal?,” “How long did the Moskal stay in hour town?”) and Jewish mythology (“Vi yidishe fentster dem ershtn tog peysakh,” “Like Jewish windows on the first day of Passover”).
More autobiographical details are found in the two poems concluding the cycle: A

kind zet (“A child sees”) and Emigrantish (“Of Immigration,” 84-85, [573]). The poems


describe the survival instinct of the refugees transcending acceptable moral values. This time the child is already five years old (82) and his mother and grandmother are smuggling illegal goods to make ends meat. The father is already away, Dortn ergets iz mayn tate (83), Somewhere there, my daddy (573), and the boy and his mother follow him to America. These scattered memories fill the life of the boy with anxiety, fear and insecurity, which never disappear. The cycle ends with a rhetorical question the adult poet asks himself, a question that will reappear in the book in various forms: Mit vifl yor tsurik? (85), How many years ago? (573). Even though the adult poet has successfully integrated himself into his American homeland he is constantly reminded of.



Yeder zumer dermont mir fun dos nay
Di angstn-freydn
Fun a kleynem yid. (ibid)

Every summer reminds me anew
Of the anguish-joys
Of a little Jew. (ibid)



The same way that every year on Passover Jews are obligated to remember that God freed them from Egyptian slavery, Teler is forced to reenact his memory of being a helpless little Jew. Exodus (or immigration) does not bring redemption. Teler, loyal to a psychological approach emphasizing the importance of early childhood memories to the formation of the integrated self, shows not only the impossibility of forming a mature self out of a shattered Jewish life, but also the total improbability of such an optimistic vision. The basic psychological condition of the book is post-traumatic.
If history is written by the winners, Teler is loyal to the people on the margins. The poem Hintern front (“Behind the Front,” 79 [367]) describes wartime routine taking


place behind the front line. Here the poet juxtaposes Jews with their Gikhe minyonim, hasty minyans and gentiles who “Grobn shantsn/ Far di khates,” “Dig trenches/ Around their huts.” The mundane existence of civilians trying to continue with their normal life in face of war stands in contrast to the actual war between the imperial powers. This is not history as taught from textbooks, full of dates and important events, but rather a narrative taken from personal experience. Poetry, and Teler is a poet by definition, is the subversive territory of isolated moments in time, of personal selective memory.
The second chapter Zikney tsiyon (“The Elders of Zion,” 86-108) refers to the anti-Semitic text of the Protocols of the Elderly of Zion originally published in Russia in
1903. If the original text was a hoax depicting the plan set by leaders of the Jewish people for world domination, here real Jews speak up against racial persecution. Again the Exodus narrative is keenly felt: the opening poem of the section Di tfile fun a yid in di hayntike teg (“The Prayer of a Jew in these Days,” 86-87) mimics the suuplicatory
prayers composed by the Hasidic leader Reb Levi Yitzchak of Berdichev (1740-1809) in defense of the Jewish people. As a prayer, the poem is an attack calling upon God to act against the Nit-bashnitene in ashkenaz, the non-circumcised in Ashkenaz. The poem focuses almost exclusively on the physical manhood of the non-Jews.

Un makht dem zokher blutikn vi s'iz gornit di teve fun a man. Vi m'valgert blekh, tu valgern zeyere layber
Az s'zol zey fargeyn di tayve
Tsu undzere tekhter un vayber141.

And make their manhood bleed in a way that is not natural for a man. Like you roll tin, roll their flesh
So that they will loose the passion


141 The Hebrew words Teve (nature or character) and tayve (desire) resemble each other phonetically and are used by Teler to add a biblical dimension to his poetry and perhaps also to give psychological terms a Jewish equivalent.


For our daughters and wives.



At the end of the poem the speaker pleads with God even more explicitly.




Zay poked oyf di zkhorim fun ashkenaz, zey zoln mer nit brengen
Zeyer glaykhn oyf der velt. Iber hamburg un berlin. Loz nit durkh a shvel.
Farges dos minut guts, vayl s'iz groys dos beyz bay zey.
Zay goyzer oyf zeyere zkhorim
Vi host a mol geton tsu di mitsrishe bekhorim.

Make it so that the males of Ashkenaz will no longer bring
Their kind into the world In Hamburg and Berlin. Don’t miss a doorstep.
Forget the little good they did, because the evil is vast. Sentence their males to death
As you did in the past to the Egyptian firstborn.



Now the Biblical allusion is made clear: God should murder the German baby boys, just as he killed the Egyptian firstborn in the last of the ten plagues. Only after the plague of the firstborn was initiated, did Pharaoh allow the exodus (Exodus, 12:29-33). The sexual connotation of the allusion puts into question the validity of the poem's rhetoric. The speaker asks God to castrate the virile German men. Women are excluded from this demand. More than he is actually calling for the eternal annihilation of German men, the speaker projects his own conflicting emotions of helplessness and fury. His fear of castration and death as a vulnerable Jewish male is externalized. In this poem Teler acknowledges the connection between real weakness and fake power and the way they
infiltrate his personal memory.142



142 A similar approach to Jews and power can be found in Ch. N. Bialik's poem “In the City of Slaughter”
published in Hebrew in 1903 as a response to the Kishinev pogrom. The speaker in the poem accuses the


It is possible to divide the poems in this section in two categories: poems describing the homeless condition of Eastern European Jews and poems condemning
anti-Semitism. The poems of the first category, such as Dray yidishe yinglekh shraybn tsu an altn khinezishn poet (“Three Jewish Boys write to an Old Chinese Poet,” 88), Pleytim- lid (“Poem of Refugees,” 56-59), and Brisker yidn redn (“Jews from Brisk Speak,” 100-
101), are giving the victims of Fascism the right to speak. Eastern European Jews from Brisk and Warsaw (the three boys are from the Nalevkes, the heart of Jewish mercantile life in interwar Warsaw); together with assimilated Galician Jews from Vienna (Pleytim- lid) are partial representations of a bigger archetype: Ahasver, or the Eternal Jew.143



Nor mayn hoykh iz nor do oyf der shoyb Fun a viner kafey, mayn lip iz nokh do Oyf a viner gloz tey.
Shikt mikh op mit toyznt banen
In geratevete vagonen.
Durkh der trakht fun ayers a tokhter, Durkh der zilb fun ayers a lid,
Vel ikh oyfgeyn fun dos nay
In ayer mit.
Ahasver, der eybiker
Yid (99.)

But my breath is still on the windowpane
Of a Viennese kaffee, ,y lip is still
On a Viennese glass of tea.
Send me away on a thousand trains
In barred wagons.


men of Kishinev of hiding while their women were raped by gentiles. Bialik's prophetic wrath, a response to this helplessness condition can be interpreted as a post-traumatic response (see: Gluzman: 2005). Teler's poem alludes to Bialik's famous poem in more than one way.
143 Ahasver or Ahasuerus (named after king of Persia in the biblical book of Ester) is the name given in
European folklore since the 17th century to the anti-Semitic Christian legend of the Wandering Jew. The
Jew who taunted Jesus on the way to the crucifixion was sentenced to eternal wandering until the second coming. For a comprehensive companion on this legend in various periods see: Hazan-Rokem and Alan Dundes (eds.): 1986. This shocking metaphor in addition to the one of Jesus as a Jew was often used by Yiddish and Hebrew expressionists in the 1920s, such as Uri Zvi Greenberg, Perets Markish and Meylekh Ravitsh (See: Hoffman:2007, 117-167 and Shtal: 2008, 29-67).


Trough the womb of your daughter, Through the syllable of your song,
I will rise again
In your midst. Ahaseurus, the eternal
Jew. (Harshav: 1986, 551)



The poems in this section play with common anti-Semitic myths. The wandering Jew, now stateless, is coming back to haunt his gentile persecutors. The Jews themselves are Marranos and when they are being persecuted (as in medieval times) their specific Jewish features resurface. They are no longer assimilated Jews, but rather resemble the
traditional Eastern Jew they wanted to cast aside. In the poem Hitlers araynmarsh keyn vin (94-95), the speaker becomes more aware of his Jewishness when he realizes he has relatives on the other side. Galician Jews in Vienna who so meticulously adopted German culture are growing long beards, wearing Jewish clothes and speaking a Jewish language. Teler terms this process his Galitsisher legende, Galician legend (95).
In the poems addressing gentiles such as Lid tsu adolf, frits, etsetera

(“A Poem to Adolph, Fritz, etcetera,” 89-91), Tsu a goyishn khaver (“To a Gentile Friend,” 102-103), and Tsu a Kristin (“To a Christian Woman,” 104-105), the speaker reaches an emotional crescendo. Again Teler employs the Exodus metaphor in a negative way. The poem Lid tsu adolf, frits, etsetera takes place in the Fall, in the month of Elul, when it is customary to make pilgrimage to ancestral graves in preparation for the High Holidays. At this time of year the eternal Jew returns not only to haunt his anti-Semitic Gentile neighbors, but also the Western European speaker himself begins to resemble his Eastern relatives. The poem ends with a reference to the plague of the firstborn.


Es shlogt fun mir der shveys fun ale getos
Un mayn blik koylet arishe bekhorim

The sweat of all ghettos pours out of me
And my gaze slaughters Aryan firstborn.

The journey that began in the previous section continues-- the assimilated Jew, the wandering Jew from the anti-Semitic legend, has returned to function as culture's ultimate other.
The next section Psikhoanaliz (109-128) stands in a crucial poetic junction that ushers in its final stages. Teler, who received a PhD in psychology from Columbia University, examines the work of the founding fathers of psychoanalysis, Freud and his students Wilhelm Shtekel and Alfred Adler (1870-1937). As shown by Frieden (1990,
276-287), Teler met Freud in his last days in Vienna before he was allowed to leave for London in June 1938.144 This resulted in a series of essays in the Morgn zhurnal and in this elaborate section of Lider fun der tsayt where Teler comes to terms with Freudian theory and its relation to Jews. It is as if Teler put the master of psychoanalysis on the therapist's couch in order to investigate its premise. How can this old-fashioned humanist explain the horrors of Nazism and what is his relation to his people, the simple Polish Jews (like Freud himself) who swamped interwar Vienna? The legendary wandering Jew (now reincarnated in Jud Sus Openhaymer, the main character of Lion Feuchtwanger’s popular historical novel145) visits the eighty-two-year-old Freud on the eve of Passover (117) and teaches him the story of his tribe. The basic equation is of Homen, orl, eysov,



144 Freud died of cancer while in exile in London on September 1939. His major work in these shocking days was Moses and Monotheism of which he tried to explain the roots of western civilization and Judaism. For a vivid description of Freud's last days see: Edmundson: 2007.
145 Lion Feuchtwanger (1884-1958) was a prominent Jewish novelist in Weimer Germany. His novel Jud Sus was published in 1925 and was an immediate success (it was translated into English as Power in 1927). After the Nazis resumed power Feuchtwanger made his way to the United States (see: Bathrick: 1997).


goy, “Haman, Non-circumcised, Esau, Gentile” (120), when the universalistic tendencies of Freud's theories were proven wrong. Even Freud, the interpreter of dreams, the tribal storyteler and the prophet of the subconscious, was unable to foresee western civilization's deterioration.
The Exodus narrative reappears in the poem Vilhelm shtekel zogt zikh op fun lebn

(“Wilhelm Stekel Gives up on Life”).




Er hot gevust un gezogt: tsu ru der veg
Iz oft tsurik, durkh eygl un man, yam suf Un fleysh-tep, tseykhns oyf tirn un toyt Fun bekhoyrim, tsu finger vos veytikt
Oyf koyln un kilt zikh
Oyf tsung tsu alershtn shtaml. (122)

He knew and said: the road to rest
Is often backward, through the calf and the manna, Red Sea
And flesh-pots, signs on doors and death
Of first-born sons, to finger that aches
On hot coals and cools
On a tongue, to the primeval stammer. (Harshav: 1986, 537)



Teler turns his back on Freud and develops a pessimistic view of culture as a cyclical narrative consisting of the fragmented self of individuals.
The intermezzo section Portretn (Portraits, 129-139) that follows consists of three poems: the first two, thematically connected to the previous topical poems, describe two minor yet tragic figures of the late 1930s: the forgotten Jewish assassin Herschel Grynszpan and the Czechoslovakian premier Edward Benes. They serve as projections of two separate aspects of the poet's self: the beastly murderous one and the helpless frightened. Grynszpan, who murdered a German diplomat in Paris and sparked Kristalnacht, is a goles yingl, a child of the Diaspora with no passport or visa (a


descendant of the stateless refugees of the previous sections), a powerless Jew who took the law into his own hands and succumbed to the ancient drive of revenge.146 Benes, the Czechoslovakian prime minister who surrendered to the Nazis is a symbol of resignation and passivity, the perfect symbol for the decline of western democracy.
The third and highly complicated poem that concludes the section is a futuristic legend portraying Y.L.T (Teler's initials) leaving the Garden of Eden to teach young American students about the war. The poem mentions the major events and personalities of the war (Mussolini's regime in Italy, Hitler and the leaders of the Nazi party and German tanks in Paris) as events the students can learn about from textbooks. But the poet comes to teach what textbooks can not, and that is the daily lives of marginalized people who lived through the war using their survival instincts (139).
The last two sections of the book are Sedre fun vokh and Farshidns. The first chapter, consisting of only two poems, brings the Biblical narrative of the book to its conclusion. The poems Gilgl yoysef (“the Reincarnation of Joseph,” 140-143) and Yankev halt baym shtarbn (“Jacob's Death,” 146-149) are based on two sequential narratives: the story of Joseph in Egypt and Jacob's death (Genesis chapters 39-50). The poems describe Joseph's rise to power in Egypt, his assimilatory tendencies, passion for gentile women (Potifar's wife), his estrangement from his brothers and the way this story was reincarnated over time in other narratives, such as Josephus Flavius and the Roman Empire. Teler the modernist poet offers his own homiletic interpretation of the Biblical
146 Although Avrom Brentson's (penname of Y. A. Vaysman) article “Hershl Greenspan un zikney trotski” (“Herschel Greenspan and the Elders of Trotsky”, Inzikh, 50, March 1939) does not mention Teler's poem, it views the Greenspan affair as a new blood libel. The allusion to the Protocols of the Elders of Zion in combination to Leon Trotsky's Jewish background is a reference to the way the French press regarded Jewish spies as a blend of Nazi-Trotskyite spies. Another Yiddish poem on this subject is Kalman Heisler's (1899-1966) Hershl hagiber (“Herschel the Hero,” in Shtrakman: 1945, 171).The poem is a more conventional account presenting Greenspan in the image of the biblical hero Simshon hagiber, Samson the Hero. More on Greenspan and his fate as a Jewish assassin see: Roizen: 1985, 217-228.


canon. Teler, unlike Freud in his psychoanalytical retellings of biblical narratives, is immersed in the Hebrew text (it is no coincidence that Teler evokes the custom of reading the Torah in synagogue on the Sabbath) when addressing both narratives from
the perspective of power and the crisis of identify. Joseph the rich Egyptian official is the archetypical assimilated Jew. The Galician Jews becoming Viennese are his and Josephus's ardent pupils. Both delude themselves that they have power and are thus in danger of losing their connection to the tribe, the heritage of Yankev.
After Jacob and Joseph's death, the Bible tells the story of Israelite slavery in Egypt leading to the Exodus (Exod.1-15). After traveling for forty years in the desert the Jewish people is allowed to enter the Promised Land and achieve redemption. Following this narrative one would expect Teler to conclude the book with either a Zionist epiphany or in a diasporic crescendo (Teler, after all, was to become an important Zionist spokesperson and the book's concluding poems does indeed take place on American soil). What can be easier than to illustrate in a particular Jewish language for a knowledgeable audience the Germans as Egyptians and Eastern European Jews as slaves seeking
prophesy?147

Teler did neither. Farshidns, the concluding chapter of Lider fun der tsayt, did not provide nationally inclined Yiddish readers with a redemptive closure. At first glance the poems resemble the ones collected in Miniaturn: they are shorter, built on one or two disconnected images and portray the sexually tense life of a New York Jewish
intellectual. This is also the longest section in the book, consisting of seventeen poems. It is possible to assume that Teler's intention to collect all of the poems written in that time
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147 In Hebrew poetry it was the symbolist  Nathan Alterman whose poetry collections Simhat Aniyim, the Joy of the Poor and Shirey Makot Mitzraym, Songs  of the Ten Plagues are masterpieces of modern biblical narration defending humanism in face of totalitarianism (Shavit: 2003).


(Lider fun der tsayt) made him push the poems that did not fit anywhere to the end and title them Farshidns. It does seem, however, plausible and more productive to argue that the eclectic, heterogenic and defective ending of the book helped Teler to represent the self as disseminated, fragmented and liminal. In the late 1930s Teler went through a process of change: He did not become a mature integrated adult ready to defend his nation's honor (he left that for his English non fiction), but rather reflected on the horrors of his time from the margins of his disintegrated, ephemeral self. From a place of complete passivity he created a sensitive body of poetry.
The book's last poem Tsvantsik shures tsu a boym (“Twenty Lines to A Tree,”) is also its most distinctive ars-poetical one. The poem creates an analogy between the poet (his book is on the ground besides him) and a tree he is observing. Both the speaker and the tree are Fun eyn shtam (171), “from the same source,” (trans.: Grace Schulman, in: Howe et all: 1987, 656). The racial similarity (Shtam, stem) is integrated into the organic imagery of the poem.



Shmekst mit shveys, un royshst Mit letstn bliask in tsvaygn. Arum undz feyglreyd. Ikh tsiter Mit der laydnshaft far porn.
Mayne finger grobn zikh vi vortslen
Tsum kiln fintstern tif.

You smell of sweat, and murmur, The last light in your brances. Around us, birdtalk. I shiver
With passion for mating. We have the same source. My fingers are roots that dig Into the cool, dark, deep.


The intensive (sweat and murmur) constant growth of roots, branches and leaves is exemplified by the role of the birds singing in the opening lines: the singing of the birds, a metonymy for the language of poetry, refers to the inability of the tree and the poet to move. Unlike the birds the poet and the tree are attached to the stem. Therefore, the growth of the poet analogous to the tree is backwards or inward: they both dig with their fingers and roots into the cool dark deep. The tree finds nutrition inside the soil and the poet finds it in the deepest depths of his psyche.
In the second part of the poem the analogy between the tree and the poet becomes blurred, adding the book to the binary equation. In relation to the tree the book also has leaves (pages) and is made out of wood (paper). In relation to the poet the book's life is like an open book and it is a product of the poet's introspection. The book on the ground cries in a hoarse voice since it is detached (like the poet or a fallen branch) from its source, left on the ground without the ability to grow independently. The poem concludes when the poet and book become one against the tree.



Bukh un ikh, farvortslte vi du In shoydergroyl, farplonterte Mit taykhn, erd un hitsn, Gliverem un nakhtike geroyshn.
Ale nestn zenen varem mit geflister. Di feygl tsitern un zenen vakh. Mayne hent glien oyf dayn dikh. Kh'zukh in dir derkentenish,
Kh'shaf tsu dir a loshn.

The book and I are planted, like you, In dread, entangled
With rivers, earth and heat,
Glowworms and night sounds.
All nests are warm with whispers. The birds shiver awake.


My hands burn on your thighs. I want you to know me:
I create a language for you.



These images mirror the opening of the poem: if the poem is set to describe reversed growth it is now showing the horrors of the psyche, deep inside the earth full of rivers, heat and unexplained noises. The birds do not sing happily- they shiver awake in their nests. The poet holds the tree firmly (its stable exterior similar to the human body or the ego) and concludes his poem, and the entire book, with intimacy and poetic potency. What the poet is looking for in relation to the tree is derkentenish, recognition, for which he is creating a new poetic language. This is not the romantic Feyglreyd, Birdtalk singing about new horizons, but rather the lonely voice of the modernist, wide awake in his bed listening to the sounds of the night searching for intimacy.



Historical and Poetic Anachronism




The poems of Lider fun der tsayt depict actual historical events and personalities: The rise of Nazism, Mussolini and Fascism, Sigmund Freud in his last years, Wilhelm Stekel, Herschel Greenspan, and Edward Benes.148 The universal elements in Teler's early books are now concrete and specific. However, as can be seen from the selective thematic choices and the nature of the poems themselves, Teler was not a journalistic
rhymester but rather a sophisticated modernist with a clear poetic agenda. This section





148 Interestingly, Stalin, Communism and communist rhetoric are absent from the book's poems, even though they are central to Leyeles and Glatshteyn's poetry of the time. Teler's focus on the former Austro- Hungarian Empire and Galician Jews is connected to Teler's personal biography, part of his Galitsishe legende, Galician Legend.


will decipher Teler's poetic and historical approach in what can be termed the marginalization of history.
The long poem Y.L.T farlozt dem gan eyden un kumt tsugast tsu zayne kinds- kinder, encapsulates Teler's historical insight in combination with his poetic approach. The poem gives a poetic analysis of history. The poem takes place in an American university lecture hall where Teler teaches a history class sometime in the future. The poet (mentioned only by his initials signifying that he himself became part of an academic discourse) leaves his heavenly existence to visit his descendants. The poet expresses a great deal of anxiety realizing that in the future even the most important events will be forgotten. His diligent students know all the important facts bounded by significant dates.



Az es kumt tsu datum, nomen, ort, Megt men gleybn di bikher oyfn vort. Geven aza, benito musolini,
Vos hot getsezart in italye, Gerevet durkh a mikrofon,
(Mit der hant in buzem, vi napoleon), Sonim geflegt mit ritseneyl,
Gerisn mansbil fun bet in mitn der nakht, Shtet un derfer geshikt tsu der shlakht (136).

When it comes to dates, names, place
One can rely on books.
There was such a Benito Mussolini, The emperor of Italy,
Roared through the microphone
(With hand on his chest like Napoleon), Enemies cured with castor oil,
Men turn from bed at midnight, Cities and villages sent to battle.


What pretends to be a factual description of dates, names and places memorized for an exam (and forgotten immediately thereafter) becomes an anachronistic and poetic iteration: Mussolini is compared to other dictators in history such as the Roman emperor (Teler uses the verb Getsezart, Ruled like Ceasar) and Napoleon. The language of the text is highly poetic: the word Napoleon rhymes with Mikrofon and Nakht with Shlakht. The poet, who witnessed the events at first hand, can provide his students with poetic analogy and satire.
Teler reminds his listeners that these horrible events did take place. The speaker of the poem is portrayed as someone who has no faith in the study of history. For him history is fragmented, subjective and timely. According to this approach if people want to learn what really happened they need not to look for factual truth but rather for what stands behind it--the idiosyncratic account of actual people.
This approach to history dominates the poems addressing current events. Teler chose to either describe minor characters or to depict major events from the margins. Since no one would write the history of simple Jews it is up to the Yiddish poet to serve as an articulator of the deprived. But when Teler tells the story of the losers he does not create an anatomy of martyrdom. Edward Benes and Herschel Greenspan were individuals in an extreme situation. They had no guns or power yet they should be remembered as defenders of freedom. Both became symbols for resistance (active or passive), however insignificant their actual influence on historical process was in retrospect. The Jews of Brisk, Vienna and Warsaw, victims of pogroms, discrimination and blood libels are not part of world history. They were randomly caught between the


fighting forces. In all cases Teler uses these examples as metonymies for his inability to assist his fellow Jews or influence the natural course of events.
The idiosyncratic view of time also exists in fictional poems. The biblical poems on Joseph and Jacob are entirely anachronistic. If Freud used Biblical stories to illustrate universal truths (as part of a psychoanalytic metanarrative, such as the relations between parents and children or siblings149), Teler uses them as tribal legends demonstrating a collective unconscious. Teler tells the story of Joseph facing the temptations of Egyptian culture and connects it to the story of Josephus and the Roman Empire. From a perspective of cyclical space Joseph is transformed into Josephus and the wandering Jew becomes Jud Suss. They are all partial representations of Teler's conflicted self, but they are also connected to a primeval dimension of time transcending cultural binaries.
Exodus without redemption, as we have seen, is the fundamental narrative that connects the poems of Lider fun der tsayt, to reiterate. Every other poem in the book relates in one way or another to this metaphor. Teler shows how this metaphor works in different time periods and situations. But this does not organize reality in a coherent framework. It is an undercurrent that surfaces in unexpected ways and like reality itself remains unexplained. Teler's poems might come from the same mental source, yet they are transmitted differently in time.
An anachronistic juxtaposition of archetypal tropes takes place on American soil as well. In Meditasye bay der stayvesent kirkh (156-157) (“Meditation at Stuyvesant Church,” Harshav, 554-557), the estranged Jewish speaker stands in front of a church meditating. In Eastern Europe this image would have provoked feelings of fear and anxiety. After attending church on Sunday and Christian holidays, the gentile mob would
149 For a specific analysis of the Freud poems and Freudian theory, see: Frieden: 1990, 85-92.


attack its Jewish neighbors and stage a pogrom. In the metropolis, by contrast, the speaker views the church as an island of serenity and stability. For someone from the old country the church symbolizes a stable binary opposition that can be coherently deciphered. At the conclusion of the poem, however, it is the buzzing of the big city streets that shuffle the clear racial boundaries.
The anachronistic approach to time is also featured poetically. Teler balances objective images with subjective pathos adding a restrained tone to the horrors of reality (Feldman: 1983, 36-37). In the cycle Invazye set during the First World War, the most menacing events are depicted in subtle idyllic images. The short poem Idilye, (“Idyll,”) for example, looks as if it were taken directly from Miniaturn. The poem combines two frames of reference: seasonal change and the vagaries of war. The passive (idyllic) tries to contain the active (war): the regular autumn day is “Groy vi di farb/ Fun tankn” (80), “As the color/ Of tanks” (Harshav: 1986, 569). The gliding between the words Farb and Tankn (that later in the line creates an off-rhyme with Gazmaskn, gas masks) creates the expectation that the days will be grey like autumn leafs, yet they are colored with the color of tanks, of war. But this does not mean that the poem describes the dichotomy between life and war as something tragic. The title of the poem, its leisurely manner and its narration all suggest the opposite. The poem consists of two images: one is of three pious Jews “Mit talis-zek sharn/ Zikh hinter di geshteln oyfn/ Mark,” “Tallis-sacks under their arms/ Trudge behind the stands in the/ Market,” and the other of a “Soldat zitst mit di fis/ Hinter zikh un est broyt mit marmalade,” “Soldier sits, his legs/ Folded under him, and eats bread/ With/ Marmalade.” The images are bound together using the same verb
Hinter zikh, behind, to depict both the Jews sneaking behind the stands in the marketplace


on the way to the morning prayers and the soldier who sits with his legs folded under him while eating breakfast. As an idyll the poem turns a potentially tragic moment in time
into a mundane extended present. The Jews trying to live their daily lives can do so only when their adversary is taking a break. The poem creates an analogy between the victim and his oppressor without losing its rhetoric intensity.
The brilliant poem Dray yidishe yinglekh shraybn tsu an altn khinezishn poet (88), (“Three Jewish Boys Write to an Ancient Chinese Poet,” trans.: Grace Schulman, in: Howe et all: 1987, 657) is where the compressed imagistic style of Teler’s poetry reaches its ultimate timely expansion. Chinese poetry was one of the major sources of influence on the language of American Imagism (Witemeyer: 1969, 146-151). The compactness of Chinese aesthetics, its sober tone and relation to nature as a reflection of human mood appealed to Ezra Pound's ideas about the image. The old Chinese poet that the young Jewish boys from Poland read is Li Tai Po (also named Li Po, A.D 701-762).
Li Tai Po was one the greatest pre-modern Chinese poets whose poetry influenced Pound. Teler, as a Jewish follower of Imagism, had to find a way to incorporate feelings of urgency and shock into the serenity of the haiku model. The marginalized Jewish boys in Warsaw, faraway from where history is made (they will not be included in textbooks) are writing a letter to a Chinese poet so far away from them in time and culture. This anachronistic narrative of Jewish boys debating sublime Chinese poetry on the turbulent streets of Warsaw creates a sharp contrast between objective images and subjective emotions. The series of conflicted images that the poem conveys--the strange light that caressed the cornices of ruined castles, a woman who clapped her hands and moved like a shadow through a gate, or the gentle light of the distant moon that shimmered like a


pirate's earring--all come from the poetic arsenal of Chinese poetry now set in the streets of Warsaw. The second to last image of the poems is of the river Vistula (that intersects the city) that was “Mistome ful geven mit ovntike roysh fun shtrom un bleter,” “Probably filled with the rush of tides and leaves.” This is a line that Li Tai Po could easily have
written.150   But for the Jewish boys in Warsaw, as well as for the poet writing their story,

this is not enough. The poem concludes with the following demand from the dead

Chinese poet.



Di yinglekh voltn bloyz gevolt
Du zolst tsushraybn tsvey shures shrek
Tsu der shkie.

The boys would have had you add
Two lines to the sunset
About fear.



Li Tai Po might have concluded his poem with an image of the sun descending into the horizon as a reflection of his own mortality. The harsh word shrek (not entirely fear, but more terror) added to the poem reflects the concrete situation of the young Jewish boys. The poet, using the tools of haiku, asks for the inclusion of the Yiddish word shrek into the vocabulary of Imagism. The tight balance between accepting certain aspects of Chinese poetry, while rejecting others is what makes Teler's anachronistic form of timely Imagism so powerful.









150 See for instance the final section of his famous poem Clearing at Dawn: “The mountain grasses are bent level at the waist. / By the bamboo stream the last fragment of cloud/ Blown by the wind slowly scatters away”. (Waley: 1949, 117).


Universalism, Parochialism and the Self




In Teler's book Miniaturn only language suggested that the book was written by a Yiddish poet. Cosmopolitan universalism was indeed Teler's major contribution to Yiddish poetry in the early 1930s. The anxieties of the personal self as reflected in objectified images were to become his trademark. Lider fun der tsayt, on the other hand, showed an increasing engagement with Jewish themes. At the beginning of the book the speaker does not hesitate to identify himself as a little Jew and reconstruct the story of his childhood from the relics of memory. The turn to Jewish experience in the poetry of
Lider fun der tsayt did not turn Teler into a national poet. His poetry remained loyal to the main principles of Intropsectivism: a thorough analysis of the self. The tension between universalism and parochialism stands in the center of the book's perception of selfhood.
Many poems in the book call upon racial stereotypes in relation to the idea of power and powerlessness. Teler, we recall, does not exclude himself or the Jewish victims of anti-Semitism from the racial paradigm. The Wandering Jew from the Christian legend comes to haunt his gentile neighbors, playing with their deepest
repressed fears. From a psychological point of view, Teler is interested in exposing racial stereotypes as representations of the “collective unconscious.”151  Teler's Jewish speaker
is a product of external stereotypes imposed on him by the gentile world. Generally

speaking the self is not only a product of its own desires, but also of a cultural


269269

151 This term in addition to the one of archetype are important to Karl Gustav Jung's critic of Freud's universalism. The unconscious is not made only of individual repressed contents, but of those who are inborn, universal and recurring. The notion Archetypes as unconscious structures is crucial to the understanding of Jung's theory. (Cleary: 1993, 383-385). For a Jungian interpretation of the Wandering Jew legends see: Adolf L. Leschintzer's essay in: Hasan-Rokem: 1986, 227-235.


metanarrative. Teler goes one step further in fine-tuning Introspectivism's perception of selfhood.
The poems collected in the section Zikney tsiyon, and Psikhoanaliz, make these notions clear. At the beginning of the modern era western European Jews (descendants of Eastern Europe) pretended to be gentile.



Vin—kholem-shtot fun galitsishe studentn
Mit tsivikers oyf der noz.
Un sokhrimlekh mit tsugeshtitste berd
Un briln mit goldene remlekh— Itst varfstu tsurik in ponim
Dos oysgetoyshte rendl.
Itst iz dayn fraytik-tsu nakhts tserudert
Mit friling,
Mit yude fereke, Mit frekhe zelner,
Mitn tseshplitertn krishtol fun mayn
Galitsisher legende. (Hitlers Araymarsh keyn vin, 94-95)

Vienna—the dream-city of Galician students
With tweezers on the nose,
And little merchants with pointy beards
And glasses with golden rims— Now you throw it back in the face Your exchanged currency.
Now your Friday night is rattled
With spring,
With “You dirty Jew!” With impudent soldiers
With the shattered crystal of my
Galician legend.



The assimilatory legend is shattered with the broken crystal of Kristallnacht. Later in life these Galician students became the founders of Psychoanalysis, which is seen by Teler as an escape from the Jewish self. The eighty-year-old Sigmund Freud sits in his Viennese dwelling (about to be deported to London) observing the shattered pieces of his life’s


work. His student Wilhelm Stekel commits suicide and the three--Freud, Adler and Stekel--are described as Jews (Jude) in the traditional German anti-Semitic fashion. When Yid zis openhaymer the modern version of the wandering Jew comes to be analyzed by Freud the destruction of the universalistic project is completed. The Jew is not seen any more from the gentile point of view as a heretic, but as a marginalized Jew.
The Jews labeled as Jews come to haunt their neighbors. Paradoxically these were the anti-Semites who brought culture back to the opposition of us and them. Suddenly the space is Judaized and Jews are transformed back to their racial stereotypical image.



S’iz harbst? Bay undz yidn heyst es elul.
A groyliker nomen, nikht var? a khoydesh Ven es vakst mir on a laybtsudekl, a kapote, A gele late,
Es shlogt fun mir der shveys fun ale getos,
Un mayn blik koylet arishe bekhoyrim. (Lid tsu adolph, frits, etsetera, 89-91)

Is it fall? We call it Elul.
A hideous name, Nicht wahr? A month When I grow ritual fringes, a long coat A yellow star,
The sweat of all ghettos reeks from me,
And with my gaze alone I can slaughter Aryan first born (“A Poem to Adolph, Fritz,” etc).



The grotesque medieval atmosphere of these poems is part of their accusatory tone. The Jewish speaker who is the victim of racial prejudice retaliates using the weapon of sarcasm. These are not his words he is using, but the amplified absurdities of the racially inclined. Yet, as shown before, Teler is aware of the fact that a stereotypical way of thinking is a product of human desire, of who has power over whom. Traditional Jews


like the Jews of Brisk, Warsaw and Galicia are part of the speaker's Galician legend, of his childhood and therefore are marked as stateless refugees crossing boarders and identities. They transcend racial stereotypes and binaries. The notion of race in Lider fun der tsayt is an imaginative construct of the individual's archetypal way of thinking.
One major aspect of the book in connection with Jewish identify is its deconstruction of notions of the stem. In her poem Mayn shtam redt, (“My Race Speaks,”
1929), the Yiddish modernist Anna Margolin (Margolin: 1991, 8-9) described her race as a carnivalesque mishmash of religious and secular, poor and rich, male and female Jews, taking over the speaker's personal space. At the end of the poem the speaker does not recognize her voice--her stem speaks from her mouth. In his Shtam-lid (“Root-Poem,”) Teler described his stem as a Beyze legende, Horrible Legend (154-155). Here the
speaker searches for relics (Shpurn) of his root.




Vu iz in mir mayn bobe
Vos in di lange teg Bay a tunkeler shoyb Preplt zi altmodish Mit ir got?
Un di mame vos veynt Iber a mayse in blat Un lozt nit durkh
An oysgeshtrekte hant? (154)

Where in me is my grandmother
Who in the long days by a dark window ledge
Mumbles archaically
With her god?
And the mother who cries Over a story in the newspaper And does not allow an open hand To enter?


The mature poet cannot connect to the female members of his tribe. There is nothing between their sentimental world of faith and tears and his rational way of thinking. It is also interesting to notice the gradual generational distance from the grandmother, who prays illiterately to her god, the mother reading a sentimental fairytale in a secular newspaper and the poet. In the following stanzas the speaker moves to patriarchal relics.

A langer shverer shlitvegs
Fun "vi" Un "vos"
Tsvishn zeydn un mir

A long hard milky way
Of “how”" And “what”
Between grandpa and myself.



The impossible dialogue of the grandfather whose grandson answers him with a question, in the backing-and-forthing of traditional learning, is something light years away in both time and space. What is left for the adult poet is to look inside himself for his grandfather's tam, taste and lust, cheer. These abstractions in addition to the simple faith of the grandmother and the naïve sentimentality of the mother are the Shpurn fun mayn shtam, Relics of my root. The relics of the father are represented in the second to last part of the poem.



Di fremlendishe yorn fun mayn tatn, In panik fun tsetsundene shtet
Ven dos vayb is oyf yener zayt yam.

The overseas years of my dad, Panicking from burning cities,
When the wife is on other side of the sea.


Fear and panic are the speaker’s legacy from his father’s absence, the wanderings of an immigrant Jew. His root is therefore a Beyze legende, as the line concluding the poem clearly states. The ideas of race and root in the book are used by Teler to argue that from his root he inherited not a coherent set of ideas and qualities (an integrated self), but rather bits and pieces of broken memories and racial abstractions.
The modernist project of exodus from the self did not result in any redemption. Teler's new notion of selfhood, a byproduct of the horrors of his time is analyzed in the final section of the book as an endless duel between conflicting desires. Political or Biblical imagery have been reabsorbed inside the self. Nothing was resolved. Mayn vezn un zayne minderheytn (“My Substance and its Minorities”) is the title of the opening poem of Farshidns in addition to poems like Egocentric and Oedipus Complex. In a poem simply titled Lid (“Poem,” 163) Teler describes the condition of urban man, which resembles the big city with its estrangement, annihilation and heterogeneity. The human body is analogous to the body politic. The stateless depoliticized body full of contradictions and conflicting desires is the proper subject of Teler's new poetic language.



Conclusion




Y. L. Teler was a product of American universities and a trained psychologist. He was one of the youngest poets to publish in Inzikh in the 1930s. Teler was a follower of Glatshteyn’s version of Introspectivism as well as a talented disciple of Imagism. Upon


publication of his most comprehensive book of poetry Lider fun der tsayt in 1940, Teler’s poetry reached artistic mastery that was also its final stage.
The worsening conditions of European Jews and polemic with assimilationist attitudes are the thematic pillars of the book. The book begins with early childhood memories of a helpless Jewish child in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, moves on to a psychological analysis of current events and concludes with the disintegration of the self. The biblical exodus narrative is seen throughout the book as a psychological entity found in every time period. Yet the exodus has no redemption and the self remains dismantled. After Lider fun der tsayt Teler stopped publishing Yiddish poetry (with only a short comeback in the 1960s) and switched to writing in English about Jewish topics.


Chapter Eight


The Final Issue




The years 1934-1940 were the last years of Inzikh. The publication of Inzikh became irregular after 1938. It was edited by an anonymous kolegye (committee); Leyeles, Glatshteyn, Alkvit and Vaysman served as editors in rotation. The final issue of the journal was published in December 1940. In these troubled years the world witnessed the rise of Fascism in Europe, the outbreak of the Second World War and the Holocaust. The events of the time can be felt in every page of the journal. Glatshteyn continued with the serialization of Ven yash is geforn, bringing it to its final installment titled “Stantsye lublin” (“Lublin Station”) in December 1937. Many regard the publication of Glatshteyn’s most famous poem, A gute nakht velt (“Goodnight, world”) in April 1938 as the end of Yiddish modernism (Norich: 2007). In the poem, as it was perceived upon publication, Glatshteyn symbolically slams the door in the face of Western culture.



A gute nakht, breyte velt. Groyse, shtinkndike velt.
Nisht du, nor ikh farhak dem toyer.
Mit dem langn khalat,
Mit der fayerdiker, geler lat, Mit dem shtoltsn trot,
Oyf mayn eygenem gebot— Gey ikh tsurik in geto.152

Good night, wide world
Big stinking world!
Not you but I slam shut the gate. With my long gabardine,
My fiery yellow patch,


152 The poem was recollected in Gedenklider (In remembrance, Glatshteyn: 1943, 41).


With head erect,
And at my sole command, I go back to the ghetto.153



Western civilization returns to the Middle Ages, while the Jewish poet metaphorically calls his people to denounce it and adopt a traditional way of living. Glatshteyn uses his familiar polemical tone against non-Jews, creating a clear dichotomy between Jews and gentiles. However, it is unlikely that non-Jews were the target of this modernist poem published in an elitist Yiddish journal. The inner debate over universalism and parochialism was one of Glatshteyn’s main concerns in the 1930s, and it was now resolved in support of Jewish interests and causes. In August 1938 Glatshteyn took advantage of his term as the editor of Inzikh to publish a sharp critique of Jewish politics titled “Yidishe barikadn” (“Jewish barricades,” Inzikh 48, August 1938). Here Glatshteyn returned to his 1935 article “Yidintern versus komintern” (“Jewish identification versus
the Universalist Comintern”) where, as we recall, Glatshteyn attacked Jewish communists for preferring, at a time of need, to identify with class struggle and not with their fellow Jews. In the later article he reinforced this position and made it even more uncompromising, rejecting the need to build an anti-Nazi front with the help of the Soviet Union.
Glatshteyn reports on the Russian revolution’s murderous acts towards the Jews in the days of the Great Purges of 1934-1939.154  He wishes to expose the lies of revolutionary Russia and prove to the Jewish world that the Communist heaven is a false



153 (Trans.: Marie Sirkin, in: Howe and Greenberg: 1972, 333-335).  For another translation, see Harshav and Harshav 1988

154 On the Great Purges, its anti-Semitic intentions and its impact on Jewish cultural activity in the Soviet
Union see: Gitelman: 1988, 108-114.


one. But he is just one small David using his bow and arrow against a powerful and unjust Goliath. The only positive aspect he finds in the Soviet Union is that they do not torture Jews there. However, the revolutionary experiment is now very far from its original ideal and it is no different from any other anti-Jewish ideologies. Glatshteyn sees himself not only as in opposition to Communist injustice, but also as a defender of Jewish barricades.



Ikh ze gornisht arum mir, akhuts, vi ikh hob frier gezogt, yidishe shuts-barikadn. Adye velt-barikadn far dem abstrakter yoysher un far der teoretisher gerekhtikayt. Ikh bin in kamf itst antkegn a realn soyne, antkegn der hitler-bestye un antkegn
der bestilizirung fun a velt, vos baym ershtn kontakt mit hitlerizm, zukht zi glaykh
mayn kop.

I see nothing around me, except, as I mentioned before, Jewish defense- barricades. Adieu world-barricades for the abstract integrity and for theoretical justice. I am in battle now against a real enemy, against the Hitler-beast and against the bestialization of a world that in its first encounter with Hitlerism immediately reaches for my head.



The pessimistic language of “Yidishe barikadn” is similar to the language of A gute nakht velt. In the second part of the poem Glatshteyn vehemently attacks the non-Jewish world, beginning with the khazerisher daytsh (swinish German), ipeshdiker lyakh, (stinking
Pole) and Amolek ganev, (thievish Amalek), and ending with the “shlabre demokratye, mit dayne kalte / simpatye-kompresn” (“slobbering democracy / With your cold compress of sympathy”). The mythological dimension added by the biblical name Amolek representing Jewish persecutors of every place and time encapsulates the primal
dichotomy in the poem between Jews and non-Jews. Even Western democracy is scorned for its impotence and lack of real policy against barbarism. The Communists, Jews


included, are named in the poem with the neologism Yezusmarkses (Jesus Marxes), alluding to their quasi-religious doctrinarian approach.
It did not take much time for harsh responses to the article and the poem to appear. The following issue of Inzikh (October 1938) was edited by B. Alkvit and began with Glatshteyn’s poem Letartsat (“To 1938”). The issue continued with an angry poem sent from Poland and written by Tevye Boym (1910-1943). Boym, a resident of Sosnowiec, Poland, was the first poet to win Inzikh’s Ruven Ludvig’s literary prize in
1937. He later perished in the Holocaust. A briv fun sosnovits (“A letter from Sosnowiec”) is an open letter dedicated to Glatsein using direct quotations from “Yidishe barikadn.” Boym rejects the distinction between Jews and non-Jews, arguing in favor of a joint effort against Fascism. For him the Soviet Union is not an illusion but rather a realistic option for saving Jewish lives. This was an emotional response of a young Yiddish poet trapped in Poland reminding his American brother that the free world
should ally itself with the Stalinist Soviet Union and that Jews should not willingly return to the ghetto. An expression of a powerful will to live and survive came to Inzikh from impoverished Poland.
An even stronger opinion was expressed in the concluding remarks of the issue, written by Alkvit. Alkvit begins by informing the readers that Glatshteyn resigned from his post as an editor of Inzikh due to serious differences of opinion.155 The poem of Glatshteyn’s that opened the journal was to be his last publication in the journal that he helped establish in 1920. The article, titled “Hinter di yidishe barikadn” (“Behind the Jewish barricades”), bluntly accuses Glatshteyn of Jewish chauvinism.
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155 This stands in opposition to the editorial committee’s announcement in the previous issue that the following issues of Inzikh will be edited by Glatshteyn. Glatshteyn abruptly resigned from his post slamming the door behind him.


Di reaktsye--mit a hipshn verd fun yidishn shovinizm, vert gezen in zayn derklerung, vos kulminirt in di verter: “far dem resht fun mayne yorn zenen mir bashert nisht mer vi yidishe barikadn. Ale andere barikadn zenen tsefoylt gevorn.”

Reaction, with a touch of Jewish chauvinism, is revealed in his declaration, which culminates in these words: “For the rest of my life only Jewish barricades are for me. All other barricades have gone to rot.”



Alkvit was not willing to give up the humanist project of Yiddish modernism, combining a strong Jewish identity with western culture. Glatshteyn’s return to the ghetto is perceived as a real embrace of a Jewish lifestyle. For Alkvit, on the contrary, the universalistic values of freedom, justice and brotherhood are the ones that should be standing behind the traditional metaphorical language of the writer. A poet writing in Yiddish has to use local idiomatic expressions and references to a mythological past; however, he has to do so in order to illustrate a humanistic vision common to all cultured people.
In March 1939 Inzikh announced that Leyeles’s fiftieth birthday would be commemorated in a special celebratory issue of the journal. The A. Leyeles issue of Inzikh was published in December 1939, consisting of 168 pages with twenty-three different authors, including Leyeles himself. The editor of the special edition was Y. A.
Vaysman.156  Vaysman, N. B. Minkov and Leyeles were the only contributors

representing the founders of Inzikh. They were accompanied by the young Chicago-based poets Shloyme Shvarts and Mates Daytsh, who joined the ranks of the group in the mid
1930s. Notably absent were Glatshteyn, B. Alkvit, Mikhl Likht, Tsili Drapkin, Ana



156 Yankev Eliyahu Vaysman (1904-1974) was born in the Ukraine. He arrived in America in 1921 and became a regular contributor to Inzikh and also one of the journal’s editors in the 1930s. His first book of poetry, Yung groz (Young Grass, New York, 1928) is a book of short haiku poems, and a second book Paraleln (Parallels, 1931) was published by Inzikh.


Margolin, Y. L. Teler, Malke Kheyfets Tuzman, Gabriel Prayl and others. These writers were not only the most talented of the Introspectivists, they were also part of the history of the movement.
In addition, the contributors to the Leyeles celebration can be divided into several distinct groups: a group of established American Yiddish writers such as Avrom Reyzn, Dovid Pinski, Yoysef Opatoshu and H. Leyvik; a group of Eastern European Yiddish writers on their way to the free world, such as Meylekh Ravitsh, Aron Tseytlin and
Shloyme Bikl;157 and a group of young Eastern European modernists whom Leyeles

cultivated, such as Avrom Sutskever and Elias Shulman (from the group Yung Vilne) and the above-mentioned Tevye Boym. The more established writers, led by Reyzn (who was sixty-three at the time), placed Leyeles in the history of Yiddish literature, while the young European and also American poets (the more minor poets Zekharye Shuster, Efrayim Urbakh and B.Y. Biyalistoski) marked a new beginning for international Yiddish literature officiated by Leyeles. The special issue of Inzikh stands between America and Europe, pre- and post-Introspectivism.
One cannot explain, however, the absence of most Inzikhistn (loyal or estranged) from the journal. The editor himself in his forward had to allude to what had happened behind the scenes.



Baym bletern dem numer “inzikh” vet efsher a teyl fun di lezer zikh khapn, az a por fun di nemen, vos zenen in farloyf fun yorn geven farbundn mit dem nomen leyeles in der literatur feln. Mir viln oykh di kleyne kashe farentfern. Mir kenen farzikhern, az di redaktsye hot oysgenutst ale ongenumene mitlen, az di dozike nemen zoln kholile nit feln. Di akshonesdike geshikhte tut zikh ober irs. Afile aza kleyn fargenign hot zi undz nit fargunen.


157 Ravitsh was in Melbourne, Australia, during the war years; Tseytlin came to New York in 1939, as did
Bikl.



Flipping through this issue of Inzikh, some of the readers will probably notice that some of the names that have been connected in literature over the years to the name Leyeles are missing. We would like to resolve this little mystery. We can assure you that the editors used all the possible means to try to prevent the
absence of these names. However, stubborn history does what it wants. Even such
a small pleasure it was not able to award us.



It is important to note that Vaysman does not mention these poets’ contribution to Inzikh. In his jubilee issue Leyeles stands alone, whether the absence of his fellow Inzikhstn is a matter of principle (as Glatshteyn argued) or, as Vaysman termed it, the personal stubbornness of Glatshteyn. What began in 1920 as a collaborative effort of enthusiastic, like-minded modernists eager to revolutionize Yiddish poetry concluded on the verge of the Second World War with the one-sided history of the literary career of Leyeles.
The issue begins with an essay written by Vaysman about the war that had broken out only a few months ago. The poetic summary of Inzikh intertwines with the current bloody events. Twenty years earlier, at the end of World War One, a group of young Yiddish poets dreamt and hoped in vain for the end of all wars. After analyzing the various political aspects of the war, the article moves on to the anticipated fate of the
Jews trapped between Hitler and Stalin. The solution is twofold: a national home for the Jewish people in Israel and a dedicated Territorialist movement in different centers. But this chauvinistic approach, the article reassures its readers, is just a temporary setback on the road to true universalism. The article concludes with the hope that against all odds socialism will prevail, since it is the last barrier against barbarism. The article reflects Leyeles’s political affiliations: humanism and universalism, Marxist socialism, Jewish nationalism, territorialism and Yiddish.


Leyeles’s spirit is felt also in the interpretations of his poetic career written by Vaysman, Minkov, Bikl and Shvarts, among others. Other articles describe Leyeles’s journalistic writings, political and cultural activity and public persona. There are also poems dedicated to the great modernist as well as a bibliography of his writings and an important biographical sketch. Vaysman, in his essay “A. leyeles un zayn onheyb”
(“A. Leyeles and his beginning”), goes back to the days after World War One and the Russian Revolution when a group of young poets was set to change and renew Yiddish poetic diction. According to this formulation Inzikh is Leyeles and Leyeles is Inzikh.



A. leyeles hot gefotert dem inzikhizm, un der inzikhizm iz gegangen, in farloyf fun tsvantsik yor, dem veg fun a. leyeles. Ikh veys nit tsi men ken onkhapn eyn shtrikh fun ot-der moderner bavegung in der yidisher poezye vos zol nit zayn identish mit a. leyeleses dikhtung. Say di kleyne yugntshaftlekhe toesn, vos zenen kharakteristish far yeder nayer poetisher kontseptsye, say di talantfule dergreykhungen fun dem inzikhizm, kon men gefinen in di lider-bikher fun a. leyelesn.

A. Leyeles fathered the Inzikhism, and the Inzikhism followed in the course of twenty years the way of A. Leyeles. I do not know whether it is possible to find even one feature of this modern movement in Yiddish poetry that is not identical with A. Leyeles’s poetry. One can find in A. Leyeles’s books of verse both the minor juvenile mistakes that are characteristic of every new poetic concept and the most talented achievements of Inzikhism.



Vaysman identifies Introspectivist poetry only with Leyeles, deliberately disregarding the not-so-minor contribution of Glatshteyn. This paternalistic approach also is felt in the inclusion only of poets who were cultivated by Leyeles. Poets such as Vaysman, Shvarts, Daytsh, Boym and Sutskever are favored over Alkvit, Teler, Tuzman and Prayl, leaving the group portrait of Introspectivism in the late 1930s decidedly partial.


This study started by illustrating the creative battle between two strong poets: A. Leyeles and Yankev Glatshteyn. Upon establishing Inzikh, Leyeles, the older and more established of the two, did not sever his strong ties to the impressionistic Yunge, nor to his Eastern European source of influence. During the entire Inzikh era between 1920 and
1940, Leyeles wrote poetry of aesthetic sophistication in perfect rhyme and meter alongside kaleidoscopic descriptions of the self written in free rhythms. Leyeles introduced difficult technical forms to Yiddish (the sonnet cycle being his crowning glory), and did so with vigor and finesse. Although the Introspectivist manifesto recommended the use of modernist free rhythms for the representation of modern life, it was Leyeles who wished to balance form and content, world and self. The insistence on high theoretical credo, restrained poetic voice, formulaic innovations and universalism was condemned by critics and readers alike. Glatshteyn, on the other hand, was a product of American Yiddish circles and came to Inzikh as a ripe modernist. His poetry embraced free rhythms, linguistic innovations and intellectualized conversational discourse and satiric tone. If Leyeles was a formulaic poet, Glatshteyn was a linguistic one. Glatshteyn never wrote sonnets or triolets, but was famed for his brilliant use of neologisms and for creating parodic narratives. Form versus content, externalized world versus internalized self, lay at the heart of this poetic debate.
In the 1920s both poets refrained from writing about current events. Even though the Introspectivist manifesto encouraged thematic eclecticism, the result was private investigations of the self. When it comes to Jewish identity, the Inzikhistn argued that since they are Jewish poets writing in Yiddish, everything they write it is by definition Jewish. This reductionist approach to Jewish identity could not be sustained in the 1930s.


In 1937 Leyeles published his most mature book of verse, Fabyus lind, summarizing and expanding the modernist project of Inzikh. As an Introspectivist epic, the book scans the turbulent reality of the 1930s from a Jewish perspective. This does not mean that Leyeles’s poetry became parochial and committed to a specific ideology. The main persona of the book cannot march with the rest of the masses. Leyeles used poetic language and deep psychological observations in the face of a world demanding easy solutions. Glatshteyn in his 1937 Yidishtaytshn responded as well to the agonies of time. As a language-oriented poet he took the time to critique populist speech and “purify the dialect of the tribe.” Both poets reflected in their books on the crisis of a Yiddish modernism no longer able to maintain the balance between the universal and the parochial, gentile and Jewish.
The poetic style of Introspectivism, fermenting in the 1920s and reaching its peak in the 1930s, was a joint effort of two great poets. New and younger poets joined the group at different times. Some poets identified with Inzikh’s new spirit and commitment to thematic eclecticism. Some were a product of the movement and became associated with it almost exclusively. In this study I focused on the maturation of the Introspectivist style of poetry and the way it addressed issues of Jewish identity and political polemic using the tools of introspection, suggestion, association and kaleidoscope developed by Glatshteyn and Leyeles in the 1920s. The talented and committed Introspectivists B. Alkvit, Y. L. Teler and Shloyme Shvarts were chosen as representatives of the new generation of American-educated Yiddish poets trained by Inzikh. Each had to side either with the poetic model of Leyeles, Glatshteyn or both. Their unique poetry shows how the integrated model of Introspectivism proved fruitful for younger poets wishing to


introspectively explore their Jewish self as American Yiddish poets. Unfortunately, the writing of modernist poetry in idiomatic Yiddish was ignored by Americanized Jewish readers (the intended readership of this poetry) and attacked by conservative critics. Young readers were able to read this kind of poetry in the original English, while older readers felt estranged from the sophistication of this elitist avant-garde poetry.
The end of Inzikh at the outbreak of World War Two symbolized the end of Yiddish modernism. In 1940 Inzikh ceased to exist, and so did the group that stood behind it. Glatshteyn slammed the door in the face of western civilization and Introspectivism to become a leading poet, literary critic and spokesman for the Labor- Zionist publication Yidisher kemfer (The Jewish fighter). Leyeles kept his Territorialist views and his job for the press. He was active in like-minded cultural organizations and
in establishing Yiddish-speaking schools. His poetry acquired a meditative and reflective quality. Alkvit added but a few poems to his modest corpus (most of them were published in the last issues of Inzikh and collected posthumously). Like Glatshteyn, he engaged in writing short stories. Teler was not an active Yiddish poet, and he is better known after
the war as a political activist and a writer of English nonfiction books on Jewish topics. Shvarts was the only poet featured in this study to remain an active modernist in both Yiddish and English, though with a rather limited distribution and critical notice.
Inzikh ended with acknowledging Leyeles’s role in forming the Introspectivist movement. But it was Glatshteyn who during and after the Holocaust was named one of the greatest Yiddish poets of his time. His poetry was interpreted by major critics and scholars, translated into many languages and featured in anthologies of contemporary poetry. The national motifs were favored over the modernist ones. The last issues of


Inzikh under Leyeles’s guidance gave space to new poetic voices from Europe, but they also saw the disengagement of most celebrated American Introspectivists. It was no longer the same journal dedicated to Introspectivist poetry. While Glatshteyn’s poetic reputation increased tremendously in the postwar years, Leyeles’s poetry suffered from neglect and fell into oblivion. It was only years later as part of an academic reconstruction of Yiddish modernism by major American and Israeli scholars that the modernist stage of Introspectivism was revealed to English and Hebrew-speaking audiences. This study, following in the footsteps of a substantial body of research, thoroughly investigated the mature stage of Inzikh in the 1930s. An analysis of the masterpieces of Introspectivism showed a group portrait of one of the most interesting movements of American Yiddish poetry. The study also examined this poetry’s reaction to the challenges of modern Jewish existence.


Appendix: Todros Geler’s Illustrations to Shloyme Shvarts’s


Bloymontik





[image: ]
289289





[image: ]



Bibliography: Primary Sources




1. Journals:

Poezye, ed. H. Gudelman. New York, 1919.

In zikh: A zamlung introspektive lider, eds. A. Leyeles, Yankev Glatshteyn, and N. B.
Minkov. New York, 1920.

Inzikh, various editors. New York, January 1920- February 1930; April 1934- December
1940.

Loglen, eds. Yankev Glatshteyn, Mikhl Likht. New York, 1921-1922.

1925-1926, eds. Mikhl Likht, N. B Minkov .New York, 1925-1926.

Kern, ed. N. B Minkov .New York, 1930.

Leym un tsigl, eds. Y. L Teler, Shol Malts and Berish Vaynshteyn. New York, 1931.

Brikn, eds. Mates Daytsh, Shloyme Shvarts. Chicago, 1933-1934.



2. Yiddish Literature:
Alkvit, B. Vegn tsvey un andere. New York: Inzikh, 1931. Alkvit-Blum, Eliezer. Lider. New York: CYCO, 1964.

        . Oyfn veg tsum perets skver. New York: CYCO, 1958.

        . Revolt of the Apprentices and Other Stories. Trans. Etta Blum. New York: T.
Yoseloff, 1969.

Daytsh, Mates, ed. Antologye di yidishe poezye fun mitvest—mayrev. Chicago: Tsheshinski, 1933.

        . Inem land fun di yenkis. Chicago: Brikn, 1935. Drapkin, Tsili. In heysn vint, New York, 1959.
Fein, Richard J., trans. With Everything We’ve Got: A Personal Anthology of Yiddish
Poetry. Austin, Texas: Host Publications, 2009.



Glatshteyn, Yankev. Yankev glatshteyn. New York: Kultur, 1921.

        . Fraye ferzn. New York: Gerhard Stodolsky, 1926.

        . Kredos. New York: Yidish lebn, 1929.

        . Yidishtaytshn. Warsaw: Ch. Bzshoza, 1937.

        . Ven yash is geforn. New York: Inzikh, 1938.

        . Ven yash is gekumen. New York: Moyshe Shmuel Shklarsky, 1940.

        . Yosl Loksh fun khelm. New York: Makhmadim, 1944.

        . Selected Poems of Jacob Glatstein. Trans. Richard J. Fein. New York: Jewish
Publication Society, 1987.

        . The Glatstein Chronicles, ed. Ruth R. Wisse, New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 2010.

Halpern, Moyshe Leyb. In nyu york. New York: Matones, 1954.

        . Di goldene pave. New York: Grupe yidish-klivland, 1924.

        . In New York: a Selection. Trans. Kathryn Hellerstein. Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society, 1982.

Harshav, Benjamin and Barbara, eds. American Yiddish Poetry (A bilingual anthology).
Berkeley, California: University of California press, 1986

 	. Sing, Stranger: A Century of American Yiddish Poetry. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2006.

Howe, Irving and Eliezer Greenberg, eds. A Treasury of Yiddish Poetry. New York, Chicago and San Francisco: Holt, Reinhart and Winston, 1969.

Howe, Irving, Ruth R. Wisse and Khone Shmeruk, eds. The Penguin Book of Modern
Yiddish Verse. New York: Viking, 1987.

Leyeles, A. Glants. Labirint. New York: M. N Mayzel, 1918.

        . Yungharbst. Warsaw: Kultur lige, 1922.

        . Rondos. New York: Inzikh, 1926.

        . Fabyus lind. New York: Inzikh, 1937.




        . Opklayb:lider, poemes, drames. New York: Alveltlekhn yidishn kultur kongres,
1968.

Likht, Mikhl, Egmonen un andere lider. New York: Loglen, 1922.

        . Vazon. New York: Yidish lebn, 1928.

        . Protsesyes. New York: Gelye, 1932.

        . Velvl got (poememuar). Buenos Ayres: Gelye, 1955.

        . Gezamlte lider. Buenos Ayres: Gelye, 1957. Ludvig, Ruven. Gezamlte lider. New York, 1927. Luis, Bernard. Flamtalin. New York: Talush, 1927.
Margolin, Ana, Lider. Ed. Abraham Novershtern. Jerusalem: the Hebrew University
Magness Press, 1991.

Minkov, N. B. Lider. New York: Inzikh, 1924.

        . Unzer pyero. New York: Yidish lebn. 1927.

        . Masoes fun letstn shotn. New York: Bodn, 1936. Rontsh, Y.A. Hungerike hent. New York: Signal, 1936.
Rozenfeld, Moris, Shriften. Poezye. vol. 1. New York: Literarishen farlag, 1908.

Shtarkman, Moyshe, ed. Hemshekh: antologye fun amerikaner-yidisher dikhtung1918-
1943. New York: Hemshekh.

Shvarts, Shloyme. Bloymontik. New York: L. M Shtayn, 1938. Stodolski, Yankev. Ir likht. New York: Gob, 1933.
Teler, Yehuda Leyb. Simboln. New York: Biderman, 1930.

        . Miniaturn. New York, 1934.

        . Lider fun der tsayt. New York, 1940.

        . Durkh yidishn gemit. Tel Aviv: Yisroel bukh, 1975.



Tsunser, Elyokum, Elyokum tsunsers verk. ed. Mordkhe Schaechter. 3 vols. New York: Yivo, 1964.
Tuzman, Malke Kheyfets. Lider. Los Angeles, California: Bukh komitet, 1949. Vaysman, Y. E. Yung-groz. New York, 1928.

        . Paraleln. New York: Inzikh-kern, 1931.





Bibliography: Secondary Sources



Bachman, Merle L. “Modernist Visions: Mikhl Likht at the Threshold.” In Recovering Yiddishland: Threshold Moments in American Literature. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2007. 174-223.

Bathrick, David. “Jud Suss by Lion Feuchtwanger is Published,” In Yale Companion to Jewish Writing and Thought in German Culture 1096-1996. Eds. Sander L. Gilman and Jack Zipes. New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1997.
434-439.

Birenboym, Y. “Der zhurnal inzikh- a naye shite kumt oyf.” In Pinkes far der forshung fun der yidisher literatur un prese. vol. 2. New York: Kultur Kongres, 1972. 29-
49.

Bloom, Harold. The Anxiety of Influence. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973.

        . A Map of Misreading. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975.

Bradbury Malcolm and James McFarlane, eds. Modernism: 1890-1930-A Guide to
European Literature. London and New York: Penguin Books, 1991.

Brenner, Naomi Rebecca. Authorial Fictions: Literary and Public Personas in Modern Hebrew and Yiddish Literature. Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 2008.

Bronshteyn, Yekhezkel A. M. “Y. L. Teler: lider fun der tsayt (1940).” In Impresyes fun a leyener. Chicago: Tsheshinski, 1941. 132-139.

Cammy, Justin D. “Tsevorfene Bleter: the Emergence of Yung Vilne.” Polin 14 (2001):
170-191.

        . “Judging the Judgment of Shomer.” In Arguing the Modern Jewish Canon: Essays



on Literature and Culture in Honor of Ruth R. Wisse. Eds. Justin Cammy, Dara Horn, Alyssa Quint and Rachel Rubinstein. Cambridge, Massachusetts and London, England: Harvard University Press, 2008. 85-185.

Cleary, Jean Coates. “Jung, Carl Gustav.” In Encyclopedia of Contemporary Literary Theory: Approaches, Scholars, Terms. Ed. Irena R. Makaryk. Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press, 1995. 383-385.

Denning, Michael. The Cultural Front: the Laboring of American Culture in the
Twentieth Century. London and New York: Verso, 1997.

Edmundson, Mark. The Death of Sigmund Freud: the Legacy of His Last Days. New
York: Bloomsbury, 2007.

Elliot T. S. The Collected Poems and Plays 1909-1950. New York: Harcourt and Brace,
1958.

        .”Tradition and the Individual Talent” (1919). In Selected Prose of T. S. Elliot, ed.
Frank Kermode, New York: Harcourt and Brace, 1975. 37-45
Elliot, Robert C. The Literary Persona. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1982. Erlich, Rachel. “Yankev Glatshteyn’s Poetic Language.” In Max Weinreich on His
Seventieth Birthday: Studies in Jewish Language, Literature and Society. Eds.
Lucy Dawidowicz, Alexander Erlich, Rachel Erlich and Joshua A. Fishman. London, the Hague, Paris: Moton & Co. 1964, 384-368.

Falk, Robert P. and Frances Teague. “Parody.” In The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, eds. Alex Preminger and T.V.F. Brogan. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1993. 881-883.

Feldman Yael S. “Y. L. Teler  ve’masoret ha’imagism ha’yidi.” Moznaim 4.57 (September 1983): 36-39.

        . “Jewish Literary Modernism and Language Identity: The Case of In Zikh.” Yiddish
6.1 (spring, 1985): 45-54.

        . Modernism and cultural transfer: Gabriel Preil and the Tradition of Jewish
Literary Bilingualism. Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1986.

Finkin, Jordan. “The Poetics of Schadenfreude: N. B. Minkov on the Edge of Yiddish
Diction.” Jewish Quarterly Review 98.1 (winter 2008): 41-61.

Frieden, Ken. “Teller's First and Last Visits to Sigmund Freud.” In Proceedings of the Tenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Division C, vol. 2: Jewish Thought and Literature. Jerusalem: The World Union of Jewish Studies, 1990. 85-92.




        . “New(s) Poems: Y.L Teller's Lider fun der tsayt (ung)” AJS Review 15.2 (fall
1990): 269-289.

Garrett, Lea. “The Self as Marrano in Jacob Glatstein’s Autobiographical Novels.”
Prooftexts 18.3 (1998):  207-223.

        . “The Ship.” In Journeys Beyond the Pale- Yiddish Travel Writing in the Modern
World. Madison, Wisconsin: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2003. 123-165.

Gitelman, Zvi. A Century of Ambivalence: The Jews of Russia and the Soviet Union,
1881 to the Present. 2nd ed. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 2001

Glaser, Amelia and David Weintraub, eds. Proletpen: America's Rebel Yiddish Poets.
Madison, Wisconsin: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2005.

Glatshteyn, Yankev. “Tsu di ale vos monen oryentatsye.” Inzikh 1 (April 1934): 2-10.

        .  “A leyeleses groys lid.” Oyfkum 9.3-4 (January- February 1934): 39-42.

        . “Komintern versus yidntern.” Inzikh 19 (December 1935): 3-12.

        . “Di alerley atakes oyf dem Inzikh.” Inzikh 13 (June 1935): 23-29.

        . “B. alkvits motivn fun amol.” In In Tokh Genumen. New York: Matones, 1947.
183-190.

 	. “Dray studentn zenen mir geven.” In In der velt mit yidish. New York: Congress for Jewish Culture, 1972. 286-292.

        . A Short View of Yiddish Poetry. Trans: Joseph C. Landis. Yiddish 1.1, (summer
1973): 30-39.

 	.  “A shnelloyf iber der yidisher poezye.” (1920). In Prost un Poshet: literarishe eseyen. New York: Fanny Glatshteyn, 1978. 63-78.

        . “Dos geshtalt fun fabyus lind.”(1937), In ibid. 162-175.

        . “Eliezer alkvit-blum” (1962). In ibid. 203-211.

Gluzman, Michael, Hannan Hever and Dan Miron. Be’ir ha’harega: bikur meuhar bimlot mea shana la’poema shel Bialik. Tel Aviv: Resling, 2005.

Green, Martin and John Swan. The Triumph of Pierrot: the Comedia dell’Arte and the
Modern Imagination. New York: Macmillan, 1986.



Hadda, Janet. The Early Poetry of Jacob Glatstein. Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia
University, New York, 1975.

        . Yankev Glatshteyn. Boston, Mass.: Twayne publishers, 1980.

        . “German and Yiddish in the poetry of Jacob Glatstein.” Prooftexts 1.2 (1981): 192-
200.

Harshav, Benjamin. “Introspectivism: A Modernist Poetics” In The Meaning of Yiddish.
Stanford, California: Stanford University press, 1990. 175-186.

 	. “Leyeles ve’haintrospektivism ha’yehudi be’nyu york” In Shirat ha’yakhid be’nyu york. Jerusalem: Carmel, 2002. 149-164.

Hazan-Rokem, Galit and Alan Dundes, eds. The Wandering Jew: Essays in the Interpretation of a Christian Legend. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1986.

Hoffman, Fredrick, Charles Allen and Carolyn Ulrich The Little Magazine- A History and
Bibliography. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1946.

Hoffman, Matthew. “Yiddish Modernism and the Landscape of the Cross.” In From Rebel to Rabbi: Reclaiming Jesus and the Making of Modern Jewish Culture. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2007. 117-170.

Horace. The Complete Odes and Epodes. Trans. David West. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press, 2008.

Hrushovski, Benjamin. “On Free Rhythms in Modern Yiddish Poetry.” In The Field of
Yiddish. New York, 1954. 219-266.

Hundert, Gershon David. ed. The Yivo Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe. 2 Vols.
New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2008. Kahan, Berl. Leksikon fun yidish shraybers. New York, 1986.
Kenner, Hugh. The Pound Era. Berkley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1971.

Kronfeld, Chana. On the Margins of Modernism: Decentering Literary Dynamics.
Berkeley, California: University of California press, 1996.

Kuperman, Khasye. “Undzer pyero: N. B. Minkov.” In Nokhem borekh minkov (1930), ed. Khasye Kuperman. New York, 1959, 33-52.

Levinson, Julian. “From Heine to Whitman: the Yiddish Poets Come to America.” In


Exiles on Main Street: Jewish American Writers and American Literary Culture. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2008. 121-141.

Leyeles, A. Glants,.“Komonizm un kiumizm.” Inzikh 20 (January 1936):  36-45.

        . “Yidishtaytshn.” Inzikh 5.4 (October 1936): 105-114.

        . “Signal: epitaf oyf a bankrot.” Inzikh 4 (April 1937): 123-128.

        . “Shloyme shvarts un zayn bloymontik.” Inzikh 43 ( February 1938): 19-24.

        . “Tsvantsik yor inzikh” Inzikh 54-5 (April- October 1940): 5-14, 114-124.

 	.  “Krushnevits un vlotslavek (zikhroynes).” In Velt un vort: literarishe un andere eseyen. New York: CYCO, 1958. 7-25.

        . “B. alkvit: vegn tsvey un andere.”(1931) ibid. 162-165.

        . “Eliezer blum- alkvit z"l.” Di goldene keyt 46 (1963): 177-181.

Leyvik, H. “A leyeles: a nay bukh lider.” Literarishe bleter 22 (May 28 1937). Rep.
Eseyen un redes. New York: Alveltlekhn yidishn kultur kongres, 1963. 236-247.

Mann, Barbara. “Jewish Imagism and the ‘Mosaic Negative.’” Jewish Studies Quarterly
11 (2004): 282-291.
Masters, Lee Edgar, Spoon River Anthology (1914), New York: Simon & Schuster, 1962. Miller, Marc. “Modernism and Persona in the Works of Moyshe-Leyb Halpern.” Yiddish
11.1 (1998): 48-71.

        . Representing the Immigrant Experience: Moris Rosenfeld and the Emergence of
Yiddish Literature in America. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press,
2007.

Minkov, N. B. Yidishe klasiker poetn. New York: Bodn, 1937.

        . Zeks yidishe kritiker. Buenos Aires: Yidbukh, 1954.

        . “Di kvaln fun leyeleses lid” (1939). In Literarishe vegn. Mexico: Tsvi Kesel, 1955.
231-245.

        . “Hakdome.” In Mikhl Likht. Velvl got: poemememuar, ed. N. B. Minkov. Buenos
Aires: Gelye, 1955. 9-13.

        . Pionern fun yidisher poezye in amerike: dos sotsyale lid. 3 vols. New York, 1956.



Mintz, Alan and David Roskies, eds. Kishinev in the Twentieth Century, Prooftexts, 25.1-
2 (winter-spring 2005).

Miron, Dan. “Hagaon ve'hashever shel h'amodernism ha'yidi-ha'amerikai.” Hasifrut. 3-4 (1986): 55-99.

        . “B. alkvit”. Moznaim 61.10-11 (February-March 1988): 11-12.

        . A Traveler Disguised: The Rise of Modern Yiddish Fiction in the Nineteenth
Century. 2nd ed. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 1996.

 	. “Person, Persona, Presence.” In The Image of the Shtetl and Other Studies of Modern Jewish Literary Imagination. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 2000.128-156.

 	. “Hakiluf ad la’garin a’arah: al romanei yash shel Yaakov Glatshteyn.” In Hazad ha'afel bi’tzhoko shel Shalom Aleichem. Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 2004. 231-249.

        . “Shirat ha’zamir ba’vi ba’yaar.” In Yakov Glatshteyn ke’sheyash he’gia. Trans.
Dan Miron. Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 2006. 251-286.

Niger, Shmuel. “Es kumen amerikaner dertsoygene yidishe shrayber.” Der tog (June 3
1934).

        . “Lider fun der tsayt.” Der tog (March 9 1941).

Niger, Shmuel and Yankev Shatski, eds. Leksikon fun der nayer yidisher literatur, 8 vols.
New York: CYCO, 1956-1981.

Novershtern, Avraham, Avrom Sutzkever: bibliografye. Tel Aviv: Yisroel bukh, 1976

 	. “The young Glatstein and the structure of his first book of poetry”. Prooftexts 6.2 (1986): 131-146.

        . “Der farbiker boygn: vegn di modusn fun leyeles'es poezye in di tsvantsiker yorn.”
Di goldene keyt 120 (1986):157-178.

 	. “A yunger sultan in der royshiker yidisher gas: yankev glatshteyns veg tsu poetisher banayerishkayt.” Di goldene keyt 131 (1991): 156-171.

        . “In di videranandn fun yidishn modernizm: metapoetishe lider bay dem frien
Glatshteyn.” Yivo bleter, NS 1, 1991, 199-248.

293293

        . “Who Would Have Believed that a Bronze Statue Can Weep: the Poetry of Ana


Margolin” In Ana Margolin Lider. Ed. Avraham Novershtern. Jerusalem: the
Hebrew University Magness Press, 1991. V-LVIII.

 	. “Der yidisher poet in gerangl mit der tsayt: vegn a. leyeleses tsu dir tsu mir.” Di goldene keyt 140 (1995): 151-177.

        .  Kesem ha’dimdumim: apukalipsa ve'meshihiut be’sifrut Yiddish, Jerusalem: the
Hebrew University Magnes Press, 2003.

        .“Yiddish Poetry.” In The Yivo Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe. Gershon
David Hundert, ed. Vol. 2, New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2008,
1371-1375.

 	.  “The Open Suitcases: Yankev Glatshteyn’s ven yash iz gekumen.” In Arguing the Modern Jewish Canon: Essays on Literature and Culture in Honor of Ruth R. Wisse, eds. Justin cammy, Dara Horn, Alyssa Quint and Rachel Rubinstein. Cambridge, Massachusetts and London, England: Harvard University Press, 2008.
255-298.

        . “H’akolot ve’hamakela: shirat nashim be’yiddish ben shtey milkhamot haolam.”
Bikoret Ve’parshanut 40 (Spring 2008): 61-145.

Norich, Anita. “Good Night World”: Yankev Glatshteyn’s Ambivalent Farewell. In Discovering Exile: Yiddish and Jewish American Culture During the Holocaust. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2007. 42-73.

Perloff, Marjorie. “Pound/ Stevens: Whose Era?” In The dance of the Intellect: Studies in the Poetry of the Pound Tradition. Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press, 1996. 1-32.
Pomerants, Aleksander, Proletpen. Kiev: Ukrainisher visnshaftleker akademye. 1935. Prager, Leonard, Yiddish Literary and Linguistic Periodicals and Miscellaneous: A
Selective Annotated Bibliography, Derby, Pennsylvania- Haifa: Norwood
Editions, 1982.

Pozi, Aryeh. “Shloyme shvartses ersht bukh lider.” Oyfkum. New York, (January- February 1938).

Preminger, Alex and T.V.F. Brogan, eds. The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and
Poetics, Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 1993.

Pushkin, Alexander. The Poems, Prose and Plays of Alexander Pushkin. Ed. Abraham
Yarmolinsky. New York: Random House, 1936.

Roizen, Ron. “Herschel Grynszpan: the Fate of a Forgotten Assassin.” Holocaust and


Genocide Studies 1.2 (1986): 217-228.

Roskies, David G. “The Achievement of American Yiddish Modernism,” In Go and Study: Essays and Studies in Honor of Alfred Jospe. Eds. Raphael Jospe and Samuel Z. Fishman. Washington D. C: B’nai B’rith Hillel Foundations. 353-368.

        . The Jewish Search For a Usable Past. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1999.

        . “Major Trends in Yiddish Parody.” The Jewish Quarterly Review 94.1 (Winter
2004): 109-122.

Rubinstein, Rachel. Members of the Tribe: Native America in the Jewish Imagination.
Detroit, Michigan: Wayne State University Press. 2010.

Sadan, Dov. “Kivshona shel shira: al Aharon Glants Leyeles.” In Avney Miftan. Vol. 1.
Tel Aviv: Y.L. Peretz, 1961.100-125.

Schmidt, A.V.C. ”Eliot and the Dialect of the Tribe.” Essays in Criticism 33 (January
1983): 36-48.

Shavit, Uzi. Shira mul totalitaryut: alterman veshirey makot mizrayim. Haifa and Tel
Aviv: Haifa University Press and Zmora-Bitan, 2003.

Shulman, Eliyohu. “Der vikuakh tsivshn a. leyelesn un sh. nigern vegn ‘inzikhism’ (a kapitl literatur-geshikhte lekoved dem 70-yorikn geboyrntog fun a. leyeles” (1959). Frayland, 8-10 (September-November 1959). Rep. in: Portretn un etyudn. New York: CYCO, 1979. 196-209.

Shvarts, Shloyme. “Der antplekter.” Inzikh 52 (December 1939). 68-70.

Stahl, Neta. Tzelem yehudi: yitzugav shel yeshu basifrut ha’ivrit shel hamea ha’esrim.
Tel Aviv: Resling, 2008.

Stein, Abrevaya Sara. “Illustrating Chicago’s Jewish Left: The Cultural Aesthetics of Todros Geller and the L. M. Shtayn Farlag.” Jewish Social Studies 3.3 (spring- summer 1997): 74-110.

Sutskever, Avrom. “Fabyus un lind (vegn nayem liderbukh fun a. leyeles).” Haynt (June
25 1937): 6.

 	. “A briv tsu a. leyeles.” (1939) In Baym leyenen penimer: dertseylungen dermonungen eseyen, ed. Avraham Novershtern. Jerusalem: the Hebrew University, 1993. 169-172.

Teler, Y. L. “Zikhroynes vegn b. vaynshteyn.” In Berish vaynshteyn yovl-bukh. eds. Dov


Sadan and Moyshe Shtarkman. Tel Aviv: Hamenora, 1967. 105-109.
Vaynper, Zishe. “B. Alkvit.” In Yidishe shrifshteler. New York: Oyfkum, 1933. 140-142. Waley, Arthur. Chinese Poems, London, England: Readers Union, Allen and Unwin,
1949.

Weinreich, Uriel. “On the Cultural History of Yiddish Rime.” In Essays on Jewish Life and Thought Presented in Honor of Salo Baron. New York, 1959. 423-442.

Wimsatt, W.K. “The Intentional Fallacy.” In The Verbal Icon: Studies in the Meaning of
Poetry. Lexington, Kentucky: University of Kentucky Press, 1967. 3-18.

Wisse, Ruth R. “1935-6, a Year in the Life of Yiddish Literature.” In Studies in Jewish
Culture in Honor of Chone Shmeruk. ed. Israel Bartal. Jerusalem, 1993. 83-103.

        .  “Language as Fate: Reflections on Jewish Literature in America.” Studies in
Contemporary Jewry 12 (1996): 129-147.

 	. A Little Love in Big Manhattan. Cambridge, Massachusetts and London, England: Harvard University press, 1988.

        . “A Farewell to Poland: Yankev Glatstein and S. Y. Agnon.” In The Modern Jewish
Canon. New York: the Free Press, 2000. 163-191.

Witemeyer, Hugh. The Poetry of Ezra Pound: Forms and Renewal 1908-1920. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1969.

Wolitz, Seth L. “’Di khalyastre’: the Yiddish Modernist Movement in Poland [after WW I]: an Overview”, Yiddish, 4.3 (1981). 5-19.

Wright, George T. The Poet in the Poem: The Persona of Eliot, Yeats, Pound. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press. 1962.

Zach, Natan. “Imagism and Vorticism.” In Bradbury Malcolm and James McFarlane,eds.
Modernism: 1890-1930:A Guide to European Literature. London and New York: Penguin Books, 1991. 228-242.
image1.png
Mm DY





image2.png




image3.png




image4.png




image5.png




image6.png




