6 Discussing core categories

For the conceptualization of GERT, I hypothesized that there are institutions in Israeli
society which are associated with different concepts of typical language use, such as
speaking ‘correct Hebrew.’ The variables ‘correct Hebrew’ and ‘social status’ were
implied from the findings of the open interviews, during the first fieldwork stage.
Both variables have to be unpacked again and need to be interpreted in the light of
the participants’ statements.

With GERT, some common categories that HSs use to categorize different ways of
speaking Hebrew could be singled out and were further classified in 2.1.4.4. These 13
notions will be treated as the core categories for the following discussion — thereby,
RQ1! and RQ2? have been partially answered. The meaning of the core categories
depends on personal preferences for certain social groups over others and the
participants’ own identification with the groups in question, as well as their personal
everyday experiences with the groups. As expressed in the “mutual knowledge
paradox,” no certainty can be reached about the content and the congruity of shared
knowledge (Lanwer & Coussios 2017: 142-143). This implication is also expressed
in Geeraerts’ statement in respect to the potentially heterogeneous distribution of
associations in a speech community:

[PIrototype-theoretical research should abandon the naive idea of a completely homogeneous
linguistic community. The distribution of the different elements of a prototypically organized
category over the members of a speech community is likely to be heterogeneous. (Geeraerts
2008: 33)

On these premises, the GERT data will be contextualized with the participants’ state-
ments and the theoretical assumptions for this study to tackle the second part of RQ1
and RQ2, which ask about the characteristics of these core categories. RQ33, RQ6*
and RQ7° will be guiding the discussion. Inferences about RQ5° will be made on the
basis of the GERT data and the guided interviews in Section 6.2.

What the GERT data cannot provide are conclusions about actual speech behav-
ior and the social status of the people which can be classified with the core categories.

1 RQ1 Which main categories are applied by HSs to classify linguistic variation in MH and how are
they defined?

2 RQ2 Which social groups are distinguishable on basis of their language use, according to HSs and
how are these groups characterized?

3 RQ3 Which linguistic phenomena do HSs link to the categories (of RQ1 and RQ2) and why?

4 RQ6 Which kind of different LAs do HSs express?

5 RQ7 How are these LAs reflected in their reported language practice?

6 RQ5 Which kind of a linguistic standard do HSs have in mind and how were these ideas shaped?
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The data reflects participants’ opinions and can provide insights into their represen-
tations of speech behavior and other associations of certain groups which are framed
with these categories. Potentially, the data is contradictory: diverging opinions about
certain categories can be observed in the heatmaps. If the shape of a heatmap is
more uniform, with one clear center, it may be a hint that the represented category
is conventionalized with stereotypical ratings among the participants.

The rating component of GERT was directly aimed to answer RQ4’ and to gain in-
sights about a possible order of linguistic variation in MH — the overarching research
question of this study, RQO0®. A preliminary order is suggested with the summary of
the participants’ ratings in Fig. 5.5. This illustration of the summarized GERT data
and the heatmaps for each category which were introduced in 5.5.2 pose an entry to
the analysis.

The category with the lowest mean rating for ‘social status,’ the ‘uneducated,’ did
not receive the worst average rating for ‘correct Hebrew’ (see Table 5.4). This spot is
occupied by ‘new immigrants’ which received a favorable mean rating for ‘social
status’ —only five categories were rated better. The categories with the highest ratings
are ‘Jewish elite,” ‘public figures,” ‘Ashkenazim and ‘educated.” While ‘Ashkenazim’
were rated best in terms of ‘correct Hebrew’ and very similar as ‘educated,’ the cate-
gory with the highest mean rating for ‘social status,” Jewish elite,” occupies only the
fifth place of ‘correct Hebrew.” From these observations follows that the participants
did not necessarily associate ‘correct Hebrew’ with the highest ‘social status’ — the
category ‘army,” which ranks fifth in terms of ‘social status,” was even rated slightly
negative for ‘correct Hebrew.” ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘Russians’ have very similar mean
ratings for both variables. Both were rated closely to the neutral values 0/0. They are
also close to ‘Arabs’ which was rated even more favorably in both respects. ‘Haredim’
sticks out as the only category that was rated positively for ‘correct Hebrew’ and neg-
atively for ‘social status’ — status-wise this category ranges very close to ‘periphery.’
Potentially all the core categories appear as socially and linguistically marked, if
0/0 is interpreted as indicating an unmarked point of reference. The core categories
which are closest to 0/0 are ‘Mizrahim,” ‘Russians,” ‘Arabs’ and ‘army.’ Does this mean
that they are the default categories? In the following, this surprising implication will
be further studied with the heatmaps for each category.

7 RQ4 How are categories from RQ1 and RQ2 applied by the speakers rated in terms of ‘prestige’ and
‘correctness of Hebrew?’
8 RQO How can linguistic variation in MH be ordered?
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Before delving into the individual discussion of each core category and their
relations to each other, the next section will briefly address RQ8? and RQ9'® which
ask about the causality behind linguistic and social categorization.

6.1 Thoughts on formation and use of the categories

To get an idea how the participants talked about these categories, a20{212’s answer to
Q14 will be reviewed, which is very illustrative because she listed five of the thirteen
core categories ad hoc. A20f212 had made ‘aliyah from South Africa and had learned
Hebrew in several ulpan courses before she took up her obligatory army service
which she was serving at the time of the interview. At the point of the interview
when she gave this answer, I had not yet introduced GERT - therefore the answer
could not have been influenced by the template with the variables.

9 RQS8 To what extent are representations of social categories influenced by linguistic variation?
10 RQ9 To what extent is linguistic variation influenced by representations of social categories?
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(8) a201212 (32:08)

yes there are there are these like... 'm not 7MBa XY 21X IR -7 DRR 07,07 13
exactly sure if they are Iraqis or Moroccans or i1 WX D°Xp171 IR Q°PXI°Y 077 OR P73
this, but like Mizrahim. They speak a bit n¥p 071271 073 .IPRD T YaxR

differently and if they have a very strong accent 771 3PN WHH XYM OAY W° ORI AW
and it’s a bit Arabic or something. Then I know, *p IR DYT1 "I TR I7WH IR 2279 DIP
like OK, wallah. And some people really wnn 197K DWIR 7139711278 .A99R
Ashkenazi, they also have a little something. 197K .03 I7WN NXp 0% W2 .0°TIDWR
Like, I heard how one of the commanders in the 1271 0P Q*IPDHN AR TR NYHY
course speaks and I asked someone, what kind 1998 137 XLAN 7R I7WINY NORYI
of accent is that and they said, he’s just very 037.72°R2 *TIOWR WnHn RIT DND TIAK)
Ashkenazi. And Russians, too. Of course I can 20717 %7 T3S 179197 21X 9192 .0°010
say who is Russian, generally by the accent and DUWIRY D°NDIRT RW2NAN 29902
French and people from the US, in general. Or if ~ 210 0n X X .°2952 027 MEIRY
they are good with accent, but not much and  ,7 DX w? 271y *»1 7277 X? 72X RwaN3
who else? There are like the religious, Haredim ,73770 71X17 °IX .37 02791 2’077 19°K3
and so. I am watching a series, it is called W2 19783 IR 13 [...] 20°0W 77 DR DRIP
Shtisel [...] yes, it’s like they have something nx¥p 19°R3 0°137m 07 IR AW 0P
different, they speak a little, and they have alot % v’ [...] 7277 OA% W’ o3 17WN
[...] they have a lot of Yiddish and that, too. so,I ~12°X2 719137 >IX IR .03 AN W 73277
can hear, like. And the Ethiopians have W7 IR ,IWH OR? W DDPNRYY . YIDWY
something, so, there are many groups. %12 71277

Despite being a L1 English speaker, a20f212 used the specific categories that were
available in MH for the Israeli context of social and linguistic categorization. This
observation, which is by itself not surprising, resonates in the following quotation:

The reality of everyday life appears already objectified, that is, constituted by an order of
objects that have been designated as objects before my appearance on the scene. The language
used in everyday life continuously provides me with the necessary objectifications and posits
the order within which these make sense and within which everyday life has meaning for me.
(Berger & Luckmann 1967: 35-36)

At first, she referred hesitatingly to the subcategories of “Iraqis or Moroccans,” before
she bundled them under the specifically Israeli category ‘Mizrahim’ (see 3.1.3). She
explained that a “very strong accent” which reminds her of something like Arabic is
enough for her to arrive at this classification. It seems that the category ‘Mizrahim’
is convenient because her inability to name the precise origin (Iraq or Morocco) no
longer matters as both categories can be subsumed under a single term.
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As Sacks (1989: 280-281) points out, “two-class sets” are especially effective
and widespread for categorization processes. Therefore, her next step to refer to
‘Ashkenazim’ can be understood as mentioning the opposite category of ‘Mizrahim,
in what is apparently a commonly used “two-class set” in the Israeli context. It can
be deduced that she adopted both categories for her own categorization through a
learning process because she recounts that she had to ask Israelis, in her army course,
what kind of “accent” her commander had. Thus, she related her personal experience
of someone’s speech behavior to other native speakers’ DK. Not all the categories
she mentioned are based on her own experiences: she declared that she had not
had encounters with Haredim and explains that her representations are based on
the TV series Shtisel which depicts this social environment. Without knowing the
stereotypical depiction of Haredi characters in Shtisel or the explanation of others
about Ashkenazim, she would not be able to apply these categories the way she does.

From a20f212’s GERT template, it can be seen that she marked herself and me
(the interviewer) — both L2 Hebrew speakers and therefore similar — with the entry
“we,” directly on the neutral 0/0 position of the diagram. This indicates that she
related to all the other categories which are spread across the template as marked
in relation to herself — the unmarked point of reference. A20f212 characterized all
the categories as being marked linguistically either by “accents” or by the use of
“Yiddish” or vaguely as yesh la-hem mashehu ‘they have something.” As has been
argued with Kristiansen (2008: 61) in 2.1.4.4, representations of typical speech be-
havior, “linguistic stereotypes,” are associated with “social stereotypes.” Following
Geeraerts’s definition, a20f212’s categories and consequently all the core categories
can be described as stereotypes because they are learned and therefore part of the
collective knowledge:

[S]tereotypes are prototypes seen from a social angle. Prototypes are primarily psychological
notions with an individual status. Stereotypes, on the other hand, are social entities; they
indicate what the adult citizen is supposed to know about the referents of the categories
he uses, given the principle of the division of linguistic labor. Stereotypes involve the social,
prototypes the psychological organization of knowledge, but to the extent that they coincide,
prototypes/stereotypes constitute a link between the psychological and the social organization
of semantic knowledge. (Geeraerts 2008: 27)

Generally, it is hard to describe linguistic phenomena with words, as can be seen
from a20f212’s statement — probably, representations of the speech behavior which
she associates with the mentioned categories are better profiled non-verbally. Some
participants did not restrict themselves to mentioning categories, but tried to imitate
corresponding speech patterns. For example, a30f312 (12:17) imitated a Spanish accent
in MH, when she explained that she likes the way native Spanish speakers from
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South America speak MH. Kristiansen describes this ability to recall and reproduce
“lectal schemata:”

[A]s Hearer does not limit himself to an imitation of speech produced in the speech situation
in situ, it strengthens the argument that humans possess receptive and active competence
of speech styles which are stored in our long-term memory. We seem to be able to draw
upon knowledge about relatively entrenched lectal schemata and their relationship to social
categories [80] or social situations in order to bring about an effect on Hearer. (Kristiansen
2008: 79-80)

Participants who were really into GERT probably tried to simulate the categorization
processes they go through subconsciously. There are several instances when partici-
pants seemingly switched to the speech pattern they were thinking of. For example,
a20f212’s use of wallah in the above citation can be interpreted as an imitation of
a Mizrahi speech pattern — the category she was describing as characterized by a
“strong accent and it’s a bit Arabic or something.” Wallah is an Arabic expression for
swearing on ‘allah which is used in colloquial MH and can be translated as ‘indeed’
in the context of a20f212’s statement. Similarly, s41m3l1 seems to have switched to a
lower register during GERT when he thought of examples for “not correct Hebrew
and low status.” As an example for a typical Mizrahi worker, he thought of an ex-
colleague and when he resumed the task, he said ma ‘od holekh po ‘what else is going
on here’ — which is a more casual wording, compared to his preceding utterances.

(9) s41m3lI1 (34:37)

Not correct Hebrew and low status, I would say N, TN TAYH N7Ipn X2 N7ay
what’s called the working class. [...] So, there was  [...] D°2¥1571 T0Yn RIPIW 70 N
the warehouse keeper of Mizrahi-Persian origin.  *n71, RX337 *RI0NH7 DX QW 797
To my knowledge he stopped going to school in the 10 n°a% N3% 0*°0 *nNYT% .>07D
9th, 10th grade. A warehouse keeper; let’s call it 7712 IXIp1,°RI0AM /> NP3 'V AN°O2
workers. His language was not kind of something.  nx1> 3n°1 X% 17w 130w .0°%¥10
What else is going on, here? 271D 997 W 0 Inwn

These imitations of speech patterns may be the outcome of cognitive processes such
as mirror neuronal activity: when evoking the representation of a typical Mizrahi
worker, s41ma3l1 tried to recall a speech pattern through silent imitation and when
he spoke again in the interview, he was still in his role, which is indicated by his
different choice of words.

S41m3171’s statement reveals more about the prototypical structure of his repre-
sentation of his GERT entry po‘alim ‘workers.” Although s41m311’s primary association
for a social group with “not correct Hebrew and low status” may be defined as peo-
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ple who work physically, in contrast to white-collar workers, there are additional
associations, such as a low level of education and Mizrahi origin which come up
immediately: instead of defining the group of po‘alim only in respect to the com-
mon characteristics of their jobs, s41m3l1 introduced additional distinctions. Rosch
describes this way of categorization as the

tendency once a contrast exists to define attributes for contrasting categories so that the cat-
egories will be maximally distinctive. In either case, it is a fact that both representativeness
within a category and distinctiveness from contrast categories are correlated with prototypical-
ity in real categories. (Rosch 1978: 37)

Stereotypes also function on the premise of maximal distinctiveness from other
categories, as Tajfel points out:

They introduce simplicity and order where there is complexity and nearly random variation.
They can help to cope only if fuzzy differences between groups are transmuted into clear ones,
or new differences created where none exist. (Tajfel 1969: 82)

Categorical differences can be created with the transfer of “speech facts” to groups
through

iconization (in which linguistic facts are related to nonlinguistic characteristics of a group
[...]) and may lead to recursivity (in which even small differences between groups, such as
minor linguistic ones, may be projected outwards to define wider oppositions between groups),
and erasure (in which similarities between groups or the nonsalient features of a stereotyped
group’s behavior are ignored) [...] (Preston 2010: 2)

With these processes, stereotypical attributes are conventionalized for social groups.
In retrospect, it is hard hard to determine if a social group was at first defined on
the basis of its typical speech patterns or on its non-linguistic characteristics. In
fact, it has been illustrated with the participants’ quotations that they defined their
categories according to several prototypical attributes. It is sensible to understand
these categories as complex constructions whose components do not have the same
meaning if they are looked at in isolation:

Adopting a frame-oriented approach, we may say that a linguistic stereotype leads us efficiently,
directly and rapidly to the corresponding social stereotype with all its value-laden components
because a source-in-target producer-product or cause-effect metonymic schema is at work: the
speech pattern associated with a particular group leads hearer to the wider frame of the social
group itself, to the social stereotype associated with it (psychological attributes included) and
all the encyclopaedic knowledge hearer has about the group in question. (Kristiansen 2008: 67)
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Itis safe to say that linguistic stereotypes play an important role for the categorization
of social groups in general. As I tried to illustrate with participants’ imitations of
typical linguistic patterns, the mirroring of typical speech patterns can be thought
of as motor activities which are known to occupy an important role in basic level
categorization (see 2.1.4.4). It may even seem that certain social groups are defined
primarily through their linguistic behavior which is perceived as otherness, as Wiese
(2017: 331) argues. Speakers of a certain language variety are not represented just
on the basis of typical linguistic characteristics, but with all kinds of stereotypical
attributes. Social groups such as ‘Russians’ and ‘Mizrahim’ can be defined primarily
on the basis of their linguistic behavior or their origin, for example. Then, further
attributes such as cultural preferences, typical (non-linguistic) behavior, places of
living, level of education, choices of employment and mean income can become
defining attributes.

For example, by the erasure of linguistic and other differences between ‘Iraqis’
and ‘Moroccans’ the category ‘Mizrahim’ is fostered, while recursivity leads to the
representational overemphasis of small differences in comparison to the reference
group — the ‘Ashkenazim.” Consequentially, ‘Mizrahim’ are represented with a lin-
guistic stereotype which sets them apart from the ‘linguistic standard,’ as can be seen
from a20£212’s quotation above. Through these processes, it can become irrelevant to
the structure of the categories ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Mizrahim’ if and to what degree
HSs of Polish and Moroccan origin — even in subsequent generations — actually differ
in their use of Hebrew.

From this discussion, it follows that RQ8 and RQ9 cannot be answered gener-
ally because they are misleading: by asking separately about the impact of deeply
interrelated processes of social and linguistic categorization, it is implied that they
can be studied in isolation — which is hardly practicable. A better question would be:
Which linguistic variants are represented as indexical for categories of speakers and
on what linguistic basis are the categories actually applied? While the second part of
the question can only be determined with perception experiments, some linguistic
variants that participants associated with the core categories will be reviewed in the
following.

The next sections are about participants’ notions of ‘correct Hebrew,” ‘standard
Hebrew’ and ‘slang,” before the discussion will move on to participants’ representa-
tions of group-specific variation in MH.

6.2 Notions of correct Hebrew, standard Hebrew and slang

Based on participants’ statements from the first fieldwork stage, such as i53f211’s
(26:48) quotation (1), I supposed that HSs make a basic distinction between marked
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linguistic variants in MH on a higher and lower level: ‘correct Hebrew’ and ‘slang.’
To explore participants’ notions of a ‘linguistic standard’ in MH, I asked about the
terms ‘vrit tiknit and ‘ivrit standartit with Q1 during the guided interviews:

Q1
What is ‘ivrit tiknit and ‘ivrit standartit for 77 93 YTV NIV T2V T N
you? What’s the difference? 29723777 7n 23PN Ny

‘Ivrit tiknit can be translated as ‘normative correct Hebrew’ — tiknit is a derivation
of the noun teken which means ‘standard’ or ‘norm.” ‘Ivrit standartit contains the
loanword standartit which must have been taken originally from a European lan-
guage. Both terms can be translated as ‘standard Hebrew.”’ However, I noted during
the open interviews that most participants used ‘vrit tiknit for ‘normative correct
Hebrew,” while they used ‘vrit standartit for (their) everyday speech. With Q11 tried
to inquire about HSs’ representations of a normative standard and its relation to the
everyday SH as well as their reported language use.

The participants’ answers confirmed my hypothesis that they commonly used
‘vrit tiknit to refer to ‘normative correct Hebrew, in contrast to ‘vrit standartit — the
unmarked standard. Therefore, the terms will be translated as ‘correct Hebrew’ and
‘standard Hebrew’ in the following. It will be shown that there are some deviations
from this tendency in the participants’ answers. Foremost participants aged older
than 50 claimed to make no distinction between correct and standard Hebrew, while
most younger participants pointed out that correct Hebrew is rarely spoken, in
contrast to standard Hebrew which tends to digress into ‘slang.’ It will be argued
in 6.2.3 that these different attitudes between younger and older speakers can be
explained with the different historical contexts at the time of the participants’ youth
and the official language policy at that time. To get an impression how the younger
participants used the different notions, some typical answers will be reviewed.

N31f311 rephrased Q1 by replacing ‘ivrit standartit with ‘ivrit regila ‘regular
Hebrew:’
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(10) n311311 (1:10)

Regular Hebrew is Hebrew that one speaks with oy ©127»w N2y 77 79737 N2y
friends on the street. Often, one doesn’t pay o°nWw X% 0°HYD 17377 .21772 07aN
attention to small things like two.M, two.F tables NW ,*3W M5 0°vp 01272 29

or things like that - slang. Words in English that  ©°%°» .3150 ,7%%> 0°727 Ik DURYIWY
come in, like. And correct Hebrew is Hebrew that n°ipn n*1ay1.19°x5 ,n10191w Nv23183

I'write in academic texts that I try, let’s say, DX 7N°K NANID "IRW N2y 77
when one gives a lecture, then one speaks TR 701N YIRW ,TNTPRI NITIAVA
correct Hebrew and then one pays attention to N®2ya 0°1271) IR IR¥IT 0°IN0
correctness and not to use necessarily foreign X1 179 0P 2% W IR PPIpn
words, more Hebrew words. NP NPT 09 ma 1972 wenwiah

NP2y 0vma
PS And what is standard Hebrew? 207077V N2V 7T M
n31f311 That’s the slang, like the street, that was 9277 7°7 77 .23777 12°85 , 31907 717
the first thing — yes, the regular 237 13, 1WRN

N31f311 gave an example for ‘slang’ with the normative incorrect phrase shtei
shulhanot ‘two.F tables.M’ which lacks gender agreement between noun and mod-
ifier. S41m3I1 answered in a similar fashion by describing standard Hebrew as
containing slang, which he described in terms of Arabic loans (wallah and yallah)
and expressions such as havlaz which he associates with the context of the army.
These and further linguistic characterizations of the different categories of Hebrew
will be reviewed in the next section (6.2.1).

(11) s41m311 (0:26)

Standard Hebrew has slang in Arabic like wallah ~ n°37y3 31%0 7% w> n*v 7300 NI2Y
and yallah and there is a bit of what you said 77 NP 72 WA 9787 72981 10
about the army — havlaz and all that. Correct N2y .77 921177921 ,X2%7 Y NIARY
Hebrew, and I am saying this also as a literature 717972 03 717 DR TR 22X 7PN

teacher; correct Hebrew is in my eyes first of all  ©73p »»¥a X°7 7PN N7V ,MIDDY
correct Hebrew, which is a very rare thing — even 771 T3 137 70 7P N°72y 9o

Idon’t and I am a trained literature teacher. The n17D0Y 7797 7IXY K2 71X 127DK
correct Hebrew is a little its something that 77 ,0Xp X7 AIPNR DAY LAWONA
disappeared almost. I think that this is WP AW AWIN 21X , 09V NIPW NWN
connected to the restricted language of the IR LLIWPRT YW NHXPIRNT 1OWY

internet — I can speak about what it is not, I need 1n 1% 7% ,8% 1771 79 2y 1279 91>
to say what it is. Correct Hebrew is Hebrew of ~ n1p0o YW n*1ay 71 Arpn 012y 1o
beautiful literature. D
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Even though both n31f311 and s41m3l1 completed a university degree, they did not
claim to speak correct Hebrew — except on rare occasions. C36f311 rephrased Q1
into “Like, what’s the difference between spoken Hebrew and literary Hebrew?!!”
Similarly, n31f311 and s41m3l1 argued that correct Hebrew is primarily used in written
form - in academic works and in literature. Somewhat in contradiction to their
statements, all three participants stated that it is very important for them to speak
correct Hebrew, just as the majority of the 21 participants who completed the guided
interviews (see 6.2.3).

In contrast, a68ma3l1 claimed that there is no difference between the two terms
in Hebrew and he also pointed out that he tries to speak correct Hebrew, which is
very important to him.

(12) a68m311 (0:20)
There is no difference. In Hebrew its the same — ,727INIR 7T 1°12ya 5Ta0 PR
standard is teken PN AT VITIVD

However, when he filled out the GERT template, he conceded that only very few
people speak ‘ivrit mamash tiknit ‘truly correct Hebrew’ — he quantified them with
about 10% of the HSs, while 80% speak standard Hebrew and another 10%, the “asirim
‘criminals’, speak safa mezohemet ‘filthy language.’ Furthermore, he pointed out that,
although it may seem counter intuitive, there is no linear correlation between the
GERT variables: he rated his entry “elite” highest in terms of status, but neutral on
the correct Hebrew axis. Just as a68m3l1’s entry “elite,” the core category ‘Jewish elite’
was rated less favorably for correct Hebrew than for status and is an outlier from
the linear regression model applied on the mean ratings (see Fig. 5.5). With his entry
“intellectuals” he defined the speakers of the most correct Hebrew as cultural elite
who do not necessarily possess high status, in contrast to his entry “elite” which is to
be understood in terms of political and economic power. He described the linguis-
tic distance between the “intellectuals” and the majority, including the “elite,” as huge.

11 The Hebrew original: 212X n°n1150 n*12v% N12177 N°12y 12 Y7200 0
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(13) a68m3I1 (12:20)

And there is a group of intellectuals - maybeI  >1x ,"2I1X D9XIWVPLYVIR YW %I WM
put them here — who are maybe just a very small 7%13p 27 °9IR QAW 7D ONIR QW
group that speaks very correct Hebrew. A very —.n°1pn winm N2y NI2THW TIRHD 710p
small group in quantity and it doesn’t belong to R 75w N33 TIRM TI0P 7313
status — actually - it belongs more to the 1772 N POW AT .XPMT VAL W

cultural level: writers, artists, poets would speak ~ ©°37Wwn ,0°15IX , 01910 .N°NI1AINT
a higher language and the distance is enormous. RIT PRANT 77123 90 715w 1127
.oI%y

R36f311’s statement can also be understood as an explanation for the categories that
lie outside of the blue shaded confidence interval in Fig. 5.5. She argues that for social
groups with a high social status, such as physicians, or for the educated, such as
teachers, speaking correct Hebrew is not necessarily characteristic.

(14) r361311 (16:30)
I also can’t say, let’s say, that physicians area 717 @RDIIW 7733 112 79127 XY %IR 03
social group that speaks high Hebrew. Its, like, 12X .777123 1°12y N127W POIYIIR

high status, but the requirement to speak correct W7 128D AR 123 Tevn oY
Hebrew is not so, its not so significant that X°77,99 93 X2 X7 31121 N2y 137Y
someone who is a physician or a [university] X177 WA I3 PMIYRYN 3 9o RY

lecturer speaks correct Hebrew. Even lecturers 170X .73191 N°12¥ 727 71%71 IR XD
have sometimes like, incorrect Hebrew [...] Even  n»12y 193,07 w° 0°nyd? 0°%n
teachers don’t always speak correct Hebrew — Tnn XY 07 19°5X [..] 701 RY
that’s the matter. VR BT DY3pN N2y 0212

Just as a68m3l1, a70f311, a retired high school teacher for lashon ‘(Hebrew) language,’
equally claimed to make no personal distinction between standard and correct
Hebrew and emphasized her continuous effort to speak correctly: to express this
conscious effort of speaking correctly, she used the verb makpida ‘to be strict, to
insist.” participants often used this verb specifically for the context of ‘speaking
correctly (according to the normative rules).” At the same time, she conceded that
there are major differences between correct Hebrew and the language that her
pupils are using. She described that they have difficulties to express themselves in
correct Hebrew and even to understand a “higher” Hebrew.
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(15) a70£311 (11:12)

Correct Hebrew is the Hebrew which has the DX 712 W W N2y 17 N23pn N2y
rules that we stick to the rules. It has a broad w>w @957 NR QAW NMIRY 229757
vocabulary, many synonyms. Yes, I think that I .n15771 ©°%°1 712777 ,207 02271 I¥IR 712

speak, my standard Hebrew is correct Hebrew. N™2vi,N727R PIXW NAWIN 1K 1D
Iamvery strict and in school, in IR IPNT NP2V AT 09w NuITIvon
conversations with people I stick to therulesa  7r w2 ,75077 N°22 TIRMY 77T°DPH TIRN
lot, yes. 19 99377 Y NIMIW TIRM *IR DUWIR DY
PS

So for you it’s the same? 2937 INIR 77 723w IR
a701311

Slang is far from me. I don’t like to hear slang ¥1WY NIATIR XY 71X 391 PIMT 77 2170
and I also take a stance in class when he .AN?33 73 Y¥ 7T NIV TIRD 03 IRI 3170

speaks slang I say, ‘no, no — try to think how to 710N X2 X% ,NIMIX IR 3190 7279 RIAWD
say that in Hebrew,’ in correct Hebrew — that’s n*13ay2,n*33y2 71 1R 039X PR 230N
hard for them. But, sometimes when I speakin  »1xw> 0°ny5? 2ax on® Awp 77.A1131
class, I intentionally speak a bit higher. Then, 20 n¥p N927H 70D 711102 "IX NI

they say ‘what that’s Hebrew what you are NRW N72v2a 77 30 % 070K IR LTI2)
speaking or is it another language?’ So, yes, 21X YaR 13 TR 20X 7DW 77 X D92
but I'really try to introduce them to the NX ,ADW DX ORY PIARY 701 TIRD
language, to the beauty of the language. .1OWR YW 1

In summary, all participants conceded that there are distinctions between standard
and correct Hebrew. It can be helpful to think of these distinctions in the form
of a continuum with prototypical categories such as ‘vrit tiknit and ‘slang’ on its
poles and the unmarked ‘standard Hebrew’ in between, as Fig. 6.1 illustrates. This
conception draws on Krefeld’s (2011: 104) notion of a ‘linguistic standard’ as neutral
background (see 2.1.4.1).

Projecting these findings onto GERT, the zero point on the correct Hebrew axis
can be interpreted to stand for the concept ‘standard Hebrew.’ In consequence, the
core categories which are closer to this point can be interpreted to be closer to the
linguistic standard. Besides the terms which were discussed so far, the participants
expressed their representations of differences on the continuum with several other
terms, which are included in Fig. 6.1: all of these terms can be interpreted as marked
categories, in contrast to ‘standard Hebrew.’

The participants’ choice of words for these categories reveals the evaluative
component which is inherent to the representations. The metaphorical framing of
differences in Hebrew with the spatial concepts ‘high’ and ‘low’ points to potentially
positive associations with terms that are represented as located above the standard
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‘fvrit tiknit
‘furit klasit correct Hebrew

safa gvoha :
fag classical Hebrew

high language

rashmi

official  milim gvohot
high words

marked
‘fwrit rehuta
eloquent Hebrew

unmarked ‘ivrit standartit

slang
‘ivrit klokelet
safa nemukha  inferior Hebrew

low language
marked guag

safa mezohemet
. filthy language

Fig. 6.1: Representation of variation from the standard as continuum

and negative associations with the terms below. Lakoff & Johnson (1980: 16) list
several examples for orientational metaphors, such as GOOD IS UP; BAD IS DOWN, HIGH
STATUS IS UP; LOW STATUS IS DOWN and VIRTUE IS UP; DEPRAVITY IS DOWN and point
out that there is “an overall external systematicity among the various spatialization
metaphors, which defines coherence among them.” Most core categories were rated
with similar values for status and correct Hebrew which can be read as a confir-
mation of the common, cross-linguistic metaphorical representation of CORRECT
LANGUAGE IS HIGH which is commonly associated with ‘high status’ and a ‘high level
of education.” However, there are at least five core categories which clearly deviate
from the correlation between ‘high status’ and ‘correct Hebrew.” Furthermore, some
of the common associations such as ‘high status’ with ‘high level of education’ can
be doubted on the bhasis of the GERT data and the participants’ statements, for the
Israeli context. These exceptions are going to be discussed in the light of common
language attitudes in 6.2.3.

In the next section, participants’ linguistic characterization of ‘correct Hebrew’
which is based on explicit norms will be summarized as well as the implicit norms
which were mentioned as characteristic for ‘standard Hebrew’ and ‘slang.’
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6.2.1 Indexical variants

In the above discussion of participants’ statements (15, 10 and 11) a70£311 character-
ized ‘correct Hebrew’ as defined by klalim ‘rules’, while n31f311 and s41m3l1 described
‘standard Hebrew’ as containing “foreign” and “slang” words which are originally
English or Arabic or stem from army contexts. H26m2l1 also refers to certain explicit
norms which are characteristic for ‘standard Hebrew’ and - at the same time — mark
a deviation from ‘correct Hebrew.” Just as n31f311 (10) and most other participants,
he classified mismatches in gender agreement as common fa‘uyot ‘mistakes:’

(16) h26m211 (3:39)

I'm not just speaking about male and female or ~ 7°1> 1% 721937 Y¥ 7 7271 R’V *IR
singular and plural - but generally. And ,MPVITIV0 NIV 79922 XOR 0°aM
standard Hebrew — good question — standard ~ n°32y 71 n°0I7IV0 N°I2Y 72 72RY
Hebrew is Hebrew that everybody speaks, like, oy A3 12°83 01271 09D
fluently with the mistakes and all that [...] Just 79°17 ON0 [...] 793 oy1 nvon
like that, the word beautiful is a a standard 71 2997 .07V A9 AT DY
word. Adequate is a correct word, did you get it? 0°2°1 2R3 717 .N127 ,APPN 1N
That’s like words which are higher: If you go to DWIRY 770 OR .NIM23 NP 0w

people who made three or four degrees and they 0 0IRN YR AWIPW WY oW
speak Hebrew it’s... You’'ll see that their language 1dWAW ARIN DR 77,012V 07270
is higher. They won’t speak with you like me. >33 Jn°X 1137 XY .12 0P Q2w
What’s up bro, do you get it? But that’s not really 2ax 717.7an AnR AR 771 70 ,39°KD
a definition — that’s what I think. AWM PIRW 79 7T 71T DPRA XY

H26m2l1 also pointed out that there are lexical differences by citing the lexemes
yafe ‘beautiful’ as example for ‘standard’ and holem ‘adequate’ for ‘correct Hebrew.’
Furthermore, he argued that people who completed several university degrees speak
a “higher” language and thus posited a causal relation between “high Hebrew” and
a high level of education. In a similar manner, a20f212 who is a Hebrew learner
mentioned lexical differences as main distinctive characteristics:

(17) a20£212 (12:30)

I know that for every Hebrew word there is 7Y > nava n2m H35W Ny vIR
another word which is in high language andI X% >9952 °I1X1 771237 7OWA 7w 7971
usually do not know these words [...] and Q%% 729 [..] IR 090 DX 7700

many words in higher Hebrew are based on 0°2°m H¥ DOIAM O 777123 N NMava
English words like logistika and linguistika.  .7p>LO"1121 AP*LEYMY 19K N9
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She expressed her conviction that many words “in higher Hebrew” are English
loans. However, the examples she cited for these words (logistika, linguistika) are
not typically English because they were borrowed into English from other European
languages — her representation of these words as English is probably caused because
her L1 is English. As mentioned earlier, most participants described “foreign words”
as characteristic for ‘standard Hebrew’ and ‘slang.’ Rosenthal (2007a: 183) even
criticizes the extensive use of English loans in academic environments because he
sees it as a threat against the cultivation of a sound academic style in MH. N31f311
(10) similarly described how she tries to use Hebrew words — and less foreign words
— when speaking in a higher register, for example, during a lecture. According to the
participants’ statements, common representations of ‘correct Hebrew’ in the lexical
domain are shaped by the preference for genuinely Hebrew lexemes, rather than
loanwords. Additionally, certain lexemes which are typically used in writing are
represented as correct Hebrew synonyms for everyday Hebrew lexemes.

Because the representation of deviations from the explicit linguistic norms as
ta‘uyot ‘mistakes’ is central to participants’ distinctions between ‘standard’ and
‘correct Hebrew,” I inquired about these “mistakes” with Q8 in the guided interviews:

Q8

Are there mistakes in Hebrew which annoy you? ?49% niy»om»w n°1aya n1nyv w° oxn

The most frequently mentioned “mistakes” during all the interviews and in the
answers to Q8 are phenomena of gender mismatch between nouns and modifiers
and most typically between nouns and numerals, such as n31f311’s example shtei
shulhanot ‘two.F tables.M’ in (10) illustrates. In MH, just as in Modern Standard Arabic,
there are at least two forms for each numeral — a masculine and a feminine form.
Besides this distinction, there are additional explicit norms for nominal constructions
with numerals. For example, the masculine noun shulhan ‘table.M’ is suffixed with
the prototypical female ending -ot for pluralization, while the morphological gender
of the construction is masculine and requires the masculine numeral shnei ‘two.M.’

Several participants mentioned the shuk ‘market’ as a typical place where these
“mistakes” are very common — y28f311 (26:31) even used the term ‘ivrit shel ha-shuk
‘market Hebrew.'?’

12 Manelis-Avni’s (1995) ethnographic study The Carmel Market and “dugri” style contains a short
linguistic characterisation of sfat ha-shuk ‘market language.’
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(18) y28£311 (26:37)

Let’s say, at the market it’s interesting. There’sa 05wy Yup w1191 PIW3a TN
thing in Jerusalem which makes me crazy [...] when 5w 77750 YW [...] 71 701 "IRW
counting things. Let’s say, they don’t say ten NIWY 0IMIR X7 077 79107937
thousand (‘asarat ’alafim), they say ‘eser ’elef, eight ~ n1MW ,APX WY D™ IR ,D7DHX
thousand (shmone *elef), six meter (shesh meter) .o»wn AW w 0Ipna N WY 7R
instead of six meters (shisha metrim). Did you hear ,>1y27nm 37 20YD 71 DR NYHY
that? It’s terrifying to me, it’s like something that’s  p23pn 73 25 71w IAWN 12°%0 77

so out of order and let’s say that’s very — it’s 25Wn AR 7T ,TIRD AT TN AN
indicative of a very low register: [...] it’s really like ~ nyv wnm 071 [...] .70 TIRH 7OW
an awful mistake. SRIIIPRD

According to these statements, phenomena of gender mismatch — especially in con-
structions with numerals — can be understood as prototypical ‘incorrect’ variants.
Since measuring and counting are the prototypical activities which are verbalized at
the market, it is not surprising that the market is described as the prototypical place
for incorrect language use. It will be shown that phenomena of gender mismatch
were described by most participants as extremely widespread and that they even
admitted producing constructions with mismatching gender agreement themselves.

Another domain of common “mistakes” that participants mentioned is verbal
morphology. L6+f411 (4:11) asserted that people say mekirim ‘they know’ instead of
makirim and mavinim ‘they understand’ instead of mevinim. One of the reasons for
variation in the patterns of these frequently used verbs is the Hebrew orthography
which does not represent the varying vocals: both forms read <mkirim> (a71°51) or
<mvinim> (2°2n). Another reason are processes of paradigmatic leveling through
analogy (Zadok & Bat-El 2015). N31f311 listed further examples for variation from the
normative correct verbal patterns in response to Q8:

(19) n31£311 (9:22)

To say I sleep (yoshenet) or I yoshen that’s most 37 77 ,Jw *IR IR NIV IR A7
annoying [...] But, also I go (yelekh), like instead 19°K3 797 718 03 YAX [...] ]2¥YN
of I elekh, that’s annoying [...] My father says RIR [...] 728V 77 ,79K "Ik DIpM3
yoshenet, everybody says it. .71 DR 01X 0919 NIWY IR VoW

The analysis of all of n31f311’s ten realizations of the verb lehakir ‘to know’ during the
interview revealed that she realized the female singular form makira three times
as mekira and twice she produced an elliptic form such as mkira where the initial
vocal is hardly recognizable. In contrast, she realized the masculine singular form
makir five times in agreement with the explicit norm.
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Inrespect to these phenomena, Schwarzwald (2007: 72) asserts that “the educated
speaker senses that the form nikeiti [instead of nikiti ‘I cleaned’] is a sub-standard
form, which is actually characteristic of socioeconomic weak strata.” While the
participants’ statements confirm that HSs express some sensitivity toward these
phenomena, I would not claim that they are actually used primarily by the socioeco-
nomically weak. Participants judged these forms as “incorrect,” but — at the same
time - conceded that their use is widespread. Usually, they did not characterize the
“incorrect” forms as indexical for any particular social group.

The third domain that participants referred to are phonological differences
in the realization of certain consonants. A30f312’s following statement contains an
almost linguistic definition of ‘standard Hebrew’ which supports the analysis in 6.2.
In contrast to most other participants, she referred to the phonological merger of the
graphemes <> and <>> as /y/ as characteristic for spoken Hebrew, while <n> should
be pronounced as /h/, according to the explicit norms:

(20) a30£312 (0:40)

Standard is spoken it’s, standard is what society 717 ,0771L0 7T N2 7T NVITIVO
determines like at the same moment, at the same ~ ,¥37 10X 12°RD NY2IP 71207 7R
moment, maybe at the same period. And correct N*72y1 79IPN ANIX Y2IX VAT INIR

Hebrew is Hebrew that’s defined. Like, let’s say, A9IRD NN ROAW N2 AT PR
there are certain letters like het and khaf. WhenI  ’2-1/13 93 n3»°107 DPDIR ©° 7°33
speak it’s the same — but, according to AR .737 INIR 77 7T IR DIDIR IRWD
correct(ness], like, the khaf is supposed to be khaf 75 1> 93x '3-77 19°%5 n*3pn *o
and het is supposed to be het. It’s like these are W T 19°XD 1 PR IR 1Y
two different letters, but in spoken [Hebrew] they — 0 IX N737713 Yax MW NPNIR
are said identically. 2327 INIR 777 DX

In the phonetic domain, HSs’ language use deviates considerably from the explicit
norms which were modeled to imitate Biblical Hebrew:

In Israel, however, there have been no oppressive structures to enforce the pharyngeals and
their position as standard is mostly lip service: children do not get corrected at school nor
do people get negatively evaluated at job interviews or other settings for not using them - if
anything, it is pharyngealizing that might be the target of such judgments. Nevertheless, the
pharyngeals are consensually the older form that is truly connected to Biblical Hebrew, which
in the prevailing ideologies is the real Hebrew. (Gafter 2014: 176-177)

R36f311 recounted her conscious appropriation of normative incorrect forms as a
reaction to the negative evaluation of her speech when she was a child. As an example,
she elaborated that she used to say be-khos ‘in a glass’ with the normative correct
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phonetic adaptation of <5> to its environment, while it is common to realize kos
‘glass’ with /k/ — irrespective of its environment — as in be-kos. Furthermore, r36£311
described standard Hebrew as containing many milim l’o nekhonot ‘incorrect words.’
She also described it as dynamic, due to ongoing processes of conventionalization.
At first, linguistic forms are considered as “mistakes,” before they get accepted.
She described ‘correct Hebrew’ as being defined by the norms which the Hebrew
Academy approves. Interestingly, she conceded that these explicit norms also tend
to change:

(21) r36£311 (0:34)

Let’s say in my family, it was very important to WN TIRD 777 YW ANBWNR A
correct our Hebrew and let’s say, I read many NRIP T3 NOW D13V DR [pnY
books and my grandma spoke Hebrew really N1377 An°R °YW ’N2D1 0790 17270

really well and high. Let’s say, I used to say that1  7°31.7371231 7210 WHn WHn N2y
want to drink chocolate in a glass (be-khos) and1 ~ PINWY 17837 2IRW NIDIX NV 2IR
was sure that everyone speaks like that [...] So,I 0213 735w 7M1 *N»M 0133 PIW

spoke in a high language and I was sure that’s 7DW3 NI27T 1R IR [...] B2
normal and slowly I understood that it’s not XY 99791 7TW A0 PN AR
advisable to speak like that because people 1195 727% RT3 RYW *NI37 XY LRY
laughed at me. So, I started to listen to how other NYANT 1R IR 29Y IpAR 2D
people speak and I started to speak like them. So, 013271 TINR DWIR TR PWPA?
it seems that in the standard language there are *% IR IR 07D 1272 P nna
all kinds of like incorrect words [...] like most >3’ 93 12 W° NPvITIVOR APYRY

people speak in the beginning it is considered a 13 [...] N13191 X? @91 11 93 ,12°R>
mistake and in the end it changes to in the end it ~ 72nNR21 D27 DWIRT W PR

gets accepted, yes. LA D37 717 73021 YL awn M1

19 92pnn —Y M2 M
PS And what is correct? 20°1pN 17 1)
r36£311 That’s what’s defined as correct Hebrew. 71 117 .11 N°12¥2 17300 70 11
It’s what seems to me, what the academy DAR NIWRM PATPRAY 70 72 AR
approves, but it changes all the time, too. .JR17 93 mInwn a3

The summary of the participants’ statements revealed that they referred to a few
typical indexical lexemes, in addition to common types of “mistakes” for their distinc-
tion between ‘standard’ and ‘correct Hebrew.” Interestingly, participants’ linguistic
descriptions refer solely to grammatical domains which were codified by the Hebrew
Academy: basic rules of pronunciation that extend to the domains of verbal and
nominal morphology and terminology. Most likely, this convergence between HSs’
representations of ‘correctness’ and the core areas of the normative activities of the
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Hebrew Academy is not arbitrary. Therefore, some of the activities of the Hebrew
Academy will be reviewed in the next section.

6.2.2 Explicit norms for MH and the Hebrew Academy

According to the participants’ statements, representations of ‘correct Hebrew’ are
defined by explicit norms, in contrast to ‘standard Hebrew’ which corresponds to
conventionalized everyday language use. Gafter & Mor use a similar two-class to
categorize MH into two standard varieties. Whereas, the “conventional norm emerged
from native linguistic practices,” the “prescriptive norm is an institutional standard
[...] based on faithfulness to forms attested in classical strata” (Gafter & Mor 2023:
304). Bokelmann describes the process of codification — the selection of ‘correct
variants’ through authorized experts — as equivalent with the speech communities’
loss of control over these normative decisions:

Per definition, a linguistic standard is created only when variants are defined as part of the
canon and thus becomes a tool of political power that lies in the hands of state-authorized
institutions or expert groups. As a result, the language community itself is deprived of normative
access to the standard language, although their observed use of language is the basis for
codification.”® (Bokelmann 2020: 82, my translation)

The cultural significance of the codification of MH in Israel and the considerable
public interest in grammar related topics was illustrated in 3.2.1. Arguably, the
Hebrew Academy is the most influential institution for the codification of MH and
the dissemination of explicit norms.* However, their authority is challenged by HSs
who successfully adhere to their conventionalized language use and confidently
display control over what they consider as ‘standard’ and ‘correct Hebrew.’
During an expert interview for this study, Ronit Gadish, head of the scientific
branch of the Hebrew Academy, defined its role as follows: on the one hand, the
Academy needs to act as a conservative force on the language and, on the other
hand, they also need to innovate — mostly in the domain of the lexicon, due to trends
of globalization and technological progress. She also talked about general public
discourse about the ownership of the Hebrew language and asked rhetorically:

13 German original: Standardsprachlichkeit entsteht qua definitione erst dadurch, dass Varianten
als Teil des Kanons festgelegt werden, und wird so zu einem Werkzeug politischer Macht, das in
den Hénden staatlich autorisierter Institutionen oder Expertengruppen liegt. Dadurch wird der
Sprachgemeinschaft selbst der normative Zugriff auf die Standardsprachlichkeit entzogen, obwohl
der dort zu beobachtende Sprachgebrauch der Ausgangspunkt der Kodifizierung ist.

14 Officially: ha-’akademiya la-lashon ha-‘ivrit ‘The Academy of the Hebrew Language’



6.2 Notions of correct Hebrew, standard Hebrew and slang =—— 195

(22) Expert interview Gadish (13:37)

Who is the master in the house of the language — IR RIpRI,7DW 2w N°277 Yya on
the Academy or the people who speak the 2 DW NX 01271 W DOWIRD
language?

The normative power of the Academy is limited to some extent because HSs carry
out their own terminological work and can decide if they adhere to the norms of the
Academy or their own. Therefore, the Academy decided that it also wants to support
and advise about linguistic innovations which did not originate within the Academy.
In this respect, Gadish explained that the members of the Academy took a strategic
decision to build contact with a wider public — especially with the age cohort from 20
to 40. Besides their official publications and their extensive homepage, the Hebrew
Academy has a very active Facebook page where they publish advice about linguistic
norms on a daily basis.!>

The normative activities of the Hebrew Academy have been targeting primarily
phonology and the lexicon, while they have not issued a complete grammar of MH up
to date (Izre’el 2020: 38). Gadish confirmed that, in fact, these are the only domains
that were codified by the academy to some extent and that they do not want to
interfere consciously in the domains of syntax and style — unless they are asked
for advice. Accordingly, one of the domains which was more or less codified by the
Hebrew Academy is verbal morphology.'6

Fig. 6.2 is an illustration which was published on the Facebook page of the
Academy on October 20th, 2021, to address the domain of verbal morphology. The
illustration depicts a chat conversation on a smartphone: one person asks, ‘ara ‘are
you.F awake? The second person answers, yoshenet, the normative incorrect form
for ‘L.F am sleeping’ which was discussed above in the context of n31f311’s statement
(19). The following text reads: ‘Tinder guy left the conversation.” Guy is a common
Hebrew name which can be interpreted as a word play with the English guy. The
picture tells a story: a “guy” who the owner of the smart phone met on the dating
application tinder has left the conversation because of her use of the normative
incorrect form yoshenet which is regarded as low status variant (Gafter & Mor 2023:
308). The text from the Facebook post which accompanies the picture reads:

15 See: https://hebrew-academy.org.il
16 In the original interview (6:40): 9101 % mind 2¥107 Yy 7129 N2INWH MR
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Fig. 6.2: Graphic from the original Facebook post reproduced with permission of the Hebrew Academy

Yashen and not ‘yoshen’ yeshena and not 7RIV R I 1w X9 W
‘yoshenet’ Do you know friends who find all N12°0 Q°R¥IMW 02N NINAN 021700
kinds of reasons to cancel matches on dating *INX2 NIHRNT 21007 MW MW

sites? We are here, to guarantee that it will not 71w m*van? ¥35,183 WAIR 2 NP7
happen because of mistakes in Hebrew: [...] Tag 13°°n [...] : N>12y2 nMw 9932 777 X7
the friends who ‘yoshenim’ and signal them 9INY 722IWY” TN B°7an0 DR
gently that it’s time to wake up... . AMYNAY 1PTR YOAIw N1vIva onY

The joking tone of the post which is typical for the activities of the Hebrew Academy
on Facebook seems to have caught the attention of many users: on November 1st, less
than 10 days after the release of the post, there were more than 1500 reactions, 410
comments and 167 shares. At that time, the Facebook page of the Hebrew Academy
had almost 331,000 subscribers. The only comparable Facebook page — of which I am
aware of — from the Italian language academy, Accademia della Crusca, had about
448,000 subscribers at the same time — although there are considerably more Italian
speakers than HSs. These numbers indicate that the activities of the Hebrew Academy
on Facebook to get in contact with a wider public have been rather successful.

To get an idea of its impact, I asked 20 participants during the guided interviews
what they think about the Hebrew Academy. Just six participants did not know
the Academy — all of them were L2 HSs. None of the five Arabic L1 speakers that I
asked knew the Hebrew Academy. Among the 14 participants who knew the Hebrew
Academy, eight participants claimed to be indifferent to or annoyed by its activities.
The other six participants asserted that they liked the work of the Academy or/and
that it is an important institution.

With the exception of m69f412, all the participants who were indifferent/an-
noyed were aged between 26 and 41 (h26m2lI1, a30£312, d30ma3l1, c36f311, t37m312,
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138m3l1, s41m3l1). Among all eight participants were three L2 HSs. A30f312’s and
138m311’s answers to my question about the Academy are illustrative for this group:
while both participants claimed to care about speaking correctly and to consult the
Hebrew Academy for this matter, they were unsatisfied with some pieces of advice.
Both criticized that the explicit norms of the Hebrew Academy tend to contradict
conventionalized language use.

(23) a301312 (15:10)

Those on Facebook who write, we decided this and 71w 10?17 DWW 120752 79X
that. Yallah, it’s annoying. No, there are things W XY 728y 799X° .7931 7195
that, they mention words which are, that’s ,O7W 0°9°171 DR 0121 0w 00127

important to say like that — but, sometimes, let’s 731 2»ny% %X .12 1PV 1WNW
say, lately I came across an example. An example QY 731937 ,7n3172 *NYPN1 ANINRY
with hei and with ’alef — so they said that the TPMTW AR 07 IR VR OV ORI 0
example with ’alef is not correct and it was correct 1131 °7 QW 77 131 RY 77 99X OV
for years. And to change something after years 771 N2ANID MIRW MWH NIWD 00w
that I write and it looks well and it’s correct and 1131 XY 77 DIRNDI 1131 AT 2V IR
suddenly it is no longer correct — that’s annoying. .21171 °5% 150 12’83 .>NIX 138yn 71
It’s like, go with the majority.

In conclusion, a30f312 stressed her conviction that the explicit norms should be
representative of the conventions that the majority of HSs are already using. I38ma311
also expressed his conviction that language use is potentially fluid and that some
degree of variation is legitimate, while he criticized the Hebrew Academy as being
anachronistic. Just as a30f312, he used an example about orthographic conventions,
whether one should write certain words, such as metsuyan ‘excellent’ with one letter
yod or with double yod.
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(24) i38m3l11 (10:37)

I keep updated about the explanations that they =~ 2°XX1 QRW N1PMIN 15 127YNH "R
put forward and often they still try to set strict 777Y ¥13p% 0°011 QYD 7379
rules on things which are terribly fluid and that. R 07w 01372 ©Mwp 00973

Things that got already accepted in the language 192pni1 725w 0*127,77T R 719D
and they are still 20 years in the past and try to TIINR TIW QWY 17T 0 7wl
tell us, no, that’s not right. About... I just read 5w 7121 XY 71 ®Y 1% 33Y 0701
something they published about when you need to 1107°0 0w MW PWOY °NRIP ,0NO
add one yod to a word and when two — metsuyan  72°»2 DAX 50172 % 00 Yy
or that. Yes, it happened and just like, OK, so I am  1p 711 12 .77 IR 7181 .0 NW "N

going to write like they wrote because it’s %3 203K IX TR 7702 19°KRD LIWDI
important to me. But, on the other hand, I say %7 Yax .1 °% 27wn 5 1an onw
they are completely out of date. It’s nonsense if it a7.7012N% DAWPH IR NI W
is already fixed that you write it with two yod. DX 0°2N1DW Yapni 920 OR DMLY
Then, or with one, so say, two forms are 17°30 TR DNR2 IR TR .07 DY QY T
acceptable and that’s it. 1 MY3Ipn NI Nw

This utterance can also be understood in terms of a30£312’s statement in that the
explicit norms should be representative of the conventionalized language use.

Among the six participants who judged the work of the Hebrew Academy fa-
vorably are four participants who were aged over 50 (f5+f111, 16+f411, a68m311 and
a701311) and two younger women (n31£311 and r36£311). Several of them conceded
that many of the explicit norms are not taken up by most HSs, just as a70f311’s and
{5+f111’s statements reveal.

(25) f5+f111 (5:42)

They are doing a great job. Although, NIAY NEn 7712V DWW on
sometimes, they make up words that are hard TWRW 07971 ORY¥NM O DYDY
to get used to. But, that’s their job. .omow ATava 7 9aR .0 Yannb

A701f311 answered that she is very fond of the Hebrew Academy, before she described
her impression of the public opinion about the topic:
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(26) a701311 (51:04)

They don’t know what’s the Academy, even if
they say that they know. If you ask teachers,
not of language, teachers in general, they will
say that the Academy is very remote from the
people. Like it’s not close, everything they
produce, they compose words there, invent
words — it’s remote from the people, they
don’t. Also people don’t like, they don’t like it
they stick with what they know. But, for
example, language teachers they always
want to update. That’s to say, the motivation
to know comes from them. For example, I
really like to visit their homepage and to see

07 OX 03 .7PPTPR 7T 71 000 XY On
nIMn YRWN 0K PO N T2 17N

a7 IX 075795 0 ,Pwh? XD .0
.QYAn ARINY TIRM PATPRAY 1R
0”3 anw 7n 93 317p ’Y 711K
77.0°9°n DORYXNN QW 0°9n 02NN
DWIX 77 03 XY DWIR ,DWIRAN PN
0 ™IRWI TN DR D7ATIR XD DTN KD
0>1In SwnY Yax .ovIY onw nna

91 wInnAY ovx1 petn 9o on by
.NYT% Onn AR XOVINT NIDIK NRT
ANRY 015°7% NAMIR TIRD WY IR
DaR ,NIWINT 017 IR MR 0APw

2IRW YHW DINNT W DWW IR XY
XY ORI 12087 9287 Dar ,namx

the new words — but, no, that’s just because
it’s my discipline that I like. But, the public,
the Israeli public, no...

A7013]11 lamented HSs’ lacking interest in their language (see quotation 15). Several
other — especially older — participants who claimed to care a lot about correct lan-
guage use expressed a similar, critical attitude. This aspect will be elaborated in
contrast to other common attitudes in the next section.

In summary, the younger participants were less receptive to the normative
activities of the Hebrew Academy, while most of the L2 HSs apparently did not know
them, at all. Mostly younger women from educated families, just as n31frl1, r36£311
and y28f311 (from the open interviews) expressed their positive attitudes towards the
Academy. With the exception of m69f412, the older participants typically stressed the
importance of the Hebrew Academy. The majority of the 20 participants who were
asked about the Hebrew Academy was aware of its normative activities — most even
elaborated their answer; listed lexemes which the Academy issued and commented
on their use and their quality. The participants’ general awareness of the Academy
and their characterization of ‘correct Hebrew’ along the explicit norms which are
propagated by the Academy hint at its impact on HSs’ representations of variation in
MH. While most participants criticized some explicit norms and even rejected them,
their representations still draw on these norms — whether they were consistent with
or in contrast to them.

It is well known to the participants and Hebrew linguists alike that convention-
alized language use in everyday contexts digresses considerably from the explicit
norms. Like Izre’el (2020: 40,42), Schwarzwald asserts that several normative incor-
rect phenomena in MH can be found in Biblical sources, too:
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(Schwarzwald 2007: 66)
Phenomena like gender and number agreement, the nax ,950®Y 1 DRNT {130 DIYDIN

use of ’et as direct object, the construct state, the ,N1271D 1213 ,7PW° RWIND ‘NN’
double construct state and others continue the NX MI2°wnn 7131 79190 N15°HD
practice from the past. 12V e Anan

These and other phenomena of variation from the explicit norms have been subject
to linguistic studies — some were listed in 3.2.2. Apparently, variation has been a
constant feature of Hebrew — even in the written Biblical sources which are the
model for codification. Schwarzwald’s following assertion seems to contradict her
earlier description of the linguistic reality in Israel:

Hebrew norms which were strictly observed in the first decades of the revival of Hebrew are
observed no longer in the educational system nor in other formal environments [...]. Younger
speakers provide the strongest impetus for this change. The lack of gender agreement between
the nouns and numerals is one example of this change [...]. The rules of the prefixed particles
do not follow the norms of Biblical Hebrew. (Schwarzwald 2013)

Here, she concedes that language change is going on — but, at the same time, she
affirms that non-normative speech behavior is characteristic for speakers originating
from socioeconomically weak environments which were linked to the population’s
ethnic origin in the past:

[Slocioeconomic status has been associated with ethnic population, i.e., oriental-low versus
Ashkenazi-middle/high [...] syntactic and lexical phenomena do not differentiate LC [lower class]
from MC [middle class] usage systematically, though no recent research into these phenomena
has been carried out. Still, the differences between LC and MC Hebrew can still be traced,
though they are no longer necessarily connected to ethnic origin [...] (Schwarzwald 2013)

The various examples for variation from the explicit norms in language use — even
from iconic Hebrew speakers such as Amos 0z, as Izre’el (2020: 52) illustrates — inval-
idates Matras & Schiff’s (2005: 151) postulation of a stylistic continuum on the basis
of educational or occupational characteristics (see 3.2.2). In contrast to Schwarzwald,
Izre’el (2020: 25) takes a clear stance against linguistic prescriptivism which is also
directed against the normative activities of the Hebrew Academy.

While Israeli linguists as Gadish, Schwarzwald and Izre’el may disagree in their
evaluation of variation from the explicit norms, they all assert that HSs commonly
express linguistic uncertainty. Izre’el (2020: 24) diagnoses a “linguistic inferiority
complex among speakers of Hebrew,” while Schwarzwald (2007: 70) argues that HSs
today live with a feeling of inferiority based on the feeling that their Hebrew is not
exemplary for what the grammarians would accept as good language because the
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norms for correct Hebrew did not change at the same pace as Hebrew has changed.
Gadish put it as follows:

(27) Expert interview Gadish (21:37)

The Israelis think that they don’t speak 077 .7191 RY 0°7270W 2°3WIN 29RO
correctly. It’s like they were educated that they .nmIR>»w3 0*137AW 7T %Y 023000 19°KD
speak with mistakes. So, there is also this kind 290 0,787 7 TR D3 WY IR
of desire — they always discuss: one says this, 133 X IR 733 IR IR D7II1NH
the other says that and they discuss and then ~ *» 130X ©°%XW DR TR D°AOMINH oM
they ask us who is right. So they live all the ~ 719¥m MD*p12 0N P17 5 O TR PTIX
time with scruples that their language isn’t OK. .71DW Oy 7702 XY onw

However, my participants did not voice similar concerns. On the contrary, the younger
participants challenged the authority of the normative institutions confidently and
justified their own linguistic conventions. This is in line with Gafter & Mor’s (2023:
308) observation that for many “the conventional norm [has become] a more suitable
emblem of national identity.” They argue that this is partly due to a shift in Israeli
society “from a socialist collectivist spirit to a more individualistic-capitalistic one
and from a nationalistic centralism to multiculturalism” (Gafter & Mor 2023: 308, see
also 6.2.3.2). Most older participants stressed the importance of the institutionalized
normative activity of the Hebrew Academy and lamented the common neglect of the
explicit norms — especially by younger HSs. While almost all participants stressed
their personal ambition to speak correctly, they equally asserted that they were
frequently using normative incorrect forms. Apparently, the participants were not
puzzled by this contradiction — at least, they did not express any distress or uncer-
tainty about their own language use. Commonly, they judged their language use as
exemplary or as adequate. These findings indicate that younger HSs orient them-
selves consciously towards the conventionalized language use which may contradict
the explicit norms that were said to define ‘correct Hebrew.’ In this respect r36£311’s
statement about her conscious appropriation of incorrect forms is illustrative (see
21). The evaluative aspects about different notions of MH that were just discussed
will be summarized as common attitudes in the next section.

6.2.3 Common attitudes

Whereas it is quite abstract and not very intuitive to think of LANGUAGE in terms of a SOCIAL
PRACTICE (as sociolinguists generally do), it is much more common to focus on potential outcomes
of the linguistic practice, e.g. its power to create communities (LANGUAGE IS A BOND) or to open
up new OPPORTUNITIES (LANGUAGE IS A TOOL/KEY). (Berthele 2008: 303)
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The two metaphorical mappings of LANGUAGE IS A BOND and LANGUAGE IS A TOOL/KEY
can be traced in most participants’ evaluative statements about MH or other lan-
guages. It was argued in 2.1.4.3 that LAs are understood as constructed in relation to
institutions, roles and representations of linguistic variation. The following analysis
of the participants’ statements reveals that there are several metaphorical mappings
of language’ which are semantically related and are typically used in combination to
construct LAs. Besides the two main mappings which are described by Berthele (2008:
303), there are three additional mappings which were used by several participants
for the context of Hebrew: HEBREW IS HOLY, HEBREW IS A CULTURAL TREASURE and MH
IS A MIRACLE.

These mappings are semantically close to the main mappings — but, they are
based on specifically Israeli concepts. For example, MH IS A MIRACLE draws on a
Zionist narrative: during nation building of the Israeli state, MH was conceived as
political tool to establish a cultural and ideological bond between the heterogeneous
people which were brought together by the endeavor of kibbuts galuyot ‘ingathering
of the Exiles’ (cf. Gafter & Mor 2023: 304, 3.1.1 and 3.1.2). In this context, the ‘revi-
talization of Hebrew’ is used to underline the historical uniqueness of this process
which leads to the conceptualization of MH 1S A MIRACLE (see 3.2.1). In the following,
three typical perspectives on MH which are not mutually exclusive will be reviewed:
utilitarian, liberal and conservative.

6.2.3.1 The utilitarian perspective
When I asked Q2 during the guided interviews, “How important is it for you to
speak correct Hebrew?” all participants stressed the importance of a good command
of Hebrew."” It seems that they valued the potential outcomes of a good language
competence. Only two participants restricted their answers somewhat: r36{311 argued
thatit does not always suit the communicative needs to “speak correctly” and a45m212,
with L1 Arabic, answered that he does not need to speak correct Hebrew anymore
because his (working) environment is essentially Arabic. Most L2 HSs highlighted the
utilitarian perspective LANGUAGE IS A TOOL in the guided interviews. The Israeli Arab
participants described MH as a means to increase one’s participatory and economic
possibilities in society. Therefore, a sense of belonging to the Hebrew-speaking society
is only secondary and bonding with the Jewish population was not described as
desirable outcome. The Israeli Arab participants’ perspective will be elaborated in
6.6.2.

When I asked the participants whether it was important for them that their
children speak correct Hebrew (Q3), they unanimously stressed the necessity of a

17 Q2 in Hebrew: ?n°3pn n*12v2 1272 1% 23wn a1 and
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good command of Hebrew, regardless of their L1.18 For his answer, i38m3l11 used the
mapping of LANGUAGE IS A BUSINESS CARD and described an appropriate language use
as crucial for conveying a good first impression:

(28) 138m3l1 (7:09)

Very important, very important. I think that you AWIN VIR L2IWN TIRD ,2WN TIRD
have several business cards when you come into X2 InXWS 73p*2 *0°0I3 713 T2 VW
the world. One of them is how you speak, how 9377 ANRW PR 77 0AN IR .07WY

you sound and when you make mistakes like WY TNRWDI YW1 ANRY TR
those that are annoying — when people hear that, DWIRWI ,MINIZW 717X NIRAY
they will take you less seriously from the NIND TNIX NP> WRID DOV
beginning, less... Well, you put yourselfin a TM¥Y DR QW DX .23V DIND NI
problematic starting position, in the world. .02wa n»ya annn nTIpIa

In response to Q3, r36£311 expressed her desire that her children should read Hebrew
literature to acquire a broad lexicon which they can use in written texts:

(29) r36£311 (5:45)

Yes, especially I'd like them to read many books, IRIp>w 1231w 71317 N1 *2IX Ip°¥2 75
so that they’ll have this rich vocabulary. Even if AXIXT DR 079 PPW .0°ID0 127
they don’t always speak like that, so they’ll still ©»127» ®Y OX QMW 717 PWYI 9N

have the ability - let’s say — at least to write n913°7 NR 02 W IR 7017 2393
with a rich vocabulary. Because, it’s just like Pwy 0°%°m IR O 21007 NINDY TR
that, for speaking it is sometimes really 71 @Y 112773 ,MIWYY an PR,
inappropriate. .OPRNM XD X2

It can be inferred that in her representation of ‘correct Hebrew,’ its use is typically
restricted to written texts and literature — a common characterization, as was argued
in 6.2.1. ‘Correct Hebrew’ was often characterized as unreachable ideal, in contrast
to spoken and ‘standard Hebrew’ which was characterized as containing ‘slang’
and ‘mistakes.’ I38m3l1 explained the characteristics of spoken Hebrew through the
influence of the Israeli culture and stressed that it is “problematic” by nature:

18 Q3in Hebrew: ?1pn N2y 1127 19w 0>7%°0W 72 2300 1
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(30) i38m3l1 (4:51)

So, it’s like that, spoken Hebrew is Hebrew with ™2y X7 N9237 N*MaY, 7793 IR
lots of slang — lots of. It was influenced a lot by 03 nyswI .JIM7,3190 1117 NYOW
our culture — the Israeli culture. [...] Hebrew in mMaInan %W NIAINRn 1IN
general is a very problematic language. There ~ 1pWw X°7 9952 N2y [...] .NPPRIW1
are the difficulties which exist in other WO NIPNYAT DR WO .NONYYA TIRD

languages — but, for example, human qualities 113150 7303 X°7 YWn% Hax N1dW T2
are given to objects. Every object is either male X 7137 IX X7 51 25.2°¥DN? NYPWIR
or female, including numbers. One needs to NR Q°XNAY 7% .0%300m Y913 73p1
adapt the number — something not very... In 925 N°93IR2 .73 23 RV wn ,I00m0
English they already fixed that, in English there 172X .it NX 03 W’ N°%31X3,771 DR NP
is also ‘it We don’t have it, so... First of all, one 03171 nR N¥T2 7% 72 07Ip IR PR

needs to know that and also many Israelis [...] 712 @°%2%ann o*oxIwe 7390
become mixed up [...] Spoken Hebrew is n°92y,n°31%0 N2y X217 D727 DAY
slangish Hebrew, Hebrew with lots of mistakes. IRV 700 oY

In this statement, Schwarzwald’s (2007: 76) assertion that HSs are not proud of their
language and doubt its usefulness can be traced. 138ma3l1 (9:33), stressed the function
of LANGUAGE AS A TOOL for communication and even said that he would prefer if
the whole world spoke the same language for the sake of better communication.
Theoretically, he would be happy to switch to any other language because he does not
think that Hebrew is special or better than other languages.' Despite his emphasis
on the utilitarian perspective on language, i38m3l1 also conceded that cultural habits
and identities, such as ‘Israeliness,” are expressed in the HSs’ language use and the
linguistic structure of MH. S20m2I1 described this attitude as ‘ivrit ze zehut ‘Hebrew
is identity’ (see 36).

6.2.3.2 The liberal perspective

Many participants displayed a high acceptance of ‘mistakes’ and a preference for
‘standard Hebrew’ and ‘slang’ in most contexts over ‘correct Hebrew.’ They explained
that some degree of linguistic flexibility is more authentic and preferable than
strictly adhering to explicit linguistic norms — this perspective was expressed as
negative attitude towards the Hebrew Academy (see 6.2.2). S41m3]1 talked about
the function of language to construct identities and expressed his positive attitude
towards ‘mistakes,” which can be understood as expressing personality:

19 In Original: 75w APR X? R>7 N2V ADWAW 2WIN .NMWPN X°7 719w M°9ON7 X7 723 X271 ADWW 2wIN
PR TIRD IR NIAH TIRD
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(31) s41m3l1 (2:03)

OK, people may make mistakes. I don’t, if someone  ,X% *IX .7yv> DWIRW TWDHKR ,7702
makes mistakes, I don’t correct him. I also make  *IX D3 .Jpnm X2 *IR AYIL 170 DX
mistakes — but that’s OK. There is something to 7DW3A 17WH W 7702 1T VAR Ay

language which is very, not... that is probably ANy YPIRW KD TIRD D3 RIW
more impulsive. And if someone makes a mistake N MWIY OIX ]2 ORI 7°DYIDNR
and the mistake is a part of someone, then it’s OK. IR IMWIRN P9I AT DRI MYLTM

.72

The participants’ positive evaluation of ‘standard Hebrew’ and the high acceptance
of normative incorrect forms was typically paired with a negative attitude towards
‘vrit tiknit ‘correct Hebrew,” just as Schwarzwald (2007: 75) claims:

Schwarzwald (2007: 75)

Thus, today the language of those who insist on YW 1wy Yx 0 00N nn I3
speaking correctly is regarded as an arrogant, L, W90 onw'a o1pni
exaggerated, outdated and impractical language. 37w 03?1y X2 ,N°1WIY ®Y 00T
Indeed, the same things could be rendered in a 77783 077127 ONIR Y7279 WOR

simpler way, without thinking too much about ¥ *I» 0 2WnY *%an , NP "VIWD
what is said. ‘So what, are you a teacher?’ This is 79XW X>71 "2 7171 DR 779 INRIW 731
a common question from someone who hears 7123 N°IpN N°72Y YW 2w AMow
someone speaking high, correct Hebrew and ‘he YW N2y 1271 RITI,I0T IRP DN
speaks Shabbat Hebrew’ is a curse word. 2RI M2 KIT DAY

Indeed, i38m3l1 asserted that speaking ‘ivrit tiknit with his fellow kibbutsniks would
be perceived as “pretentious:”

(32) i38m311 (11:38)

When you live here with the people, one of the NIV NNR DPWIR QY 7D °N ANRWD
problems with speaking correct Hebrew is that ANRW 77 N°3pN 172y 1275 Yw
‘you sound pretentious. RWIND YNW)

Bokelmann (2020: 89) hints at this typical evaluative aspect about any normative
linguistic standard, which can be perceived as exaggerated and inappropriate for
situations of informal communication. In the light of this general assertion, it is inter-
esting that many participants described the use of ‘ivrit tiknit as totally inappropriate
for spoken communication and not just for informal contexts. This overall negative
evaluation of vrit tiknit and ‘teachers’ Hebrew’ is also reflected in the GERT ratings
of the category ‘educated.’ Fig. 6.3 shows the corresponding heatmap with three
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Status

Coimrect Hebrww

Fig. 6.3: Heatmap: participants’ ratings for ‘educated’

centers of similar ratings in a darker shade of blue. The accumulation of ratings in
the upper right corner hints at a strong association of ‘education’ with ‘high status’
and ‘correct Hebrew.’ The five ratings in the lower right corner with the values 1/-1
belong to the entries “students,” “teachers” (twice), “social workers” and “high-tech
people.” For “teachers,” there are two more entries with the values 1/0. All these
entries were rated relatively low for status, despite the corresponding groups’ high
level of education and their positive rating for correct Hebrew. In this context, sev-
eral participants explained that teachers do not receive the social acknowledgment
that they would deserve in Israeli society. The center of ratings on the upper left
corner with the values —1/2 contains the entries “physicists,” “mathematicians” and
“lazy intellectuals.?’” On the one hand, it can be inferred that the negative attitude
towards the style of Hebrew which is typical for teachers and other educated groups
has a negative effect on their status ratings. On the other hand, speaking ‘correct
Hebrew’ is not necessary for the positive rating of groups such as mathematicians
who seem to derive their status from their (non-linguistic) expertise.

The participants’ positive attitude towards ‘standard Hebrew’ correlates with
their estimation of informality, flexibility and, in general, a practical attitude — con-
cepts that are associated with ‘Israeliness’ and referred to with the metaphorical
notion of litsnoah ve-lizrom ‘parachute and flow’ (see 2.2). The common characteriza-
tion of Israel as “start-up nation” can also be seen in this context: for example, Senor

20 In original: mM.0*>RI0PYLIR N.OMYYY
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& Singer (2011) explain Israel’s economic success through the pioneer ethos which is
institutionalized in the Israeli army and entails tolerance towards mistakes and a
preference for practical over aesthetic. Aspects it would be interesting to explore
common representations of ‘Israeliness’ — a concept which was not systematically
investigated in this study.

The topic of social constraints in Israeli society was brought up by many partici-
pants in connection with the obligatory military service, religious and family values,
marital conventions and laws, inter-group and inter-ethnic relations and the contrast
of ‘center’ and ‘periphery.’ These social constraints are described metaphorically
as “concrete boxes” and “the iron cage of ethnicity” in sociological accounts such
as Motzafi-Haller (2018) and Aharon (2010). To cope with these restrictions on a
daily basis, participants again advocated the strategies of flexibility and informality.
The notion of lizrom ‘to flow, to improvise’ can also be extended to language use
where ‘slang’ can circumnavigate hierarchies and establish informal relations and
group-solidarity (Eble 1996: 18). For example, m44m4l1 (18:18) asserted that Israeli
Jewish intellectuals use Arabic expressions in spoken Hebrew to show their liberal
political affiliation and a positive attitude towards the Arab society — this aspect is
also addressed by Lefkowitz (2004: 26).

Following Auer’s (2017: 373-374) definition, the participants’ description of ‘stan-
dard Hebrew’ shares the characteristics of a “neo-standard,” whereas ‘correct He-
brew’ can be understood as “traditional standard:”

The prestige of the neo-standard [...] is based on values such as modernity, informality, per-
sonalization and innovation. It follows that the traditional standard — by being constructed as
the ideological counterpart of the new one — becomes associated with the opposite: tradition,
formality, depersonalisation, conservatism. Depending on how these features are estimated in
a society, this can be tantamount to a devalorization of the traditional standard and hence to
destandardization.

6.2.3.3 The conservative perspective

Older and — especially — religious participants often displayed a less favorable atti-
tude toward ‘standard Hebrew’ and ‘slang.’ Typical attitudes among religious HSs
will be reviewed in 6.7.2. A positive evaluation of ‘ivrit tiknit was typically expressed
in conjunction with a positive attitude towards concepts such as tradition, religiosity,
nationalism and conservatism.

In her interview f5+f111 (0:11) expressed both attitudinal aspects: while empha-
sizing the conservative perspective, she conceded that ‘standard Hebrew’ is often
preferable for practical reasons. As an example, she used the expression ledaber
be-gova ha-‘eynayim ‘to speak on eye-level’ to describe respectful communication,
for example, with elderly people who do not speak ‘correct Hebrew’ and can better
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understand ‘standard Hebrew.” As she was born in Morocco and came to Israel at a
very young age with her parents, the elderly people she referred to are most likely
non-native HSs from her family or neighborhood. However, in response to Q2, she
stressed the national and cultural importance of ‘correct Hebrew:’

(33) f5+f111 (1:32)

It is very important. I am Israeli, that’s the official 7PWT NRT NYHRIW? 7IR ,2IWN TIRN
language of the state of Israel and correct 75WY PRI NP YW newan
language that’s the literary language that’s the 7DW T N°NIIDDT DY 7T N°Ipn
language, on the highest level. .AN1°2 7127 97

In response to Q6 — “Is Hebrew important for the State of Israel?” — she argued that
Hebrew is the language of the mikr’a ‘the Holy Scripture’ and the Jewish people
which endows it with historical importance:*!

(34) £5+f111 (4:46)

That’s our official language and the language  n°X7pn NDWI 12W NPPWIT IDWT DX
of the Holy Scripture — it has the utmost .2ymI Yyn mwn b v mw 1hw
importance. I think that we as unique Jewish STIPR 2T QYD NIRW NAWIN VIR
people, Hebrew has accompanied us for .DIW DYR 1NN ANDH XN NP7avn
thousands of years. They renew it every time, 12 91¥°%X 15 W ,0¥5 5 INIR DWINNH
there are like Eliezer Ben-Yehuda who renew DWIRT 731 DWINNY 3T
and all the people, the professors, too [...] 0*1%¥33 957 702 °3 [...] D3 2 71DDID7
Because, after all, new things are produced. 03 2WR 7Y 23R IR .0°WIN 07737 TIRN
But, it’s also important because of historical N2y Py b NI NPnan
reasons to protect our Hebrew. a1

By stressing the uniqueness of the Hebrew language and its genuine speakers —
the Jewish people — she resorts to the metaphors HEBREW IS HOLY and HEBREW IS A
CULTURAL TREASURE which belong to the metaphorical mapping LANGUAGE IS A BOND.
She also stresses the importance of protecting Hebrew and mentioned her estimation
of the Hebrew Academy (see 25).

In my first expert interview, the historian Fania Oz-Salzberger used the metaphor
MH 1S A MIRACLE and stressed the uniqueness of its ‘revitalization’ — to which she
referred to as “language revolution:”

21 Q6 in Hebrew: 2 9x7w> N1 nY 72Wwn N2y OX7
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(35) Fania Oz-Salzberger (0:27)

In my lectures, I speak a lot about MH, which is DY 5w NIREINA 71277 1120 IR
sort of a miracle — a linguistic and secular 01,01 YW 30 RAW NOIITIHA N2AYR
miracle. [...] No other language revolution 719577 X [...] 21191 011 PVOMIAPY
succeeded to the extent that Hebrew succeeded ,7031D0R XY ,An°5% XY 75w 2w nANR
- not Esperanto, not Catalan, Welsh nor 79DANPW 7MXA NPNLI2 NWHN TP0p XY
Breton. .APYRA N

She described the propagation of MH as “secular miracle” which was enabled by a
historically unique human initiative. Thereby she clearly separated the metaphor
MH 1S A MIRACLE from the religious framing HEBREW IS HOLY. It can be seen that MH 1S
A BOND can be used without its originally religious intention. In 3.2.1 the importance
of MH for the ideology of cultural Zionism, as advocated for by Ahad Ha‘am, was
reviewed. Among the participants, the conceptualization of MH 1S A MIRACLE and
as the “only thing that’s left” of the Zionist vision was prominent, although most
participants distanced themselves from political Zionism. However, secular, Zionist
and religious perspectives can get conflated, as f5+f111’s statement (34) revealed.

S20m2l1 assessed the current political state in Israel critically and referred to
Hebrew as the only thing that’s left of the vision of the Israeli state and the Hebrew
culture. Thereby, he equally stressed the uniqueness of MH and the Israeli identity,
which crucially depends on MH:

(36) s20m2lI1 (30:48)

Hebrew is identity. It’s a matter of identity in .PIR2 MIAT SW I 7707 AT Ay
Israel. I will tell you more than that. It’ssad to  ¥mwY 2%V 77,7317 NP T2 IR IR
hear - but, recently, I hear people saying that DWIR ININRY YW 2IR PaR
what’s left of Israel is Hebrew, do you 7T PIRAN IRWIV 77 19ROV 2INIRY
understand? Because when the scenery changes  7nWwn 7117w °3 .1°2an 70X N2y
through... you try to hold on to what’s left and 712 IRV 703 DX AT 7772
language is something, in the end, good to hold 270 9571 703 NWH ADWI IRV
on to — especially because it’s a minority DPM BW TTW AR 12 IR
language and a language that no other N7277 WHn oIV T PRY 7DV
population really speaks. So, yes, there are many  yIX2 D™ IRIRW 7277 W ]2 IX AN
in Israel who say that Hebrew is what’s left. NI .NIAYE T IRWIY IR
What’s left of the Hebrew culture is Hebrew, do 7INR N2V 77 IRWIW 75 NI
you understand? Because, let’s say, there are M ITPW 77K WP, 73100 .
those who’ll say what'’s left of Tel Aviv, the first n°12v7 YR 273K YN IRV

Hebrew city, is Hebrew. Balakbhiidhilvheh
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This statement can be understood as a nostalgic perspective on Israeli history: he
introduced his statement with the assertion that “it’s sad to hear” and described
Tel Aviv, the symbol of secular Zionism just as the whole country, as having lost its
unique Hebrew character — except for the Hebrew language. Several aspects from
the participants’ statements are summarized in Berthele’s (2008: 309) assertion that
the “language is a bond metaphor is an important part of the ICM [idealized cognitive
model] of the nation-state” in that

[llanguage is one of the central cultural aspects shared within a nation-state, thus a prototypical
nation-state has got its own exclusive official language. It is important to note that this is a
prescriptive and ideological claim, since there are probably no examples of a nation which is
entirely monolingual. (Berthele 2008: 309)

The nostalgic perspective that is often expressed together with the LANGUAGE 1S
A BOND metaphor is described as typical manifestation of a “purist ideology” on
language, which is based on an idealized past:

According to the purist ideology, language is in constant decay due to mixing, careless use, and
other ‘external’ influences. Language used to be ‘pure’ and ‘good’ in earlier times and maybe
still is pure (in the case of dialects) in remote, isolated communities (cf. Berthele 2001c), a folk
belief which plays an important role in the romantic mystification of primitive cultures. [...]
The most important entailments are that one common language needs to function as a crucial
bond in society, that it is easy to learn a language in an immersion setting, and that a language
has to be pure, perfect, and perfectly mastered by its speakers. These cognitive patterns and
mappings all fit in well with the ICM of the nation-state. (Berthele 2008: 311)

Due to the Zionists’ nationalist ideology which has been shaping Modern Israel, it
is not surprising that HSs relate to the “purist ideology.” As manifestations thereof,
Rosenthal (2007a: 179-180) summarizes five common fears about the state of MH:
foreign influence is perceived as a threat; linguistic mistakes become norms; Hebrew
is decaying and losing its nuances; knowledge about the Jewish sources and earlier
varieties of Hebrew is getting lost and the status of Hebrew in the diaspora is in
decline.

Several participants confirmed this outlook, typically in conjunction with the
metaphor LANGUAGE IS A BOND. F5+f111 (1:58) voiced concerns about slang and the
influence of pop culture on her children’s Hebrew in response to Q3. I53f211 also
criticized the common neglect of MH among the younger generations and displayed
a nostalgic attitude:
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(37) 1531211 (29:10)

There are people who are more, speakers of the 7277 9N DY DOWIR -7 DR W°
eloquent and beautiful language. But today, I 2R 017 22K 7D AVIAIN ADWR
think that with the generations they maintain the %y 0w nIND NINTI OYW NAWIN
eloquent language less, it’s more slangish and ANy N°33%0 NP X217 .0ITT ADW
more simple. Because, like I said to you, SMSs, 0°010 7% *NInR 2933 ,907 TUIWwD
abbreviations which exist, because of these things n9R7 01277 Y933, wow omIvp
the language is changing, it becomes more aNT NPAY NODIT,TINWH DY
popular, more simple. It’s less of a literary 7DW NIND X7 .VIWD N NNy
language. In my eyes, it is important to read more X1IPY NP 2w »1Y3I NN
books to return to the source, to understand 1D°RM 1277 MPnY IMNIY *15 0150
where it comes from, the things. 02T R

This negative attitude towards the younger generations’ language use is also ex-
pressed by Schwarzwald (2007: 72-73) who asserts that in the 1950s, every Israeli
child, religious or not, learned the complete Biblical story and also in secular high
schools, the Talmud was studied in preparation for the final exam. Accordingly, a
change took place in the 1960s, when students only learned selected parts of the Bibli-
cal story and repetition fell from grace as pedagogical method. Therefore, knowledge
of the Hebrew sources diminished over the generations because of the processes of
immigration and secularization in Israeli society. She concludes that, today, people
over forty have a larger vocabulary from the Hebrew sources than the younger
generations and religious HSs have a bigger vocabulary from the Hebrew sources
than their peers who grow up mostly with spoken Hebrew.

A701311 addressed the religious perspective when I asked whether she noticed
any linguistic differences between religious and secular pupils in the school where
she was teaching:
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(38) a701311 (24:09)

There is a difference between religious and 0712’2 o»n7 @7 Pa AN W
secular pupils. The religious have a richer anY ADW onY w1 0»NIn 0NN
language because they learn the Hebrew YW NIIPHT IR 0712 O 00 7wy
sources, that’s Mishna and Gemara and Tanakh .77 77303 X931 73w 77,0290
and Torah so they know, in my opinion I think — IR ,NYTY W2 ,-77 DR 077701 07 TR

I don’t know what research says, but they have ar IR Wpnni An YT X2 ,NawIN
a richer language definitely, yes for example the .13 13 ,°R7112 7wy 0P 75W DY ©°

seculars have a hard time to access, to read the Y nwab awp TIRD 0N Ywn’
Tanakh, to explain because it is, either way,a 251 ,75w 77 °3,7°3077% 7302 X1PY
very high language. But, the religious because 0»N771 22K .TIRD 77133 7Y DIX
they — all the time, Tanakh... Withus in the ~ >12’11211%¥x 710,177 %3 onw Q1wn
secular (school) they learn twice or three times .¥12w3a 0°nyD WIPWw 0 nyb 0Tmb
a week. The religious — all day he has access, W31 XI7 0177 93 R 077 DR
you know but, yes, there is a difference, yes. Y737 w?,13 PaR .77an AnR INpn’

Rp!

A701311 self-identified as religious and also displayed a quasi-religious attitude to-
wards MH itself. She recounted that she devotes herself to the study of Hebrew, on
Shabbat — just as a prayer-like activity:

(39) a70£311 (13:05)
I love the Hebrew language. In my home, it’sto 77 7%%X .02y 75W DR NI *IR
sit down — on Shabbat, I especially devote IR WP IR IR NAW ,NIWY

myself, I read a lot of things from the Academy.I ~ >IX ,PIPR7 YW 0127 DRI N7
like to enrich the language [...] it’s my pleasure. 717 °2W [...] 7Y DR PWYA? NIATIR
.anvn

The nostalgic perspective resurfaced frequently when I asked the participants about
model speakers of MH. Younger participants who had not displayed a conservative
attitude also mentioned foremost senior public figures as model speakers for “the
most correct Hebrew” and the Hebrew they liked the most. They mentioned singers
and public figures who all were born in Israel between 1938 and 1951: Arik Einstein,
Yoni Rechter, Gidi Gov, Meir Ariel, Yaacov Ahimeir, Amos Oz, Avshalom Kor, Yaron
London and the politicians Reuven Rivlin and Benjamin Netanyahu, then president
and prime minister. In this context, g27m312 described his preference for “Hebrew
from the past:”
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(40) z27m312 (24:11)
First of all I can hint at a singer, writer; poet — 2013 911 ¥ ¥7axa2 917 21k Y3 o 7p
Yoni Rechter — who also when you hear him TNRY 03 N1A2RY 0T 211 1IN

being interviewed and first of all, also his songs  ©Pwn %5 0PI IRINH INIR YW
are written in sorts of a Hebrew from the past, a .0y5 5w n°7ay *Aw K2 0°3I1N5 03 19w

Hebrew that started to develop with the 0Ip @y nNoNAY 7Y INAW NMay
foundation of the state, up to the eighties, 19°DX Y9IR DNHWR NN TV 7T
maybe even the nineties. [...] So, their Hebrew 0 anbw NM2aYE IR [..] 2°YYN
always sounds very correct to me, very... Also 012y 03 ,7IRD 713103 TIRD *2 NYNPW]
the Hebrew that they speak with each other — Y513 ,0n%Y 2% 012 0°137 DAY
because in all the - not the formal. That’s really %13*.927% 7>1% nX2 7195, HWIT XY
how one should speak. I can hint also to Gidi 73797 >7 9 X 213 0773 5V 03 »azab
Gov or to many other singers from this time, W o°RP°VI9ID ,IDIPN INIRD DNT
politicians, there are many, you know. [...] I'd TIM% AW N3 [..] VTP ADR 7377
tend to educate in this way. At least, my 177 DX V5w 02790 DX NINBY .705Y
children as the following generation, I'd like IR 7120 112TW %I N, wni
them to speak like that or that they know at .7195 0°727W I TW nInoY

least that one speaks like that.

Besides these public figures they mentioned family members, their teachers and
certain academics, just as n31f311 who also stated that she liked “the Hebrew of the
old generation:”

(41) n31£311 (6:20)

The first thing that comes to my mind is some 7T wRI2 0% AYIYY PWRIT 9370
professor, already emeritus. But, he symbolizes YIX .DIW?IMK 725 ,770D11D WK
something — he speaks the Hebrew of the old SW N2y 1371 XI7,0Wn Y00n X170

generation. It simply sounds old and I like that. IR WO YRWI VIWD 7T .JWN T
[...] Actually, the Hebrew of the elderly who 5w N2y RpNT [...] 77 DR NITIR
speak correctly — that’s beautiful. L7197 71T 1151 277127HW 0NN

Associations of these common attitudes with the core categories will be discussed in
the next sections.

6.3 Ashkenazim and the Jewish elite

In 3.1.3, the binary distinction between the concepts ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Mizrahim’
that is conventionalized in Israeli society was reviewed. These categories were
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described as a “two-class set” which is typically used for the categorization of HSs —
this basic distinction seems to be entrenched in HSs’ minds (see 6.1). Even when the
participants criticized this way of classification, they still referred to the categories
and the associated stereotypes — basically contradicting themselves (see h37f211’s
statement 5). In a similar manner, y35f411 stated that she rejected this discourse,
while she conceded that she cannot help using the same categories:

(42) y35£411 (27:57)

It’s like most of the leadership in Israel is 73T X7 PRI A AR a1
Ashkenazi. However; I don’t accept this discourse X% 933 *IX®@ * 2¥ qX .19°RD MTISWR
anymore, about Ashkenaziness and Mizrahiness, nTTISWRA YW 717 MPWR DR NYApnH
which takes place in the society where I’'m in, NR¥MI IRY 779202 27°pPWw NN
until today. So, it’s like, I can say: OK, there isno i 1137 "X 19°K2 IR .OPA 7Y 72
such thing as the color green, even though I am YIRW I2DR P17 ¥IAX 710 PR ,PIR
living in the middle of the forest. LYY Y¥HRA N

This critical attitude towards the categories ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Mizrahim’ is reflected
in the participants’ behavior during GERT. Some participants consciously avoided
using these categories for the task, despite the fact that they had referred to them
during the interview. Just one of seven participants who produced an entry Ashke-
nazim and another participant among the six who produced an entry Mizrahim
were L1 HSs. Either the other eight GERT participants with L1 Hebrew avoided the
categories or they were not relevant for them — which is unlikely since most referred
to them in one way or another. Typically, participants who did not produce these
categories during GERT tried to downplay their significance somehow, when they
were using them — just as s41m3I1’s statement illustrates:

(43) s41m3l11 (23:40)

There is — what’s called educated Ashkenazim 0°275Wn D°TIDWR RIPIW 70 W?
and popular Mizrahim. But that’s not absolute, ,>012102R X2 77 Yax .Q»HNY DT
OK? Let’s say, a good friend of mine who lives in ~ 119¥2 773w YW 7210 7120 173113
North Tel Aviv, she is a caricature of an educated PTIDWRY AMVPMIR X7 ,2°3R YN
Ashkenazia. .120wn

Israeli-born participants with Hebrew as L1 were more skeptical about the use of
these categories. This attitude can be understood because they are personally more
affected by this categorization than immigrants or Arabs for whom these categories
do not apply. Categorizing and being categorized openly as ‘Ashkenazi’ or ‘Mizrahi’
is regarded as taboo. Nonetheless, the participants’ statements reveal that these
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categories are still meaningful for the construction of identities in Israel, also in
relation to oneself. Sacks describes the general relevance of the categories as follows:

[N]ot only non-members, but members of a category take it that the actions of that category can
be assessed. It’s not merely that [276] a non-Catholic could hold this up and say, ‘See? Catholics
don’t take care of their own,” but that a Catholic will say, about their own group, the same
thing. The generic importance of such a phenomenon is that it’s not just one category’s view of
another, but that knowledge is standardized across the categories. (Sacks 1989: 275-276)

For the Israeli context, the category ‘Ashkenazim’ has been described as an unmarked
default category in sociological accounts such as Shohat (1999: 13) and Lefkowitz (2004:
83) (see also 3.1.3). Shemer describes the equation of ‘Israeliness’ with Ashkenazi
characteristics in the domain of the cinema and beyond:

[IIn Rami Kimchi’s (2008) work on Mizrahi/Ashkenazi representations in the ethnic film come-
dies of the 1960s and 1970s (known as ‘Bourekas’), the main argument is that Israeliness never
existed within the films or without; rather, it was the Ashkenazi Yiddish culture masqueraded
as a new Israeli habitus. It is not surprising therefore that, unlike ‘Mizrahi,” ‘Ashkenazi’ renders
the unmarked (normative) Israeliness. This is most conspicuous when we consider that the
sabra, despite the term’s supposed reference to any native Israeli, is depicted in literature and
the performing arts as a young, light-skinned male of Ashkenazi, not Mizrahi, descent. (Shemer
2013:23)

It is hard to assert if a semantic change occurred — the representations of these
categories in the Israeli public would deserve an entire research project. Comparing
GERT ratings in Fig. 5.5, one can infer that ‘Ashkenazim’ is a positively marked
category, if 0/0 marks the unmarked point of reference. It was rated highest in terms
of ‘correct Hebrew’ and third in ‘status,’ just behind ‘Jewish elite’ and ‘public figures.’
As explanation for the rating (1/0) of his entry Ashkenazim h26m2l1 argued:

(44) h26m2I1 (27:25)

Ashkenazim are here. It’s just like that, they THN 07 ,NWY? A0 PR .0 DTN
always speak with a higher language. I don’t ~ 9mIX RY *IX .777123 INP 75V 07127
say that I like this, but usually, they have a 7772 7Y 0f YR 77 DR 3TN OIRY
higher status, higher language .ITI33 N DWW ,M1Aa NP 99

His entry is located slightly positive in comparison to 0/0, where he said he would lo-
cate himself. H26m2l1 did not identify himself in terms of ‘ethnicity.” He indicated that
both his parents were Israeli-born and identified as dati le’'umi ‘national-religious,’
an entry that he gave his highest ratings. Apparently, the prototypical HS who speaks
‘standard Hebrew’ with ‘mistakes’ is no longer associated with ‘Ashkenazim’ who are
represented as speaking more correctly. Neither is this way of speaking necessarily



216 —— 6 Discussing core categories

evaluated positively, as h26m2I1’s statement that he does not like people who speak
a really high language reveals.

St
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Fig. 6.4: Heatmaps: participants’ ratings of ‘Ashkenazim’ (left) and ‘Jewish elite’ (right)

Comparing heatmaps in Fig. 6.4 reveals that the ratings for ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Jewish
elite’ partially overlap for the entries which were rated slightly positive for ‘correct
Hebrew.” Jewish elite’ has two centers of ratings: the overlapping entries and another
center which was rated slightly negative for ‘correct Hebrew,” while all entries were
rated between 0 and 2 for ‘status,’ just as for ‘Ashkenazim.” ‘Ashkenazim’ is a uniform
category, whereas ‘Jewish elite’ contains several simplifications of different concepts
(see 5.5.1 for the definition of the category). The three entries “Americans,” “Tel
Aviv” and “youths” make up for the left center at -1/2 and “elite,” “Kibbutsniks” and
“Moshavniks” were rated higher for ‘status’ than for ‘correct Hebrew,” too. In 6.2, I
described that the elite were not forcibly represented as speaking correctly. This
fits Luhmann’s characterization of the social elite, according to which their status
allows them to deviate from rules — such as linguistic norms:

One of the characteristics of the confidence of an upper class is that it can occasionally disregard
the rules by which it is constituted.? (Luhmann 1993: 74, my translation)

Positive ratings for ‘status’ were one criteria for the classification of entries as ‘Jewish
elite.’ Looking again at entries, such as established immigrants (French and Ameri-

22 German original: Es gehort mit zu den Merkmalen der Souveranitét einer Oberschicht, daf} sie
die Regeln, mit denen sie sich konstitutioniert, gelegentlich auch aufSer Acht lassen kann[.]
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cans), native Israelis and all entries which primarily refer to Jews — except Haredim
which are a non-elitist group on their own — it becomes obvious that being Ashkenazi
is not a necessary condition for possessing ‘social status.’

D30m3lI1 asserted that he can recognize fellow Ashkenazim by their accent, while
he said that “mistakes” are not indexical for any social group.

(45) d30m3l11 (29:28)

In general, I can recognize if someone is Jewish MW oX MR 9127 71k Y93 717
Ashkenazi — like me. [...] So the accent, yes — the 15 ,X021 IR [...] .13 >TI7° "TIDWR
accent is the first thing. In respect to linguistic DIMYY NP LJIWKRT 12T AT XLaR
mistakes, I don’t recognize mistakes that are NIMWpW NIPIYY AR XY IR, 7DWA
connected to certain populations. .DIM”10m NIP0IPIIRY

D30ma3l1, who grew up in a kibbuts, described how he changed his attitude towards
different “levels” of Hebrew: as a child, he judged the Hebrew from the surrounding
villages as poorer — but, he changed his attitude.

(46) d30m3l11 (0:32)
I grew up in a kibbuts. So, in the kibbuts they like 07 PI2°P2 TR .PI2P3 NPT IR
to speak older Hebrew — sort of from the 70s —  nIwn 90 MIw° 1°7ay 1277 027X

which they think of as more correct. But, you INPW D°AWIN QRY ,INT 71D D°YaWD
know, in the cities surrounding the kibbuts, there 2°307 01 ,¥T7 AR YaR AP

are different levels that, let’s say, when I grew up TR MNW NI 193 IR PI°p
Irather judged them as Hebrew on an inferior ONIX *NVBW N 7IX *NDTI JIRWD
level. Now, I think differently. Again, it’s really IR PPWIY .INY T 102 NMayd
depending from where you are, where you grow 75°x» *190 NX3 131 210 .NINXR W0
up and from the population that surrounds you, 7701731821 973 DR DR ,ANXR
too. [...] I think that correct Hebrew is no longer N™M2vWw 2WIn "X [...] .03 J2°200
something that applies. .0DINW W X2 7123 NXT 7PN

Goldscheider’s following citation indicates that the ‘kibbuts’ was an influential in-
stitution in Israel. Therefore, the GERT entries “kibbutsniks” were classified under
‘Jewish elite,” although this concept is commonly associated with ‘Ashkenaziness,’
too (see 3.1.3).

[TThe kibbutz influenced Israeli society far beyond its small size, as it was influenced by the
state. A disproportionate number of kibbutz members have been active in party and national
politics, becoming political and ideological leaders of Israel, prominent in the Knesset, and over-
represented as officers in the Israeli armed services. Kibbutz ideals include the quintessential
symbols of national Zionist values. (Goldscheider 2015: 98)
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Once, the ‘kibbuts’ was a symbol of a new, native Israeli way of life — today, it is
associated with an exclusive ‘old elite’ and a type of ‘old Hebrew.” The participants
who lived in a kibbuts described it as a place where life is moving slower and which
is detached from the rest of society.?® 138m3I1 used the critical wording:

(47) i38m3l11 (22:38)
Here, the people don’t care — we’re living in La La  ©°°1 71amIR ,0i? NHOX X2 115 DWIR
Land, here. STI9RYRD2 71D

Several participants argued for a unique style of Hebrew — kibbutsnikit. 138m3l1 (3:17)
described it as slangish, shortened and kind of poetic. He explained its peculiarities
with the special social context of the kibbuts: the Polish origin of its founders, the
history of its inhabitants, the tight-knit community and the communal organization
of life. There are concepts, which are typically restricted to the kibbuts and which
require a specific term: Agalul refers to a mobile playpen with wheels which can be
brought to a work place in the kibbuts, for example. The lexeme is composed of lul
‘playpen’ and ‘agala ‘cart.’ I38m3l1 asserted that their language can seem strange or
insulting because they use lexemes such as zkenim ‘oldsters’ to refer to their parents
and heder ‘room’ to refer to their house. Furthermore, he characterized the Hebrew
style of moshavniks as similar, while he asserted that he can discern HSs based on
these styles. Lists of kibbuts lexemes can be found, for example in Rosenthal (2007b),
Neumann (2010) and in Almog’s (1993) ethnolinguistic study about youth culture in
the kibbuts.

Matras & Schiff describe phonological variants which used to be characteristic
of certain kibbutsim:

Such an exception can be found among the kibbutzim of the western Galilee, which were
founded in the 1930s by small groups of immigrants, largely from Poland, as well as in other
kibbutzim belonging to the Ha Shomer Ha-Tzair movement, whose population kept itself
apart socially during a period up to the late 1950s and beyond, viewing itself as a kind of
self-sufficient community of the settler elite. Here, the first generation of native speakers, those
born in the 1930s, preserve the /ey/-diphtong that was characteristic of their parents’ substrate
pronunciation of historical /e/ in stressed syllables in forms like séyfer ’book’ [...] (Matras &
Schiff 2005: 161)

This diphtongization is characteristic for the so-called Ashkenazi reading tradition
of the Torah. Today, this hagaya ’ashkenazit ‘Ashkenazi pronunciation’ is almost

23 D30ma3l1, i38m3I1 and u3+m2I1 grew up in a kibbuts and except for d30ma311 they were living
there at the time of the interview.
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exclusively associated with L1 Yiddish speakers and the Haredi environment (Sender
2019; see 6.7.1).

A second type of entries which was classified as ‘Jewish elite’ refers to Tel Aviv
and specifically to North Tel Aviv (the entries tsfonim and tsfonbonim) and the adja-
cent town Herzliya. S41m3l1 (43) referred to North Tel Aviv as the home of his friend,
the “educated Ashkenazia.” This conceptualization is related to the two-class set
‘periphery,” which will be reviewed in the next section, and ‘center’ which is sym-
bolized by (North) Tel Aviv. Tsfonbonim, which is a parody of tsfonim ‘Northerners,’
is a stereotype about snobbish, upper-class Tel Avivians — the counter-parts of the
‘arsim (see 6.4.2). N31f311 who grew up in Tel Aviv described the associated linguistic
stereotype as follows:

(48) n31£311 (16:34)

When I was a child, there was a thing to say QIpna YW Yyup IR TP NNWD
tsadi instead of tav [...] it was like a Tel Avivian =~ 5°VIXIVD 11 P71 77 [...] /¥ T2 N
stereotype. T3 7273R YN

In general, the typical language use of ‘Ashkenazim’ was characterized with the
terms ‘correct,” ‘high,” ‘educated’ and ‘old Hebrew.’ The attitudes which accompanied
these characterizations conform to the typical attitudes towards ‘correct Hebrew’
which were analyzed in 6.2.3: Speaking ‘high Hebrew’ is not necessarily favorable
and can be perceived as snobbish, unauthentic or exaggerated, while ‘old Hebrew’
is a nostalgic ideal. The conscious performance of ‘Ashkenaziness’ was described
by the participants with the verb misht’aknez ‘to make oneself Ashkenazi’ by which
they also referred to processes of linguistic adaptation. This process was evaluated
negatively as becoming unauthentic (see also Shaked 2016). Besides the occasional
references to tsfonit, the participants did not bring up any variants which could be
described as ‘Ashkenazi style of Hebrew.’

6.4 Mizrahim and the periphery

Just as ‘Ashkenazim’ were associated with a high level of education, wealth, secular-
ism and political power, the category ‘Mizrahim’ was typically associated with the
opposite attributes. Also the categories ‘center,” with (North) Tel Aviv as a symbol
for modern, secular Israeliness, and ‘periphery,’ which refers prototypically to so-
called development towns are commonly related to ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Mizrahim’
(see 3.1.5). Originally, ‘center’ and ‘periphery’ refer to geographical differences — but,
as geographic isolation often leads to social marginalization, they are metaphorically
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used to refer to power relations in Israeli society. In this sense, “peripheral environ-
ments” such as lower class neighborhoods in South Tel Aviv can also be found in the
geographic center of the country.

Several participants brought up the association between the concepts ‘Mizrahim’
and ‘periphery.” Y35f411 (24:43) who grew up and lived mostly in the Jerusalem
District asserted that people who live in the periphery — in development towns such
as Yeruham - sometimes have their own slang. Yeruham, a small town some 30
kilometers south of Beer Sheva in the Negev desert, has become a symbol for the
‘periphery’ — Motzafi-Haller’s (2018) ethnographic portrait Concrete Boxes: Mizrahi
Women on Israel’s Periphery was recorded there. Therefore, several of my Israeli
contacts suggested that I should go to Yeruham for my research, which I did in the
second fieldwork stage. Some of the participants’ accounts from Yeruham will be
reviewed to further explore the concepts ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘periphery.’

6.4.1 Accounts from Yeruham

T37m312 who moved from Ukraine to Yeruham at the end of the 1990s used the in-vivo
code nituk ‘isolation’ to describe his reality:

(49) t37m312 (1:22)

The problem is that there aren’t many people in  ,2°WiIX 112771 >R DAY K77 7°Y27
Yeruham. Sometimes, you don’t have anybody to [...] .71272 > oy @nyd? 7% IR
speak to. [...] In Yeruham, due to the wilderness, 7m 1an anx ,Annwn %232 71 ama
do you understand what’s wilderness? Desert, WP 0OR2 WP 1270 2 NNY 1T
they hardly come and hardly - so, there is not 219N OW PR IR AT
too much there.

PS: OK, which people live there — ‘olim 0°% 03 ,0W 0°73 DPWIR TR 7P IR
hadashim, too? 20°0n
t37m312: Yes, ‘olim hadashim and pensioners, LYM AR 0IPOID DWIN T, 73
but very few. They live there and then run away  °X >3 oW» 2°1732 07 0°73 D7 . TIRN
because you can’t survive being isolated. You feel W pRIn DAY T IDWR
the isolation strongly there because, until you YN TINRW TV 0D WM TIRD PININ
get anywhere, it takes time and you are in the NRY 1T 72 NP 7T 0IPn IWTRY
middle of the desert and on shabbat you are ,OW YpNi DR NAW2I 12777 YRR
stuck there — so, it’s very uneasy. 0D K? TIRM 77 IR

When I mentioned that I was specifically aiming to include people from Yeruham in
my study, he expressed his feeling of being overlooked by Israeli society:



6.4 Mizrahim and the periphery =— 221

(50) t37m3I12 (7:48)
Very nice, well done — because nobody 9397 X2 IMX AR 3, 712577 93 TIRM 71D
remembers us. JINIR

On the contrary, f5+f111 who was born in Morocco and came to Yeruham with her fam-
ily as a child described her environment favorably by stressing the social cohesion
and the mutual respect:

(51) f5+f111 (12:54)

There’s a lot of respect for each other; for each 5w 75w MWy AR 7125 72N W
other’s language. We try to understand each other InR Pan% o*9INWwn ,3Wn YW INR
[...] because Yeruham, it’s like a family, here. It’s a 1npW» 13 711 M’ °D [...] 23V DX
place where people are connected to each other IR 021297 DUWIRY QPR 7T 7D
and know each other. .07on1 WY

L6+f411 (5:02-6:42), a retired teacher who moved to Yeruham from Jerusalem at the
end of the 1970s, recounted the situation at that moment when she started to teach the
6th grade. She believes that all her pupils’ mothers were illiterate and did not know
how to write in any language — neither in Hebrew, Moroccan Arabic nor French. The
men apparently did not know much more Hebrew than the prayers and the children
spoke a different kind of Hebrew. She asserted that Yeruham was very isolated from
Israeli society — there was very infrequent public transportation service by bus and
nobody had a car. In the class that she was teaching, just one pupil had a telephone
at home. According to her, nobody went to study outside of Yeruham and almost
none of the residents was working somewhere else. She described the different kind
of Hebrew that the children spoke as consisting of much more than phenomena of
normative incorrect gender agreement, which resulted from a transfer from their
L1. She used ha-kadur hitpotsetsa ‘the ball.M exploded.F’ as an example and noted
that the Arabic lexeme for ‘ball’ is feminine. When I asked whether they still speak
this kind of Hebrew, she answered:

(52) 16+f411 (7:07)

No, I think that it has changed a lot. It was R AT .TINW TIRD ATW NIAWIN YIR KD
almost like a dialect, a melody — they sang 77 07 730 ,UPIRT 393 VYN 19K
the words differently. Yes, clearly the accent ~ Xxvanw 9173,75 .NINR D°2°H71 DR DWW
was different. Today, I think they, that ,717,07W NAWIN IR 920 017 I 0

Yeruham underwent Israelization. STERTORIYY 92y am
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She stated that the situation in Yeruham has improved because it is no longer isolated
and because of the generational change: her pupils who were already Israeli-born
have become grandparents, themselves. She claimed that she can no longer dis-
cern people from Yeruham by their speech because the language also “underwent
Israelization.”

(53) 16+f411 (14:36)

Ithink that there is an Israeli slang that enters DI9IW *HXRIW 2190 W NAWIN *IR
everywhere — I don’t think that it’s less in DI RITW NAWIN KD IR 2Ipn 932
Yeruham than in other places. The slang spreads 317071 .0°0R MINIPHW 711 NIND
today because of the media, also because of the 03 NMWpNI Y933 03 01 vweNn

social networks and the internet, so I think that X .01PRTI NIPNIANT NNV 2933
it’s in all - I don’t think that this is particular to 71w >% 7X71 X? 923 71w N2WIN "R
Yeruham, I really don’t think so. .N2AWIN XY 1R YR ORTY NN

F5+f111 (9:50) equally asserted that youth slang in Yeruham is not any different from
the rest of Israel. She added that there are L2 HSs who speak with accents and that
she code-switches to Moroccan Arabic when speaking with elderly family members
of Moroccan origin. In this respect, she claimed that she can distinguish elderly HSs
of Moroccan origin, whereas younger HSs have lost their accent and their origin is
no longer significant:

(54) f5+£111 (20:00)

You can recognize Moroccans — the older; not the 01312171 NR ,NIAT? MWHR TRPIN

younger ones. [...] all the migration was so long 7%y %3 [...] @Y DX RY NP

ago that all of them are already Sabras — today, 0°1Ww 7377 75 23 7192 925 AR

you have even a third and fourth generation. 7% w> 077 19°DR ,0°13% 0913 72OV
LY WY 17

To describe this process of assimilation, she used the Zionist concept of kibbuts
galuyot ‘ingathering of the Exiles,” in reference to the population of Tel Aviv and
thereby argued against regional linguistic differences in MH. This Zionist perspective
is also expressed in her statements about the national importance of MH for Israel
and the Jewish people, which were analyzed above (see 33).

C36£311, who grew up in the outskirts of Tel Aviv and moved to Yeruham for
professional reasons and out of personal affection for the local community, described
linguistic differences in Yeruham in association with ‘Mizrahim’ and a popular, folksy
(‘amami) way of life. As examples, she mentioned the lexemes neshama ‘soul’ and
kapara ‘forgiveness; may you be forgiven’ which are used to signify ‘my dear; darling.’
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(55) c36£311 (9:49)
There are parts of Yeruham which are very 711 ©7PNY TIRM 0w anIIP2 O°pYN WP
popular and that influences the language, too. 7DW W*,73 IR [...] .ADW 2v ¥’DWM O3

[...] So, yes, there’s a language that’s more NP 03 593 7172 RO NPARY NP RO
popular and it’s usually more a — maybe it’s YW Yyup 713 NV P9IR L7595 DWOHNI
more a Mizrahi thing, like all the neshama, 95,7719 ,7Anw1”-11 93 17°R2 2N
kapara, all the... that I less... There are 711 PIRW D*1pM W2 12°RD NIND “IRW ,-71
moments when I use it a bit — but, it doesn’t *% X2 XY 77 23R WIW 712 AWIY NYp
come naturally [...] there are situations like in DIAW NIEXIVO W [...] "YIL 1DIND
which I can find myself speaking sort of in a MXY DR RIXM? 79137 733 71X IR
more popular way. PPNY NI 37183 7393 NI2TN

However, she tried to disconnect the notions ‘Mizrahim,” ‘periphery,” ‘education’
and ‘linguistic variation,” although she conceded that the discourse about the ethnic
categories is more pronounced in Yeruham than in the “center” where she grew up.

(56) c36f311 (23:19)

It’s kind of a bomb in Israeli society. This story 77212 17°K3 .A¥YD RIAW MW 7T
about Ashkenazi, Mizrahi, Etiopi, all the time they ,"T15wX YW 7173 D07 YR
are preoccupied with that. On the one hand, they ~ @’poynm 1177 93 77 *DIPNR NN

think that it’s getting blurred and on the other 7997 T ©°aWwIN IR T8N L3712
hand, they always bring it back into the discourse. ©>1°111 74773 93 21w T¥M1 WOWLMI
[...] In the center of the country they occupy PIRTT 13703 [..].7PWA TINY 77 DR
themselves much less with this discourse. In the LTI MW DoY) NIND 71277
periphery they preoccupy themselves a lot with it — on171°2,32 DPOYNN TIRM 77107752
in Yeruham, all the time. R 9

In this context, she explained her reluctance to use more than two entries “educated”
and “uneducated” for GERT:

(57) 361311 (27:35)

IfI'd start now to write Ashkenazim speak D°TIDWR 2IN3Y PWOY YINR IX OR
better and to denigrate... Come on, we’re over NX 1372y 1,%19191 757 AN 012N
that, you know, it’s not... It’s primarily a matter 11 p>¥2 .XY 771 19°K3 ,1°2m AR M
of education, if you read books. What, I don’t ,71 .00 X7IP ANR DX ,795W YW
know guys of Mizrahi origin who know to speak TN RN 7V2AN 77700 RY CIR
a thousand times better than me? Of course I do. ?>11 230 NP 79X *D 1372 D YTV
No, it’s nonsense — No, it’s the easiest thing to go 137 .n0W 77,82 77 19K .]OW N3
to this point. T @pn Na%Y Hp o3 AT ,RY



224 —— 6 Discussing core categories

The notions ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘periphery’ were often researched in conjunction for
linguistic studies (see 3.2.2). Gafter (2014) showed that HSs in a particular community
of Yemenite origin in Rosh ha-Ayn, which is considered a development town, differ in
their LAs and their language use from the control group of HSs of Yemenite origin in
Tel Aviv. As 16+f411 described the Yeruham of over forty years ago, it may have been
fertile ground for the emergence of variational patterns in MH — a similarly unique
environment is documented in Bentolila’s (1983) sociophonological description of
Hebrew as spoken in a rural settlement of Moroccan Jews in the Negev. However,
the participants from Yeruham claimed that no characteristic linguistic patterns
of this sort are discernible, today. Further research is needed to reveal if there is
any perceptual basis for an over-regional sociolect which Henshke (2015: 163-164)
describes as being “characteristic of the speech of residents of the geographic and
social periphery.”

6.4.2 Attitudes and Mizrahi variants

It was argued in 6.1 that the cognitive process of recursivity leads to the overempha-
sis of minor linguistic traits in the representation of categories such as ‘Mizrahim.’
Therefore, lay people and linguists alike are tempted to speak of a “Mizrahi soci-
olect,” although just a few co-occuring variants might actually be observable. Which
phenomena qualify as Mizrahi variants is hard to determine precisely because no
perception experiments were carried out to determine what exactly makes some-
one’s speech sound Mizrahi. In this respect, my participants came up with very
general characterizations:

(58) s20ma2lI1 (7:22)

You know, they always say that Ashkenazim 199K TN OPINIR YT AR
speak like more softly, gently and Mizrahim NI1°7Y2 01272 N 077270 QUTIDWR
speak more directly. 17w 02927H 0T 0T

S20m2l1 explained that his family frequently refers to these stereotypical associa-
tions jokingly when speaking about family members who live in ethnically mixed
marriages. The analysis showed that c36£311 did not want to resort to common stereo-
types about ‘Mizrahim,” who have been stigmatized on linguistic grounds, as Shohat
(1999: 15) points out: “Mizrahim in Israel were made to feel ashamed of their dark,
olive skin, of their guttural language [...]” Also Shemer describes the stereotypical
cinematic portrayal of ‘Mizrahim’ with linguistic characteristics:
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The Mizrahi man in Bourekas Cinema is often portrayed as uncouth, irrational, emotional,
oversexed, traditional, premodern, chauvinistic, patriarchal, and manipulative. The language
skills of the Mizrahim in Bourekas Cinema are limited, and their pronunciation is grotesque.
(Shemer 2013: 28)

This stigmatized representation of the ‘Mizrahi man’ is termed as ‘ars,

a term coming from the Arabic and meaning ‘pimp’; it is stereotypically applied to Mizrahim,
especially of Moroccan origin. In Hebrew slang, it refers to males displaying bad manners,
vulgarity, flashy dress and contempt for social norms [...] (Mizrachi & Herzog 2012: 428)

Just as several other participants, i53f211 used the term ‘ars and associated it with
“swearwords” and “difficult” places such as Tveria and Lod which are in turn associ-
ated with the ‘periphery’ (see 1).

Until today, the stereotypical portrayals of grotesque Mizrahi characters are a
central component of Israeli TV productions. Assi Cohen’s depiction of the character
Shauli, an unemployed ‘ars of North African origin, is an integral feature of the
popular TV series ha-parlament ‘The Parliament’ and ’erets nehederet ‘A wonderful
country.” Shnot ha-80 ‘The 80s’ mimics everyday life during the 1980s in Tirat Ha-
Karmel, a development town just outside of Haifa: comedian Shalom Asayag acts
in the role of his Moroccan-born father as one of the main characters in this partly
auto-biographical series that thrives on the portrayal of ethnic stereotypes. In Zaguri
’imperia ‘Zaguri empire,” the screenwriter and director Maor Zaguri narrates a
comical-grotesque story about a Moroccan-Israeli family by the name Zaguri who run
a falafel shop in the director’s home town, Beer Sheva. Linguistic means are central
for the portrayal of Mizrahi characters in these series: their speech is characterized
by the pharyngealization of the letters het and ‘ayn, a very casual style of speech and
— especially in Shnot ha-80 — conversations tend to digress into agitated shouting.
It would be worth investigating the linguistic features of the Mizrahi characters
in these and similar productions on their own terms to determine the linguistic
stereotypes on which the cinematic representations of ‘Mizrahi Hebrew’ are based.

In general, the participants asserted that they categorize HSs either as ‘Ashke-
nazim’ or ‘Mizrahim’ (see 8). When I asked if it is still possible to recognize HSs’
origins based on their speech, a70f311 answered:



226 — 6 Discussing core categories

(59) a701311 (52:22)

In my opinion, yes. You see it according to the .13 13 ,8%373 D% IRII DR .72 NyI?
origin. Yes, you see, for example, the Mizrahim — 11138 29w ,0°1717 YWnY Ax17 70X
again, we’re speaking in general, not in specifics, °3 w?,’5°¥dd XY *995 DI 012N
there are also exceptions. So, the Mizrahim, it’s T IR QORI IR 2907 10 DORYY

more a language of slang, the talk at home is n°22 3w N ,3%07 YW AW NP
really slang. Among those from Western n1TYn 79X N¥p XX 2190 wnn
communities, the Europeans, you see a little TIWY 7RI ANXR TR ,DPRDIVRT 2N
higher language [...] [...] 777123 90 nDXp
PS:

Also among the youth? 2071PYR7 Y¥X O3
a70f311:

Also among the youth, yes. Look, I am Mizrahit, IR NN .70 79,07 PYR P¥R 03
my parents are from Yemen, but I really insist 21X 9aR (970 V5w 0IaR N
(on speaking correctly). So I'm saying again, W2 7% DIMIR IR W IR .ATERA TIRM
there’s all in all, yes, the language is a bit low. nxp X7 75w ,13,2977 702 ,-7 DR
Among Europeans it’s a bit higher. L7123 90T NXP DORDIPR YR .1

It can be seen that negative evaluations of ‘Mizrahim’ are not restricted to the outside
perspective — a70£311 identified as Mizrahit because of her parents’ Yemenite origin.
Besides the association of ‘Mizrahim’ with ‘low language,” participants argued that
they can discern a certain signon ‘style,” a ton dibur ‘intonation, stress pattern’ and a
mivt’a ‘accent.’

(60) r361£311 (16:10)

Like, by the accent you hear if someone is OR MW AR XA *DY 17K
Ashkenazi or Mizrahi, even though he was born 7913w n1I1% 1711 X TIDWR MWN
in the country. Not just the accent, like maybe 9IX 03 127K ,RLAMT P XY PR
also the style of speech — but, it’s these sorts of 0°DIXYI P» 737 YaX .27 11307
fine nuances that aren’t always salient. .2°0212 TN RYW DTV 39RO

A30£312 (28:48) also referred to ton dibur and mivt’a, while she claimed that Mizrahim
speak outright and don’t care too much about their language use and what might
be understood.?* The following statement is i38m311’s first reaction to Q14 about

24 A30f312’s (28:48) statement also contains elements which hint at an imitation of a Mizrahi style:
1M ITX 071 LTS DAY NDIR X1 T QP A191 DMIMIWAW DAW AT ,0XY 12°K31 RLIAN 12T 110 710 NP
A9RD AT, XD 112 Iwn RY TR0
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distinguishable groups of HSs. He characterized the Hebrew of the “Eastern Jewry”
as being marked by a “paroxytone” stress pattern.

(61) 138m311 (12:46)

The Eastern Jewry, they have a terribly strange X771 990°0 2% WOW MR NI
story. That’s to say, they came and they spoke N 27y 172°7 07171 X2 077 2IY° NN
Arabic in their countries of origin, which is a 7DW XMW DAYW K¥INT NIXIN
paroxytone language. Hebrew is an oxytone Y191 RBW RO NMIAY .0vn
language. They came to Israel and began to speak n>12y 7277 12’101 YR 2 X2 on
paroxytone Hebrew — it’s reversed, very strange. 077 .MM TR, TIDI 7T .PYIN
They came from an oxytone language. They DIW 71 DR 1957 ,N°Y191 7WH X
reversed what they were used to. Today, they oY% RPNT .INR OV, A

should... Actually, it should have been easier for ~ .n>12y 7277 %p I NPAY NMR 7
them to speak Hebrew.

Apparently, i38m3l1 mixed-up the terms for the different stress patterns, while he
evaluated the Mizrahi stress pattern as “very strange.” He argued that it should have
been easy for the L1 Arabic speakers to speak Hebrew, while it is apparently not — at
least not the kind of Hebrew with stress on the ultimate syllable. As examples for
the Mizrahi stress pattern, i38m3l1 cited the words stikar ‘sugar’, ‘lga ‘cake’, kdvod
‘honor’ and stressed their first syllable.?

Some participants referred to the pharyngealization of the letters ‘ayn as [{] and
het as [h] and termed these as “guttural letters.” A70f311 stated that she likes to hear
these variants, when she talked about one of her model speakers, Gil Hovav:

25 Stress is indicated by <">.
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(62) a701311 (8:00)

Gil Hovav, it’s a pleasure to hear; it’s like Eliezer npw 12°RX2 11 .31WY 31y 2330 973
Ben-Yehuda’s language they insisted a lot (on 7397 X377 [...] 77937 72 MOR YW
speaking correctly) [...] he appears frequently on RY 0°72%73 9aR ,7P1NI%02 vOIn
TV - but, the Sabras don’t like to hear — that’s to .1¥%71 7137 NIMIR DR, VIHW? Q27X
say, the young generation. But for me, it’s to hear DX LIZPRT DR VIVWY 77,1 23R
the accent, the het. Do you know the guttural ~ ?D111737 DIPNIRT DR 21 ANR 0-7
letters? He’s from Eliezer Ben-Yehuda’s family. 12 MYYR YW ANDWRAN RIT [...]
But it’s right, the Yemenites, those who came 79X ,0°31°N07,7191 77 PaR AT
from Yemen maintained the language a lot, they  .7DWT YY 1MW TIRM IX 79NN IRAW
really maintained the correct pronunciation, the 7X>Ip ¥ 711237 DA77 29 10 TIRN
correct reading of the Torah. But, I wouldn’t say ~ *IRW 3R X? IR 92X .A11237 7702
that 'm influenced by my parents. SOV 0MIRTN NYDWIn

By describing her favorite style of MH as “Ben-Yehuda’s language” who is the sym-
bolic MH grammarian (see 3.2.1) she hints at the fact that [{] and [h] are the normative
correct realizations of ‘ayn and het, despite their stigmatized representation among
the younger generation of HSs (see Gafter 2014: 176-177). Furthermore, she referred
to the Yemenites’ special linguistic tradition — the maintenance of the “correct pro-
nunciation.” M44m4l1 whose father was born in Yemen is one of just two participants
with Hebrew as L1 who pharyngealized during the interview. M44m4l1 described
his use of [f] and [h] as conscious performance which he tries to maintain, whereas
his children barely pharyngealize due to their (non-Yemenite) environment.

(63) m44mA4l1 (7:15)
Let’s say, I really try to speak with Het and Ayn.  /¥-1'11-2 93172 2I0wn 718 21X TR
My Yemenite heritage is important to me and so. 110w P3N NWIRN CY 2wn

They [his children] less, they have it a bit, but less 71 %ax nxp 71 NX 3% w» ,NIND 077
— it’s like it’s going away because it’s not around "X 3 D3 .31 917 19°RD 77 .NINB
and also because my wife is from a Kibbuts. PPIRI2°P PNWOK D D3, 2°200

In general, he asserted that he can no longer recognize younger HSs’ country of
origin by their look and their speech — just if they are Mizrahim. In contrast, he said
that he can discern older HSs according to their Iraqi, Moroccan, Persian, Indian,
Yemenite origin, while other countries of origin are less discernible. When I asked
why it is important for him to “speak with het and ‘ayn,” he explained:
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(64) m44m4l1 (12:36)

Because it’s my heritage. In the arrival process of 2w 1van 7°2702 5w nwMi 77 %3
the Jews to here, they erased traditions. They DX IpnR .NI0M Ipnn 7% 0TI
erased the tradition of my father’s home. I don’t %17 XY *IX 2R 072 YW n7onn

want to erase this — I want this to be a part of the pon > ATW 7% 71X .77 DR PINNY?
place. It also reminds me that 'm part of the Arab ~ p%n *IXW *% 9°31 03 71 .0PPAN
world. That’s also important to me. 29 23N 03 77 .°39Y7 AMInan

Thus, M44m4l1 explained his style of speech as a purposeful expression of his
Yemenite identity which he does not want to get lost and through which he re-
lates to the Arab world — which is a political statement against marginalization. This
attitude can be understood as self-conscious construction of a Mizrahi identity, just
as Weingrod asserts:

[Flor some third-generation Israelis their ethnic membership is critically important. This is
especially the case among networks and groups of Mizrahim who are engaged in advancing
Mizrahi political agendas and cultural sensibilities. Prominently including younger poets,
novelists and artists, as well as lawyers and university professors, they have sought to represent
the political concerns and interests of their fellow Mizrahim, and also to retrieve and design
viable formats of Mizrahi cultural expression. (Weingrod 2016: 300)

Despite the diverse countries of origin in my sample, just two out of 36 native Hebrew
speakers, m44ma4l1 and a8+m1l1 who is of Persian origin, produced [¢] and [h] which
are described as indexical Mizrahi variants (Colasuonno 2013 and Schwarzwald 2013).
All the other participants who referred to themselves as Mizrahi — including a70£311
who even claimed to like its sound - did not pharyngealize. In contrast, all Arab
participants consistently produced [{] and [h] in their Hebrew speech during the
interviews. In this respect, it would be interesting to test if HSs classify the Hebrew
speech of Israeli Arabs and Ethiopian Jews, who can transfer pharyngeals from
their L1s, as ‘Mizrahim.” Gafter (2014: 181) analyzed [{] and [h] as being associated
with the identity of particular communities of Yemenite origin in Israel rather than
being indexical Mizrahi variants. He argues that the production of [] and [h] is a
conscious process because he observed a higher production rate of [{] during the
reading task of a wordlist, in comparison to the interview situation (Gafter 2014:
90-92). M44mA4l1’s statements (63 and 64) about his conscious effort to pharyngealize
underline this argument.

From m44m4l1’s and a70f311’s examples can be seen that they related to their
Yemenite origin in different ways: m44ma4l1 treated his origin as a central component
of his identity, while a70f311 conceded to be Mizrahit, but also detached herself from
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her origin. Chetrit argues that traits of a Mizrahi identity can be adopted or rejected,
irrespective of one’s origin:

There are Mizrahim in Israel with a totally white consciousness, and they despise any Mizrahi
claims of oppression and discrimination. Conversely, there are Ashkenazim in Israel with a
completely Mizrahi consciousness. And in between are many shades of grey. (Chetrit 2009: ix)

The participants’ careful treatment of the categories ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘Ashkenazim’
reveals that they were aware of their artificial and potentially problematic nature.
Regardless of their origin, most participants displayed a detached attitude towards
ethnic concepts. The participants rarely used the categories ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘Ashke-
nazim’ in relation to themselves, unlike other categories such as ‘Arabs’ or religious
categories. The Israeli-born participant S20m2l11 (5:53), whose family is of mixed
origin, detached himself from these categories by arguing that it is strange to take
Jewish Berbers from Morocco and Jews from Turkey or Egypt and to treat them
as one entity.26 This statement reminded me of Lakoff’s 1987 title Women, Fire, and
Dangerous Things which is an allusion to the apparent absurdity of categorization
processes.

Blahus
Sl

Camech Hatrew Coamem Hatarew

Fig. 6.5: Heatmaps: participants’ ratings of ‘Mizrahim’ (left) and ‘periphery’ (right)

Comparing the two heatmaps in 6.5, one can see that their overall shape is similar.
‘Mizrahim’ has a center of slightly negative evaluations in the lower left sector of the

26 In original: onIX 0w NI0IYY AWM XY 77 71X IR TPV PTI IRTINN 21272 PN NARY NN AW W
%7 IR DY
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diagram and another center of slightly positive evaluations in the opposite sector.
The only center of ‘periphery’ coincides more or less with the negative center in
‘Mizrahim.” Among the entries which were classified as ‘Mizrahim,” there are no clear
patterns: all the entries which refer to ‘Yemenites,” ‘Moroccans,” ‘Mizrahim’ or ‘Iraqis’
were rated differently. Two of the positively rated entries which were classified as
‘periphery’ refer to ‘settlers;” they were rated with the values 0/1 and 1/1. Arguably,
this category, which refers typically to nationalist-religious Jews who settle outside
the territory of the Israeli state, is less prototypical for ‘periphery’ because it is less
readily associated with a low socio-economic status and systematic marginalization
than the more typical categories.

The two differing evaluations of ‘Mizrahim’ can be explained with the ambiguous
nature of the category. Negative qualities which are expressed in the stereotype of
the ““ars’ are associated also with ‘periphery.” As Wiese (2017: 341) argues, socially
stigmatized groups tend to be represented as speaking incorrectly, which can in turn
reinforce the negative associations. The representations of these core categories
as stigmatized groups exist in parallel to more positive representations. Typically,
participants who displayed a liberal perspective on MH (see 6.2.3.2), also expressed a
positive attitude towards ‘Mizrahim’ — qualities such as authenticity and flexibility
which were associated with ‘standard Hebrew’ were associated with ‘Mizrahim,’
too. In contrast, negative evaluations of ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘periphery’ are typically
connected to the conservative perspective (see 6.2.3.3) which posits a causal relation
between non-normative linguistic behavior and social decline. From this perspective,
violent and criminal behavior is associated with ‘bad language’ and ‘slang,’ as the
entry “prisoners” with the rating —2/-2 indicates.

6.5 Russians, Ethiopians, new immigrants and the army

In the following, the core categories ‘Russians’ and ‘Ethiopians’ — the most recent
large immigrant groups in Israel (see 3.1.2) — will be analyzed in conjunction. In the
GERT corpus, eight out of 21 participants used the term rusim ‘Russians,’ with the
only difference that one used the definite article ha- (yielding ‘the Russians’) and one
misspelled the term by using ¥ instead of o (both are realized as /s/). Besides this basic
term, two more participants used the more precise wordings ‘olim mi-rusia ba-shnot
ha-70 ‘immigrants from Russia in the 1970s’ and ‘olim hadashim mi-brit ha-mo‘atsot
‘new immigrants from the Soviet Union.’ It was argued in 5.4.2 that the participants’
use of the term rusim ‘Russians’ was neither restricted to people who were born
in the state of Russia, nor to L1 Russian speakers. In the Israeli context, ‘Russians’
typically refers to Russian speaking immigrants from the former Soviet Union, but
also to immigrants, for example, from Moldova and Ukraine, with Romanian or
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Ukrainian as L1. ‘Russians’ and ‘Ethiopians’ are separate categories which are not
comprised in the two-class set ‘Ashkenazi/Mizrahi’ that is applied on the veteran
Jewish population who settled in Israel before 1970 (Weingrod 2016: 282).

Since almost all immigrants from Ethiopia and the former Soviet Union received
the Israeli citizenship as ‘olim, they are legally defined as Jewish or closely related
to a person who is defined as Jewish by the Israeli state (see 3.1.1). While ‘olim
hadashim is a transitory designation for immigrants who arrived in Israel within
the last five years — the categories ‘Russians’ and ‘Ethiopians’ typically extend to
subsequent generations. ‘Russians and ‘Ethiopians’ are considered as belonging to
the ‘Jewish society’ — in contrast to the ‘Arab society’ — but their Jewishness has
often been questioned in a stigmatizing way, not just by traditional religious voices.
In a 2016 newspaper article with the headline 25 years later; Russian speakers still
the ‘other’in Israel, says MK, then Member of the Knesset Ksenia Svetlova is cited
with the statements: “The majority of native-born Israelis think Russian Israelis are
not Jews,” and “[tJoo many Israelis make us feel not at home” (Borschel-Dan 2016).
According to Idzinski (2014: 61), stereotypes about ‘Russians’ include the metaphorical
representations of RUSSIAN MEN AS MAFIOSI and RUSSIAN GIRLS AS PROSTITUTES. As I
argued above (see 6.4.2) in respect to ‘Mizrahim,’ the analysis of Russian characters
in Israeli TV productions such as ’erets nehederet can yield further insights into their
stereotypical representations and the associated linguistic stereotypes.

Epstein describes the ambiguous position of the ‘Russians’ in Israeli society as
follows:

From a socioeconomic point of view, as well as in terms of citizenship, ex-Soviet immigrants
constitute an integral part of the Israeli society, succeeding to delegate some of its leaders to
the country’s highest political elite (Chairman of the Parliament Yuli Edelstein and the former
Minister of Foreign Affairs Avigdor Liberman are both ex-Soviet immigrants, to name a few).
However, when it comes to a debate on the Israeli culture, ex-Soviets make up a separate group
which stands out not only by its linguistic capital, but also in its tastes and preferences. (Epstein
2016: 81)

On the one hand, professional qualities and entrepreneurship which are associated
with the ‘Russians’ are valued. On the other hand, the expression of their unique
cultural traits can be evaluated negatively when it is perceived as a threat to the
predominantly Hebrew culture of modern Israel. In this line of argumentation
Schwarzwald (2007: 73) asserts that in former times, immigrants confined their
cultures to the private space, while adopting the contemporary Israeli culture and
Hebrew as their only language in the public space. In contrast, she argues that the
“large waves of immigrants from Russia since the 1980s” (my translation) led to a
presence of the Russian language in Israel’s public space which would have been
unthinkable in the years after the foundation of the state, when everybody tried to
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speak only in Hebrew in public (Schwarzwald 2007: 76). The relative importance of
Russian in Israel was underlined with statistical data in 3.1 and is summarized by
Epstein:

Members of this group are usually faithful enthusiasts of Russian language (no matter whether
they arrived from Russia or any other country of the Former Soviet Union). As a result, they have
established a highly branched network of cultural institutions that started out almost completely
in Russian and later slowly drifted toward Hebrew-Russian bilingualism [...] It is noteworthy
that a vast majority of Russian-speaking Israelis do keep in touch with contemporary Russian
culture, both by subscribing to Russian cable networks and by attending performances by
Russian theaters, singers and musicians, who visit Israel as often as, for example, Russian cities
like Kazan and Novosibirsk. A huge number of Russian-speaking Israelis have at least studied
basic Hebrew, but only the young generation uses Hebrew as its first language of interfamily
communication. Youngsters are also the only ones who read Hebrew fiction, while their parents
and grandparents do their best to support Russian bookshops all over Israel. (Epstein 2016: 80)

Generally, participants asserted that they can discern ‘Russians’ in Israel based on
their European look, their attire and their accent. Also participants with Russian
as L1 confirmed these statements and equally referred to their in-group as rusim
‘Russians.” R27m3l2 was born in Kazakhstan and migrated with his parents to Israel
as a child. He described this type of migration with the metaphor yaldei mizvadot
‘suitcase children,’” since the immigrants’ young children were brought to the new
country, without the ability to make their own choice - just as suitcases.

(65) r27m3I12 (25:06)

When I try harder to have less accent, I feel thatI ~ ninp % 7w 27I0Wwn NP "IRWD
have more accent. It’s like I don’t feel comfortable 197X .XLAM NP DMWY W RV
with that when I try to hide that 'm Russian. Let’s 703 IXW 737 DY M2 W30 XY %IX
say, on the telephone, they’ll recognize less that NI 7°31 11D%VA 017 IRW °NOT?

I'm Russian, but they’ll look at me and then, like, 19500 1283 YaR 071 IRW T
hear how I speak — so, like they can know that 'm 9271 >IX TR WnW> 12°RD IX1 »oY
Russian. 037 IR NYTY 099137 199K IR

When I asked t37m312, who was born in Ukraine, whether he could distinguish
Ukrainians and Russians when they are speaking Hebrew, he answered:

(66) t37m312 (6:43)

When they are speaking Hebrew — no. When a 0TIWS XY 112V 07727 OAWS
Russian is speaking Hebrew, I know he’s Russian, 2ax >011 XI7W ¥77° IR 1*12y 1270
but I don’t know from where. .TDORM YT RY OIR
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Other participants with Russian as L1 also claimed that they could recognize Hebrew-
speaking ‘Russians,” while they were not able to make further distinctions about
the speakers’ origin. These statements reveal that — just as ‘Mizrahim’ — ‘Russians’
became a basic category which comprises people from diverse countries of origin
with several L1s. It is a hybrid category which is associated not only with diverse
cultural concepts from the countries of origin, but also with cultural aggregates
which are specifically Israeli (see Rozovsky & Almog 2011).

In his illustrative statement, r27m3l2 explained that he suffered from stigma-
tization as a child because of his lack of knowledge about the Jewish dietary laws
(kashrut) and the observance of shabbat (see 67). He expressed that he has come to
terms with his hybrid identity and that he likes to combine components from both
the Israeli and the Russian culture for his construction of identity. He described it as
conscious process with the words “constructing myself, instead of being constructed.”
For example, he stated that he converted to Judaism and familiarized himself with
religious knowledge, while, at the same time, he does not like to conceal his Russian
accent in Hebrew (see 65).

(67) r27m3I2 (26:36)

Because of communism, they didn’t keep up the  .n710m7 DR 1AW RY arNMIp Y933
tradition. Let’s say, when a friend came to me — it 13 R 117,721 »9R ¥°3» 77 OX T2
wasn’t like the Russians of the 1970s. Whena  ¥>» 7°7 OX .D°Yawn DIW YW 02010

friend came to me, I didn’t know what’s kashrut, 7T 71 YT 0NN KD IR 920 7YX
I didn’t know what’s Shabbat and what’s keeping ~ v71° X% ,naw 71 7 ¥71° X2 ,n1Ww>
Shabbat. This brought the children in the 072771 DR X327 737 .03AW WY 737 I

neighborhood to call me pork eating Russian, 711 931X *01719°K3 % x1p? n11dWw2
Russian... all sorts of swearwords like that [...] *IXW QX717 [...] X33 1127 *Pn 3 01

they see that I am Russian, so there will be ,7731 YaR .NPRVINP 777 TR 20T
connotations. But, exactly, now I see a big TIRMD TIRND 11D 772 7RI IR PWOY
strength in it. Even if I saw this as an WY ,AWIA 7112 °NKRT *30% OR 71T
embarrassment — now, I say it’s like lucky that I~ 12°X> .7193 "IXW 213 12°RD IMIX "X
am like this. Now, I both know Hebrew and YI1° 03 D727 DR Y710 03 IR PWOY
Russian because I grew up in these two cultures n2a7n7 *NWA *NTA 2IRW D017 NR
— I am neither completely this nor that. I can LTIT 3% RYT AT 030 KD IR LAYKRA

combine what I want to be and what I choose as  nX1 71%17 %IXW 77 DR 25WY 9157 71X
my culture and that’s it: constructing myself ~ n113% .7711°%w 113903 M2 2IXW 7
instead of being constructed. 212 nPRY OIpn3a MPXY DR

There are linguistic phenomena which originated in the context of Russian-Israeli
culture - r27m312 (20:41) used the term ‘ivrit rusit ‘Russian Hebrew’ for phenomena
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of code-switching. Fig. 6.6 shows a picture that I took in Rehovot of a shop sign:
matanushka — the name of the gift shop — is composed of the MH term matana ‘gift’
and the Russian diminutive ending -ushka. This term is an example for creative
linguistic processes where HSs combine resources from MH and Russian. Since

Fig. 6.6: Matanushka, a gift shop in Rehovot

Idzinski’s (2014) ethnographic study on Russian speakers who settled in Israel’s
periphery in the 1990s when they were aged between five to 12 years, the Russian-
Israeli identity has been researched in relation to the performance of a Mizrahi style
(Prashizky 2019). Idzinski argues that

the ‘Mizrahi’ (North African and Middle Eastern Jewry) ethnic performance has become a more
valued benchmark of belongingness for most of the interviewees than the ‘Ashkenazi’ (European
and North American Jewry) performance, which served as the model of belongingness among
immigrants from the FSU in the past. [...] most respondents in the current research express
arather alienated attitude towards Ashkenazim as well as proximity and a sense of shared
destiny with Mizrahim. (Idzinski 2014: 78)

Idzinski (2014: 50) describes that some of her interviewees were proud to be referred
to as Moroccans — not just on the basis of their favorite types of food and music —
but, also because of their style of speech: they claimed that their MH was not correct
(tiknit) and that — unlike the Ashkenazim and their parents (in respect to Russian)
— they did not care about correct language use. The association of ‘Russians’ and
‘Mizrahim’ also came up during the interviews and is expressed in the proximity of
the GERT ratings for these core categories: —0.20/0.00 for ‘Russians’ and -0.15/0.07 for
‘Mizrahim.’ During GERT, a45m212 discussed his ratings of these categories with the
contact person s35m312 (both are Israeli Arabs). A45m2]2 questioned the Russians’
loyalty to the state and both stated that they would learn only “basic Hebrew,” despite
being Jewish. A45m2]2 rated his entry ‘Russians’ with similar values as his entry
‘Mizrahim’ and argued that the status of both categories is considered superior to
the ‘Arabs’ because they are Jewish — unlike the ‘Arabs.’
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Fig. 6.7: Heatmaps: participants’ ratings of ‘Russians’ (left) and ‘Ethiopians’ (right)

(68) a45m212 (12:01)

The Russians don’t care about the state. Like, 19982 .0 O NDIR XY 0°0177

their Hebrew is also not correct. PPN RY 15 03 DRPW n*avn

s35m312

No, immigrants from the Soviet Union, yes, RY 19°DR 10 NIXYIAT 072 D9 KXY

they are not even interested, like, to learn Y NMAYT DR TINDY 199K DYn

Hebrew to the end. Just to get along. That’s it — .>0°02,9TN07? 7T .19TN0° PIW TV 7107

getting along, basic. They have basic Hebrew. .on% w° o037 Ay

a45m212

Also they are like the Mizrahim. D177 90 07 70 03

s35m312

And less... NN

a45m212

Even less [...] it’s also here, their status oYW ,13 03 78 777 [...] NIND 19%DX

because they are Jews, at all, they look upon a7 Y992 o7 onw 9933 Tnven

them with a better status than Arabs but their ~ >27yn 27 0y Inyn 0°2Y ©*25N0N

correct(ness) of Hebrew comes close to zero. Y20 77,0790 ArpRa ayan Yax
.DDX LYNI

The comparison of the heatmaps for the core categories ‘Russians’ and ‘Ethiopians’
in Fig. 6.7 reveals that the entries for ‘Russians’ were rated slightly higher in both
respects, while the center of the ratings for both categories is close to -1/-1. In
contrast to the negative evaluation of ‘Russians,” which was discussed with a45m212’s
statement (68), several participants’ expressed a very positive attitude towards
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‘Russians’ — especially to those who immigrated prior to 1989, as a70{311’s rating
(2/1) of her entry ‘olim mi-rusia ba-shnot ha-70 ‘immigrants from Russia in the 1970’
illustrates. N31f311 (33:00) stated that they are typically educated and that their
Hebrew is not incorrect — they just have an accent. A30£312 (30:37) who is herself a L1
Russian speaker also asserted that immigrants from the former Soviet Union would
care more about speaking correctly than other immigrants and the Mizrahim. When
comparing the categories, h26m2l1 explained his negative rating for ‘Ethiopians’ as
follows:

(69) h26m2l11 (25:08)

The problem with the Ethiopians — there are those 79R2 W7 ,0°DPNR Y¥R 7ovan
who are really smart and they know and that, but 7277 2aR 771 Y71 0120 NHRAW
many simply don’t know Hebrew. If you look at a 7RI OX 0772V DOV RY 0IWD
Russian who migrates to Israel, maybe after a TINWw N1PR? 9127 7IRD AW o
year or two he already knows Hebrew, for sure—  ,0°*d n°72¥ ¥73° 120 2”°niw ,mw
he goes to the ulpan. Ethiopians can be here for ~ n1a% 0°21>° @p1PnXR .JDYIRY 1917
thirty, forty years and they don’t know Hebrew [...] ©°¥71 R91 73w 0°¥29IR 2019w 1D
there are studies about that, there are many by W ,0™Mpnn 71 %Y v [L..] N2y
Studies about that. Refalrisislymhbinii

In the interviews, both categories ‘Ethiopians’ and ‘Russians’ were treated as the
prototypical immigrants in Israel. More positive associations were mentioned in
relation to ‘Russians’ - they are typically represented as ‘successful immigrants.” The
relative prominence of the category ‘Ethiopians’ — with eight independent referrals
during GERT - is surprising, considering that they make up just slightly more than
one percent of Israel’s population and that even fewer are L1 speakers of an Ethiopian
language. This figure is hardly comparable to the 15% of L1 Russian speakers (see
3.1). The interviews did not yield any detailed characterizations of ‘Ethiopians’ and
the few which are documented in GERT are contradictory, as the heatmap with the
broad range of ratings for ‘correct Hebrew’ between -2 and 1 illustrates. In terms of
status, almost all entries for ‘Ethiopians’ were rated with negative values. It can be
inferred that stereotypical representations of ‘Ethiopians’ are based on stigmatizing
associations. The only positive exception among the entries for ‘Ethiopians’is h21f312’s
entry etiopim she meshartim ba-tsava ‘Ethiopians who serve in the army,’ with the
values —1/2. Apparently, serving in the Israeli army can improve the immigrants’
social status.

Military service is mandatory in Israel for Jews and therefore, all ‘olim under a
certain age, in principal, have to serve in the army. 138m3l1 explained that the army
is a central institution in Israeli society which comprises diverse social groups:
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(70) i38m3l1 (19:13)

But the army is not a homogeneous group, the RIX,NP1137 7%712p XY 77 X2AX DaR
army is, it’s the Israeli society, the army minus ~ ©1°» ,X2%7 ORI 77207 77,77
the Haredim. But the army is the Israeli society — 77307 77T X237 VAR 27N
there is everything there. .5om ow v YRR

A comparison of the heatmaps for the categories ‘new immigrants’ and ‘army’ demon-

LR
Erabo
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Fig. 6.8: Heatmaps: participants’ ratings of ‘new immigrants’ (left) and ‘army’ (right)

strates that most entries were rated neutrally or negatively for ‘correct Hebrew’ and
with neutral or positive values for ‘status.’ These positive ratings for ‘status’ can be
explained because both categories typically refer to members of the ‘Jewish society’
in Israel (see also a45m212’s statement 68). Tendentially, both categories were rated
more favorably for ‘status’ than for ‘correct Hebrew.” In this respect, participants
argued that ‘olim who learned Hebrew in the course of their military service had
difficulties to adapt their way of speaking after leaving the army.

As a201212’s case illustrates, the army service can play a major role during the
immigration process and the acquisition of MH. A20f212 took up her army service
shortly after she had arrived in Israel and had just learned Hebrew on a basic level.
She stated that she was not confident to distinguish linguistic phenomena which
are characteristic for the army context from regular Hebrew because most of her
experiences in Israel - including language courses — took place in the army.
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(71) a20£212 (01:17)

What’s funny is that perhaps, I don’t know which 7R nyIv X2 21X "2IRW PP RxNw 7
words that 'm saying are from the army or 7T IR RAZAD T 19270 IR 0090
which aren’t because I [only] know the army YW RBW DX 717791 PWOY "IX 23 XY
language now. .X2%7

A201212 (09:40) mentioned that sometimes other HSs who had not served in the army
had difficulties understanding her. Just as several participants, a30f312 (38:34) claimed
that she can generally determine if HSs served in the army based on their reactions
when she talks about army contexts: if the interlocutor does not understand, she
knows that he was not in the army or in a different unit. However, ‘army’ was just
used independently by two participants during GERT: the category did not play a
central role for the participants’ categorizations of HSs in this study.

6.6 Israeli Arabs

When I first thought about the proportions of social groups in my samples, I had
the impression that Arab participants were over represented in the GERT sample
because I had just spoken to five Arab participants. On second thought, I noticed that
their ratio among the 21 participants was not far off the actual ratio of Israeli Arabs
in Israel’s population — 21.1 % (see 3.1). This was the first time that this statistical
figure became comprehensible for me. Surprisingly, Israeli Arabs were barely visible
during all the time I spent in Israel — probably because the majority lives in villages in
the Galilean hillside which are somewhat hard to reach (cf. 3.1.5). In the public space
— especially in urban settings — they were either absent or I could not distinguish
them from Jewish Israelis. One of the few occasions when I consciously noticed
them was when I spent time on university campuses in Haifa, Jerusalem and Tel Aviv.
Because of the contrast with the public space outside the campuses, it was an unusual
impression for me to see large groups of Arab students strolling on the campus and
conversing with each other in Palestinian Arabic, interspersed with many Hebrew
and English terms. During my working routine at a canteen in the kibbuts where I
learned Hebrew, I had also met many Israeli Arabs who were employed at almost
every branch in the kibbuts and commuted to work from the surrounding Arab
villages. In the canteen, I observed that L1 speakers of Hebrew, Arabic and Russian
pretty much kept to themselves during their lunch break. Although they all had
a good command of Hebrew, only very few occasionally engaged in small talk in
Hebrew with a member of another L1 group.
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If not further specified, the terms “Israeli Arabs” and “Arabs,” in short, will be
used in the text to refer to the seven participants with Palestinian Arabic as L1. For
GERT, I interviewed six Israeli Arab participants. Besides these participants, I had
interviewed one Israeli Arab in the first fieldwork stage: I met s35m3l2 in Akko, a
historic coastal town in Northern Israel, which is the next larger town to the partici-
pant’s home village in the Western Galilee region. S35m3I2 (50:23) labelled himself as
‘aravi isra’eli ‘Israeli Arab’, when he quantified his social in-group within the Israeli
population with two million people — the same figure appears in the CBS’ data for
the population group “Arabs” (see 3.1). The contact with s35m3I2 was established
through another participant I had interviewed earlier. In the second fieldwork stage,
s35m312 helped me to recruit three more participants (s35£312, a45m212 and t34m312)
and assisted in the recordings of these interviews which took place in his and the
participants’ home town. Both h21f312 and r17f112 were recruited face to face and
interviewed at Tel Aviv University — their Arab home towns are located in Israel’s
Central District. A29m212 was also recruited face to face and interviewed in his home
town in the Haifa district, which is populated almost exclusively by Druze. Six of the
Israeli Arab participants declared themselves as Muslims and one as Druze, while
only three defined themselves as religious. Bearing in mind their willingness to be
interviewed in Hebrew and judging from their statements during the interview, the
political opinions of the Israeli Arab participants can be summarized as ranging
from liberal to moderately conservative: they expressed a positive attitude towards
the state of Israel, not without a critical undertone.

During these interviews, the interaction between Jewish and Arab Israelis was
described as limited — not just because of residential segregation (see 3.1.5). However,
there are Israeli Arabs who are intensively involved with the Hebrew-speaking
society: t34m3l2 (21:52) asserted that there is a new trend among Israeli Arabs in
demographically mixed regions to send their children to Jewish schools. H21f312
(2:47) also related that her father went to a Jewish high school because, at the time,
there was no Arabic high school close to their village. She described her home as
multilingual with MH and Arabic as main spoken languages and added that her
mother speaks less MH than her father and herself. T34m3I2 (11:49) claimed that
Arab men are more involved with Jewish society and therefore tend to speak better
Hebrew than Arab women.

Because of the political history of the region, the concepts ‘Israeli’ and ‘Arab’ can
be understood as contradictory. Critical views from non-Arabs in Israel and from
Arabs from abroad challenge the social identity ‘Israeli Arab:’

Arab citizens of Israel find themselves in a situation of double periphery: Israeli Jewish society
questions their loyalty to an ethos of a Jewish democratic state,” which is an essential concept
of the Israeli state- and society-building, while Arabs outside Israel condemn Israeli Arabs as
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collaborationists who disengage from the all-Arab struggle against Zionism. Aliens both to
‘their’ state and ‘their’ people, Israeli Arabs developed a culture of their own, which is partly
similar to that of the rest of Palestinians — that is probably quite natural, since both groups
come from the same people divided by the outcome of the 1948 War, though their civil status is
completely different (Palestinian Arabs from the West Bank and Gaza never obtained Israeli
citizenship). (Epstein 2016: 79)

This characterization is reflected in s35m3I2’s statement:

(72) s35m312 (21:44)

Do you know what the Egyptians say about S 0¥Nn7 0N 71 VI AR
the Jews — about the Arabs who live herein  ?%xWw>2 115 03w 0°27¥7 7Y ,0° 71777
Israel? The Jewish Muslim. No, you say it’s a X InR pInsa A1 XY 75770 0290700
joke, but it’s serious. Why do they say this? He 01X 071 31 >0 nR 777 77 IR 71 DR
lives among the Jews. How is it possible? They 13> 717 PR , 217 2 »1 R 277 DX
would not rely on it. Until you speak with him 9270w 7y m1% 0°nwIan 1 RY 207n?
and make him understand. Therefore, we, the 03 777 9932 .77 DR 1727 12 103 IR
Arabs, live in two worlds. Ask the Egyptians:  19RW .nn91y *1w31 00 0277 1IMIR

are you Jewish? And here, too: no, you are XY ,71D O3 T ANR 078N 7T DR
Arab. Where should I stand? Where you want  RX2aw 715°R 2 T19¥R *IX 75°K ."27¥ 1IN
me to — Let me live in peace. .LpWa n1nY *% 1n 0o

$35m3I12 thus described a conflict of perspectives which is characteristic of the Israeli
Arab participants’ accounts. For example, s35m312 (40:34) described that it is difficult
for him to see that the same piece of news is reported on differently in Arabic and
in Hebrew media. The switching between “two worlds” has an impact on the Arab
participants’ LAs and their language use: these perspectives can get conflated, as
$35m312’s mix-up between yehudim ‘Jews’ and ‘aravim ‘Arabs’ at the beginning of
his statement suggests. Just as several other Arab participants, s35m3l2 described
his language use — even at home — with frequent code-switching between MH and
Arabic (see 76).

6.6.1 Variation in MH according to the Arab participants

From a quantitative perspective, the six Israeli Arabs completed GERT in a very
similar manner as the fifteen other participants. Together, they produced 42 entries,
which account for 22.1% of all entries, while they make up for 28.6% of all the GERT
participants. On average, Arabs produced six entries — at most ten and at least three.
They were less productive than the other participants who average slightly less than
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ten entries per person. Unlike three of the others who produced 15 or more entries,
none of the Arabs were extremely productive.

Tab. 6.1: Ratios of mentions among Arab (A) and other participants (O) in % with n in brackets

Category A(n=6) 0O(n=15)

Arabs 83.3(5) 26.7 (4)
Ashkenazim 66.7 (4) 20.0 (3)
Russians 66.7 (4) 33.3(5)
Ethiopians 50.0 (3) 33.3(5)
Mizrahim 50.0 (3) 20.0 (3)
Haredim 33.3(2) 33.3(5)
Yemenites 33.3(2) 0
Druze 33.3(2) 6.7 (1)
Immigrants 0 40.0 (6)

Table 6.1 is a juxtaposition of the ratios of different participants who mentioned the
recurrent categories without the foreign-induced entries. One can see that Arab par-
ticipants referred to their in-group ‘Arabs’ more frequently than other participants —
just one Arab did not mention the category. Typically, Arabs produced several more
specific entries with geographical, religious or educational distinctions which were
classified as ‘Arabs’ in the summary. They made geographic distinctions among Arabs
who live in the Northern, Center and Southern District and religious distinctions
between Muslim, Druze and Christian Arabs. The heatmap in Fig. 6.9 reveals that
the entries were rated very differently — the ratings are distributed over most of the
space of the heatmap. However, the GERT corpus does not contain enough entries to
make sensible comparisons between subcategories such as ‘Arabs from the north’
and ‘Arabs from the center’ In the heatmap, there is a slightly higher concentration
of entries around the ratings 1/1 (four entries) and 1/0 (three entries). Among these
entries, only “Arabs in Haifa” stems from a non-Arab participant (n31£311). The entries
which were rated with 1/1 refer to “Arabs in Haifa,” and twice to “Arabs in the center”
and “Arabs in the south.” The three entries for 1/0 with a lower rating for ‘status’
refer twice to “Arabs in the north” and once to “Druze in the north.” It can be seen
that the Arab participants s35f312 and r17f112 rated “Arabs in the north” less favorably
for status.

S35f312 (1:57) who grew up in the Center District and moved to the Northern
District argued that Arabs from the center speak better Hebrew than Arabs from the
north because in the center, there is more interaction with Jews. H21f312 (16:28) who
was living in the center argued that she can trace dialectal influence from Palestinian
Arabic in Hebrew: she claimed that she can distinguish Arabs from the north and
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Fig. 6.9: Heatmap: participants’ ratings of ‘Arabs’

the center and also Bedouins and Druze. She described that Arabs from the north,
including the Druze who majorly live there, tend to have a stronger Arabic accent,
just as s35f312 asserted. Furthermore, she claimed that Bedouins speak faster and
that Arabic speakers from the center stretch words, both in Arabic and in Hebrew.
A45m212 (7:09) also claimed that he can distinguish Arab HSs from the center, from
the north and Bedouins because of phonological differences in their native Arabic
dialects. For example, he mentioned different realizations of the letter gaf in the
Arabic dialects as basis for the Arab HSs different realization of qof in Hebrew. In
a similar manner h21f312 mentioned different realizations of the Arabic letter lam
and respectively Hebrew lamed. It can be an interesting line of research to explore
the influence of dialectal differences in Arabic on the Arab HSs’ production data.
The comparison of all the ratings for the core category ‘Arabs’ reveals the positive
influence of the Arab participants’ ratings on the average values: the Arabs’ average
values are 0.94 for ‘correct Hebrew’ and 0.46 for ‘status,” while the other participants’
average values for this core category are —0.5 and -0.1.

Besides the frequent referral to their in-group category, Arab participants (66.7%)
also referred relatively more often to ‘Ashkenazim’ than the other participants
(20.0%). I already noted that L1 HSs tended to avoid the use of the categories ‘Ashke-
nazim’ and ‘Mizrahim’ for GERT. This behavior is reflected in the lower ratio of use
among the non-Arab participants — just 20.0% referred to these categories. The ratios
for the categories ‘Russians,” ‘Mizrahim,” ‘Ethiopians’ and ‘Haredim’ do not diverge
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considerably: four participants each from both groups referred to ‘Russians,” three
each to ‘Ethiopians’ and ‘Mizrahim’ and just two Arabs referred to ‘Haredim.’

The Arabs frequent referral to ‘Ashkenazim’ and ‘Arabs’ can be understood as
an expression of a two-class set — their in-group and ‘Ashkenazim’ as the opposite
category. Several Arabs used ‘Ashkenazim’ as a metonomy for ‘Jews.’ During GERT,
s35f312 listed a hierarchy of the categories she used, starting with the lowest value
for ‘correct Hebrew:’

(73) s35£312 (13:05)

Correct Hebrew — the lowest is for new D°21¥% 03 NIND °5773 7PN N3y
immigrants [...] and Russians, too. Every new 197y 95 2RY, 0°017 0N [...] DWIN
immigrant, it’s like, you recognize directly, then  1nX .77 W ANR 77198 QWIN
Arabs, then Mizrahim, then Jews — Ashkenazim. 72 IR QAT D IR 027 D

DOTIDWKR — 2

At the top of her hierarchy for speaking “correct Hebrew” she mentioned “Jews” at
first and immediately corrected herself to Ashkenazim, which hints at her metonymic
understanding of ‘Ashkenazim’ as designation for Jews.” S35m3I2 (44:34) even used
the term yehudi ‘Jew’ in a broader sense when he recounted that he met a yehudi
katoli ‘Catholic Jew’ on a trip to Italy.?’ This compound of the religious concepts
‘Catholic’ and ‘Jewish’ is contradictory, according to the conventional understanding.
It can be inferred that for s35m312’s categorization, ‘non-Arabs’ are typically Jews’ —
which is an effective way of categorization for the Israeli context. By designating a
person he met in Italy as yehudi katoli, he expressed that the person was Catholic
and, at the same time, non-Arab which has to mean European or Italian, in this
context.

The only recurrent category with more than four mentions that the Arab par-
ticipants did not use for GERT is the category ‘immigrants.’ In contrast, 40.0% of
the other participants referred to it. S35{312 (13:28) associated “Russians” with “new
immigrants” in her hierarchy, but she only produced an entry “Russians” for GERT.
In a similar manner as for her category ‘Ashkenazim,’ it is likely that she referred to
the prototypical ‘new immigrants’ with the category ‘Russians.’

Another prominent category among the Arab participants is ‘Mizrahim.” They
described this category with similar characteristics as ‘Arabs’ in terms of social
status, culture, language use and their political marginalization in Israel. Lefkowitz
describes this aspect:

27 In original: .m%w X2 *n»i 0»¥13w *10% "N "R T ,2 Y2I0p NI 1R
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Palestinian Arabs and Mizrahi Jews share affinities of socioeconomic class and cultural heritage,
while Mizrahi and Ashkenazi Jews share strong religious and national affinities. (Lefkowitz
2004:17)

In this respect, a45m212 who located himself close to ‘Mizrahim’ on his GERT template
criticized the social division in the state:

(74) a45m212 (15:57)

That’s how the state is — divided: Ashkenazim, DUTIDWR ,NpPINM BTN 793
Mizrahim and Arabs. The Arab will always be at ~ *29v71 DX 77w 71 .0°27Y ©A7TH
the end. That’s the truth — there’s nothing you can  nwy% nn ,nnRm 17.7927 2w 19102
do. R

During a45m212’s (10:29) interview, the contact person s35m3I2 asserted that when
speaking with Jews,” one can recognize ‘Mizrahim’ on the basis of their accent (mivt’a)
because their parents still speak Arabic or ‘vrit l’o tkina ‘incorrect Hebrew’ — a45m212
confirmed this statement. S35f312 (10:14) also hinted at phonetic similarities in the
Hebrew speech of ‘Ethiopians,” ‘Mizrahim’ and ‘Arabs’ who all can be recognized by
their realization of the phoneme /r/. He said that they pronounce it similarly and
speak ‘im ha resh shelanu ‘with our resh’.

Generally, Arabs emphasized the concepts ‘ethnicity’ and ‘religion’ for their
categorization during GERT, while the native HSs tended to avoid these concepts.
They emphasized the concept ‘education’ as main distinctive concept, instead. A
comparison between c36f311’s (see 57) and t34m312’s strategies for GERT is illustrative
for these differences. While 361311 just produced the categories “intellectuals” and
“uneducated,” t34m3l2 used three entries which refer to the ethnic domain: he put
ma‘arav ‘West’ right next to Ashkenazim in the upper right corner of his template
and mizrah ‘East’ in the opposite corner at the bottom left. This way of categorizing
into ‘West’ — that is to say ‘Ashkenazim’ — and ‘East’ which stands for everything
that is not ‘Ashkenazi’ can be understood as a reference to Hall’s (1992) post-colonial
critique with the title “The West and the rest.”

6.6.2 Attitudes towards MH and Arabic

The Arab participants’ typical attitude towards MH can be summarized as utilitarian.
They described MH As A TOOL to get along in Israeli society — which means keeping
oneself informed, getting access to higher education and qualifying for a professional
career. They did not express any affection for MH, in contrast to Arabic. Their attitude
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towards Arabic is more emotional and politically motivated, as t34m3I2’s answer to
Q3 during the guided interview indicates:

(75) t34m3I12 (4:36)

That’s an excellent question, but it’s like in 2197, MIIPY AT 2aR NIIRN APRW 01
principle. I speak Hebrew as a means, a means of >Y¥nx ,>Y¥ARD N°72¥ 7377 %IX 197K
communication. That doesn’t mean that I like DR 2MIR IR IR XD 77 .WpNY
the Hebrew language and that, I don’t want to 17¥77 X7 IR 777 DRI N°92V O
say to you if I pass on these things, these 01277 DX 9°29» 73X OR T2 T2
principles, to my children or not. It’s enough for X *>w 071272 ;7YX NIPYT ,A2RT
me when they’ll speak Hebrew to live their 73 N*12Y 1127 oAw °% PrDoM YIX LK
everyday lives. Yes, but not that they’ll love the XY 9ax 15 .07%W QPR Y

language and forget their Arabic or something. I n>29¥71 DR MW IDWH DR IR
would be more satisfied, or more happy if they 70 VIO AR *IX AWM IR DAY

knew English. English is a world language, a .PDAIR W 077 OX N AW IR
more spoken language [...] You can speak it here, ANY DY NONYIY 7BW AT MPYIR
in the state, in Europe and wherever you are. But 115 MR 727 WK [...] NI
Hebrew, basically they should know to lead a LR¥M] INRW 7D°KI 7217IR 71772

conversation and to get along with the current ,amw M2 WPW 1P°Ya N2y Pax
status which we are living in - the political one, D01 1MIRW O»P7 23X DY TTIPNIY
let’s say and all this mess. ST 73927 931 7033 K12 01700 12

T34m312 stated that he does not want his children to like MH to such an extent
that they might forget their L1 Arabic — just enough to get along in the current
political situation which he described with the colloquial Hebrew expression balagan,
which means ‘mess’ or ‘chaos.” Thereby, he criticized the circumstances under which
the Arabs live in Israel. In his statement, he used Arabic lexemes, such as mabsut
‘satisfied,’ y‘ani ‘this means’ and ‘uruba ‘Europe.” While L1 HSs also used the first two
lexemes during the interviews, ‘uruba is not commonly used in MH.

In contrast to other L2 HSs who described MH typically as difficult, Arabs de-
scribed MH as easy and structurally similar to Arabic. S35{312 (4:35) stated that several
languages are in conflict in Israel and that the easiest solution is to speak MH because
it is the language of the majority and it is easier than Arabic — she described Arabic
as the hardest language in the world, after German. However, she criticized the
marginalization of Arabic and asserted that it is painful to see when Arabic disap-
pears from the public space — especially, when it is deleted from public signs. H21f312
(11:32) expressed a similar view by stating that Arabic should be taught correctly
and appreciated as a minority language in Israel. However, the Arab participants
typically did not frame the widespread use of MH as a threat to Arabic. While they
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asserted that their Arabic is influenced heavily by code-switching phenomena from
MH, they did not advocate for the safe-guarding of their language against foreign
influence - in contrast to several L1 HSs who voiced these concerns in respect to MH.
For instance, s35m3I2 (31:30) described his language practice at home as follows:

(76) s35m312 (31:30)

For example, me and my wife, it depends. 07377 MIRWS 7190, NWIRY IR Ywnb
When we want to speak about an incident in 9137 RY DR ,73°712 TP Yy 931
the country, you can’t find words in Arabic to ,X? .77 DR IXNY 1°27v2 0°9°n 018NY
describe it. No, I am telling you the truth. It’s S NPPIAN 7703 NNRT DR T2 IR IR
OK for me, I feel fine this way, OK. But that’s NXT 92X .7702 717 QY 230 WI3IN 2R

our problem. You cannot, like, talk about some ~ 750% 17°X3 913° X% nnx 15w Pvan
situation to your wife, for example — you have YWn? ANR JJOWIRY ITWR PRIV
difficulties to find words in Arabic. It’s easier to m1°X 9D0Y .n°27¥2 0¥2°1 RIXNY AWRNNH
talk about this situation in Hebrew. [...] There’s .%p In1 n*13y2 Jnw R DRI MERIVID
no way you can talk about a whole situation in PXRIVD 127X IDONW 237 TR [...]
Arabic. Only the academic staff know Arabic, MIPRT 2307 TWIR 7 .N°37v2 Anbw
nowadays. N2y QYT 01w

Just as L2 HSs, in general, Arab HSs were characterized primarily as speaking with
an accent and as code-switching frequently between their L1 Arabic and Hebrew.
Hawker (2018: 219-220) asserts that code-switching phenomena among Israeli Arabs
which have been framed as “Arabrew” have attracted interest from the Israeli public
due to their political implications. This aspect was also brought up by several L1 HSs
during the interviews. However, in her empirical analysis of these phenomena of
code-switching and borrowing, Hawker (2018: 239) argues against the conceptual-
ization of “Arabrew” as a linguistic variety of Palestinian Arabic. The data from this
study principally confirms Hawker’s (2018) argument — but, ultimately, perception
experiments need to answer this question. Shifting the focus back from PD to DK, the
Arab participants’ statements hint at typical attitudinal aspects towards MH which
other L2 HSs did not address.

Similarly to the general characterization of ‘standard Hebrew’ in 6.2, Arab par-
ticipants described it as spoken language or “street language.” In contrast to the
other participants, they described ‘correct Hebrew’ as bearing little communicative
or practical value. A45m2]2 even used the wording ze lo shelanu ‘it’s not ours:’
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(77) a45m212 (00:24)

Standard Hebrew is what we speak in the 077272 MNIRY 77T N°YITILO N2V
Street, it’s like street language. Correct Hebrew N2y 1985 2177 DY X*71.2I172
it’s not ours. It’s for people who are educated. QWIRY 717 .00W XY 7T Arpnn

DI

Several Arab participants associated ‘correct Hebrew’ with religious concepts.
A29m?212 (00:17) described it as the language of Judaism and the Torah. H21f312
had the impression that religious HSs speak more correctly and use less slang.
Consequently, both participants rated ‘Haredim’ positively for ‘correct Hebrew’ and
neutrally for ‘status’ during GERT, with the values 2/0.

(78) h211312 (18:55)

Maybe if it’s — like I said before — I feel that IR .0TIP NIPRY M3 737 DR PR
those who are more religious — so yes, I see 73 71X T8 ,0NT INY DAY 7KW 7W3IN
that their language is like cleaner; there isn’t a .3%°X3 77p1 0T X°71 OAYW ADWAW 7R
lot of slang in there, there isn’t, like there’s 7MW AT 19789 ,73 PR 120 71297 72 PR
more maybe - yes, that’s what I noted. 2% nnww a1 19,1978 P9IR 0P

Hawker (2018: 239) concludes that “Palestinians and other Arabs inside Israel cannot
‘simply’ speak” — and I would emphasize this aspect in respect to speaking MH. As
t34m312’s statement (75) revealed, the Israeli Arabs’ attitudes toward Hebrew are
typically framed within the context of political attitudes. A45m212’s description of
‘correct Hebrew’ as “not ours” (see 77) also hints at the function of linguistic represen-
tations for the construction of in- and out-groups: speaking ‘standard Hebrew’ with
an accent is represented as the authentic Israeli Arab style of MH, while speaking
‘correct Hebrew’ is not.

This interpretation is supported by the Arab participants’ references to Arabs as
model speakers in reaction to Q5.28 They referred to relatives such as their father,
brother or son and to Arab public figures such as Zouheir Bahloul and Lucy Aharish.
When I asked h21f312, whether she liked the Hebrew of her father because it feels
authentic, she affirmed. The Arabs’ preference for authentic speakers from their
own cultural environment over L1 HSs can be explained, on the one hand, with the
conflation of religious and linguistic concepts: even though the prototypical HS is
represented as Jewish, they did not refer to Jewish model speakers because as Arabs,
they see themselves as representatives of the opposite category of Jewish.’ On the

28 Q5: 29y 123X 571 N*12vn NX 9271 °» ‘Who speaks the Hebrew you like the most?’
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other hand, their orientation towards Arab HSs can be explained with a general
preference for authenticity over assimilation. In this regard, the imitation of Jewish
L1 HSs was described negatively: t34m312 (23:47) asserted critically that Druze (as
fellow Arabs) love the culture of the Jews and consciously try to assimilate by their
way of speaking and even call their children Hebrew names — for his description
of the Druze, he also used the term misht’aknezim ‘those who make themselves
Ashkenazim’ (see also 6.3).

However, an Arab who displays a high command of Hebrew can also be evaluated
positively. For example, 45m212 (3:04) expressed his admiration for Zouheir Bahloul
and my contact person s35m312 immediately joined in the praise:

(79) PS

And do you also have an example for someone who WR Yawa 3nnT 7P v on
speaks a really beautiful Hebrew? 2719 W N2y 1270Y
a45m212

Yes, yes, the member of the Knesset Zouheir .51%72 M1 No13 "2aMn L1 19 70
Bahloul. He was an example from the [Arab] sector — .131>3mi 23% An3137 7°7 737 13000
for the whole state. Like, an Arab who speaks 20 N NIV 9270 727V 1R
better Hebrew than a Jew. They [the Jews] Jtook ,DI12W 7937 71 DR PR TR
this as an example for themselves — someone who RY AR IR, 1%wn X7 IR
is not from us, like, the one who is not from our 27V N 927 NHW IDwhn
language speaks better than ourselves [...] [...]NI0°RM
s35m312

Yes, he was a champion of the Hebrew language. [...] 21297 75WA POR A AT
[...] It’s like the Jews don’t speak his [level of ] n*1aya 0°727m RY 19°RD TR
Hebrew. Rl

They described the extensive knowledge of Hebrew as a positive quality which
can serve to outshine others — in this case, the Jews — intellectually. Thereby, they
characterized Zouheir Bahloul in a way which can be understood as a metonomy
for the capacities of the Israeli Arabs, as a whole. The intricate relations between
political attitudes, the construction of Israeli Arab identities and linguistic variation
in MH among Arab HSs invite further research.

6.7 Haredim, religious Jews and datlashim

In this section, the Jewish religious spectrum will be assessed as a variable for varia-
tion in MH. It will be argued that ‘Haredim’ are the prototypical representation of
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‘religious Jews:” they are conceptualized as occupying one end on the continuum
of religiosity, while the other end is occupied by hilonim ‘seculars.” As the category
datlashim which is derived from the acronym datim le-she-‘avar ‘formerly religious
(Jews),” implies, HSs can posit themselves on the continuum of religiosity through
their performance of identities. There are lexical means in MH to describe different
processes of constructing one’s identity in relation to religious concepts. Fania Oz-
Salzberger (8:29) stated in an expert interview for this study that lehithazek, which
literally means ‘getting stronger, is used both by religious and secular HSs to describe
an individual’s process of becoming more religious. There is also a traditional reli-
gious framing for ‘regaining one’s faith’ with the wording hazara bi-tshuva ‘return to
repentence.’ Since tshuva commonly translates to ‘answer;” the opposite process of
adopting a secular lifestyle can be termed as yetsi’a bi-she’ela ‘exit to the question,’
which carries a negative connotation.

During the interviews, participants displayed all kinds of different and even
contradicting attitudes towards religious concepts: besides self-identifying datlashim,
there were also participants who gradually embraced a Haredi way of life. The
formerly religious participants were recruited with the help of an organization
which assists individuals in their transition from a religious to a secular life style.
An employee of this organization informed me that more than 250 individuals have
been reaching out to the organization for assistance every year, and that the trend is
growing. In contrast to common expectations, most of the datlashim I spoke with (still)
kept up personal relations with people from the religious environment — especially
with their families. There were also secular participants who sympathized with
religious concepts as well as Haredim who related in a positive manner to the secular
society. Momentary polls such as the one rendered in Table 3.2 suggest that religious
categories are mutually exclusive and perpetuate themselves — in the sense that,
for example, Haredim only give birth to new generations of Haredim. However, the
analysis of the participants’ statements revealed the fuzzy nature of these categories
which can be grasped as roles, using Berger & Luckmann’s (1967: 91) terminology
(see 2.1.2.2).

I conducted three open interviews (m37m1l1, g25m312 and a22m111) and one
guided interview (a68m311) with self-identifying Haredim as well as five open (k24211,
t35£312, y37m212, h37f211 and m56m211) and one guided interview (r36f311) with
datlashim to include different perspectives on religious concepts in the study. All
Haredim 1 interviewed took the role of an unofficial ambassador of their commu-
nity. Especially at the beginning of the interview, they acted formally and presented
themselves as serious, dedicated and professional. In the course of the interview, the
situation typically developed into a less formal and more friendly atmosphere. All
Haredi participants advocated for a strictly religious way of life, but at the same time,
they stressed the necessity to maintain the discourse with all people, regardless of
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their religious beliefs. By participating in the study and talking to me, they actively
tried to build a bridge over what is conceived as gap between the Haredi and the
secular society in Israel.

During GERT, one third of the 21 participants independently mentioned the
category ‘Haredim’ and it is the most prominent category from the conceptual domain
‘religion.’ I argued in 3.1.4 that ‘Haredim’ are commonly characterized as one of the
most salient social groups in Israeli society, despite their relatively small ratio of
five to ten percent of the total population - in this regard, the category is similar to
‘Ethiopians.’ Participants characterized ‘Haredim’ as discernible due to their attire
and their (linguistic) behavior. Usually, ‘Haredim’ were represented as speaking
Yiddish to some degree (cf. a20f212’s statement 8). T37m3l2 (6:23) even claimed that
they had a completely different language with many words in Yiddish. Also Assouline
(2017: 16) asserts that Yiddish speakers are “regarded, by outsiders and insiders alike,
as prototypical embodiment of the Haredi as a member of a segregated minority.”

Except for self-identifying Haredim and datlashim, most participants stated that
they had very little or no personal contact at all with Haredim. As a20f212’s statement
(8) indicates, common representations of the category are likely to be shaped by
stereotypical portrayals in TV productions such as Shtisel and the coverage on often
controversial political events which are associated with ‘Haredim’ by Israeli media.

6.7.1 Are there indexical Haredi variants?

G25m312 who was living in a moderately Haredi environment at the time of the
interview and identified as religious asserted that he could recognize ‘Haredim,’
based on their way of speaking:

(80) g25m312 (19:40)

Usually, 'm never wrong about this. Usually, even  oX 03 3179 .712 A¥I0 RY %R 2177
if I meet a boy without kipa at the University who 153 °%2 7112 71°07273182 W31 "X
looks as if he isn’t religious anymore, after some >N X% X7 0PAW XYW AR ROV
minutes I understand that he is Haredi. I was LTI RITY AR IR NPT 790 MINR
never wrong at this. I don’t say that most people X XY *IX .312 *n°yv XY OYD AR
don’t want that someone gets onto this, but even 771 v 199°w 0°211 XY DWIRT 21W
from the overtone, from the way of speaking. M7 10 ,7°37N T 19D PaR
Maybe, you can also say that about me. There are 13277 W .77 DX Q°R17 °2Y Q3 *9IR
many who tell me that I don’t sound Haredi. Butin ~ y»wi X% "IRW *% 0" IR —ROW
the end, it always comes up. W AT R0 91733 AR 7N



252 —— 6 Discussing core categories

H37f211 who identified as formerly religious also claimed to be able to recognize
religious and formerly religious HSs. Earlier in the interview, h37{211 (5:08) told
that she tried to avoid using speech patterns which belong to the religious sphere.
She stressed that this process of consciously controlling her speech was difficult:
despite her effort, she could not help falling back into old speech patterns in certain
situations, such as phone calls with her father who leads a religious life. For example,
she recounted that her interlocutor in a business-related phone call identified her
as former Haredi because she had used the variant beseyder which she defined as
belonging to Haredim, unlike the variant beseder ‘OK.

(81) h371211 (18:35)

I spoke with an advertising company, with which 7n°xX 1192°7w 0107°0 NN QY °N12°7
we spoke and made an appointment and whenI  nR X177 NR0W X W AL 1IVaAPI
finished, he said to me: you are a former Haredi, [...] 27791 —92yw% n>797 03 DX 29

too — correct? [...] I said beseyder. Beseyder — W 19°K3 77 977702 .37702 *NINR
like, it belongs to Haredim. I didn’t even pay A99DR 712 2% "W XY .0v7N0
attention.

PS:

Did you say it? 277 DX NIAR DX
h37f211:

Apparently, I ended the call with beseyder and 717197022 RPW DR *NROW 7RI
its like ‘OK,’ but... ...23R 713 PPIR M

The variant beseyder, with the characteristic diphthong, can be classified as Ashke-
nazi pronunciation (see 6.3), but it is not exclusively used by religious speakers, as
Rosenthal’s (2007b: 60) description of the term as “archaism” which can be found in
the “internet language” indicates.

Assouline (2017: 12) and Sender’s (2019) studies suggest that the Ashkenazi pro-
nunciation is represented as the indexical Haredi type of variation on the phonetic
domain. In this respect, a68m311 who identified as Haredi asserted that many Haredim
have preserved “their exilic accent” — the Ashkenazi pronunciation:
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(82) a68m3l11 (18:34)

The Haredim who came to Israel preserved their 7713 19w PIRY 197370 227107
exilic accent to a high degree — their accent is RLINT .OAW "9 XL 737
exilic. It’s not so pleasant for the native Israeli’s ~ ©°¥1 73 %3 XY RI7W *NIv3 771 OAW
ear [...] And part of the Haredim don’t speak [...] -native-71 *2xw 1 YW MK
Hebrew, at all or almost because it’s considered n*1ay 0*127n X? QTINAR opYm
as the Holy Language which is only spoken in the 7awnI X 9933 yond IR Y952
Tanakh. 277102 7277m P WP WY

A68ma3l1 referred to the representation of Hebrew among some Haredim as lashon
ha-kodesh ‘the Holy language’ which is restricted to religious contexts. Also Assouline
asserts that Haredim distinguish between lashon ha-kodesh (LK in her quotation)
and “Israeli Hebrew:”

LK maintains its traditional Ashkenazi pronunciation, which is clearly distinct from that of
Israeli Hebrew [...] All speakers implement this distinction in their active usage. Besides, speak-
ers also identify certain lexical and stylistic qualities as typical for IH (especially slang, see 1.4.3)
or as typical for LK (such as Aramaic elements). However, such salient elements identified as
IH or LK are not always present, so that the same Hebrew sentence may be performed as IH or
LK, depending on the context [...] (Assouline 2017: 12)

Interestingly, a68m3l1 recounted that his son switches to the Ashkenazi pronunciation
when speaking with fellow students and educators in the religious institutes to
demonstrate his belonging to the Haredi environment:

(83) a68m311 (19:34)

The exilic Ashkenazi accent: Even my son — that’s 1217 1975X ,’M2377 "TIOWKRA RONIT
interesting — adapted himself to the a bit exilic nR 1MY? Y30, ravn At
accent. So, he was born here, clearly — to be more 71 7211 X373 78 .>M123 NXP RV
belonging and in [original in English] in this in-1 °w 0 nIPaY 233 12

environment. When he speaks with me, he speaks X173 °n°X 9271 RITWD .NKRTA 712°202
like me, but when he speaks with other people and 7271 RITW3 2R 113 PR 7271
in the words of the Torah, he’ll know to make the X371 71730 *72°721 0°INR DWIR QY
shift [original in English] to the correct accent. .71317 RLANY VDWR NR MWY? Y7

A68m3l1 asserted that he himself does not speak with this accent and he did not
characterize himself as a typical Haredi because he grew up in a secular environment
and embraced a Haredi way of life as an adult. His use of the English lexemes “in”
and “shift” in his statement are expressions of this multifaceted identity.
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Besides the phenomena of phonological variation, which are summarized under
the notion ‘Ashkenazi pronunciation,’ there is further evidence for the HSs’ common
categorization of linguistic phenomena as a style of ‘Haredi Hebrew’ — at least, on
the lexical domain. Baumel (2006: 61,90) even claims that some lexemes are indexical
of certain Haredi subgroups such as Habad:

Habad’s key word, found often in Kfar Habad, is Mamash, literally ‘actually’ or ‘truly,’ which
appears at the end of sentences or paragraphs for emphasis, to strengthen hopes for the
immediate future: techef umiyad mamash (immediately, actually). In fact, some of Habad’s
Messianic faction interpret the word as an acronym of the seventh rebbe’s name, Menachem
Mendel Schneerson. (Baumel 2006: 61)

Apparently, this ‘Haredi style’ is associated with various contexts: the participants
asserted that it is typically used among Haredim in educational institutions, profes-
sional contexts, with family and friends and even extends to the written domain
where it is used in (scholarly) religious texts, Haredi newspapers and magazines, to
some extent on social media and other literary products aimed at adult and child
readers from the ‘Haredi society” Baumel’s (2006: 57) ethnographic study on differ-
ent Haredi sects includes an analysis of “internal linguistic codes” which are used
in the Haredi press. These print products can be found in bookshops in religious
neighborhoods in Israel, which exclusively sell texts that are designed for a religious
audience.

When I was trying to find out more about Haredi variants, the Israeli social
scientist, Hadas Hanany, helped me by asking about linguistic differences between
secular and religious HSs in a Whatsapp group which was used by religious women.
Surprisingly, this elicitation yielded many answers in a short period of time. While
a detailed analysis of the resulting small corpus exceeds the scope of this study,
it can be summarized as a lexical collection consisting of proverbs and formulaic
expressions in Aramaic and Yiddish as well as MH terms which were described
as being associated with a different meaning among religious HSs. Similar lexical
collections which partly contain identical phenomena with explanations in Hebrew
can also be found online or in popular linguistic accounts such as Rosenthal (2007h:
45-56).%

For example, several participants claimed that the Talmudic Aramaic expression
ma’i nafka’ mina is used by Haredim with the meaning ‘what can be deduced’ or
‘what is it good for’ Another lexeme which was frequently referred to as being used
with a different meaning by Haredim is the verb l-ahoz ‘to grasp.” G25m3I2 explained

29 For example here: https://www.bhol.co.il/forums/topic.asp?cat_id=4&topic_id=2161233&forum_
id=771; Accessed: 2021-12-22
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that it can be used in different constructions such as eyfo ata o’hez ‘where do you
grasp,” which means ‘how are you,” and a’hazta ‘did you grasp it, which means ‘did
you understand?’

(84) g25m312 (17:35)

There are words - just in retrospective I understood 0w >n137 72372 PIW DN W
that they are Haredi slang words that a secular XY 12w »7Im 2190 YW 0V
[HS] doesn’t understand: all sorts of small things, 113172 .070p 0127 10 Y5 .72
for example, the word ‘to grasp.’ [...] among 7 0271 93X [...] TIAR? APmn
Haredim, this is a very useful word — it can be nPaY 9150 AT ,WIY TIRD 79
anything, it can be where do you grasp in lifeand ~ 1mx 30X 79°X DPAY 212° 71 YO0
like ‘how are you?’ Where do you grasp in the ANR 797X ,7™I7W 71 19°K31 0713
problem — ‘where are you in the Gemara? Did you 717 DINR .X73 77°K2 1773902 TR
grasp it is ‘did you understand?’ .nan

Further examples indicate that variation occurs not just in form, but also on the
“conceptual pole” Kristiansen (2008: 52). These phenomena are described as being
more than

a ‘simple’ case of polysemy. It is a case of culturally distributed, conceptual variation masked
by invariance in the formal, linguistic aspect. (Kristiansen 2008: 52)

According to h37f211, the meaning of shabat ‘Saturday’ differs between religious
and secular HSs: leil shabat - literally ‘Saturday night’ — refers to ‘Friday night’
for religious HSs because sunset marks the beginning of a day in Jewish religious
tradition (cf. McGuire 2008: 201). Apparently, conceptualizations of ‘day’ and ‘night’
can differ between religious and secular HSs.

The thorough documentation and description of similar phenomena which can
be categorized as ‘Haredi style’ calls for the systematic collection of corpora of spoken
Hebrew in specific contexts with religious speakers. The domain of pragmatics is
a promising field of research in respect to different linguistic strategies between
secular and religious HSs: topics such as politeness, linguistic taboos — especially
about sexuality — and argumentation strategies can be explored with a comparative
research design. For example, Tsemach & Zohar (2021) describe systematical differ-
ences in argumentative texts between students who attended religious schools and
students who attended governmental educational institutions.

Although several participants claimed to recognize Haredim based on their
speech, they did not describe major linguistic differences, which may cause a com-
munication barrier as Rosenthal asserts:
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(Rosenthal 2007a: 187)

This disconnection is manifested in Israeli Hebrew n*>XIw°i1 n°12va Rv2anm a1 pnin
in encounters between the Haredi and the DY TINT A¥12pN 172 Wabma
national religious groups and with Israel, in SR> 595 172% PPIRD-nnTm
general. The everyday religious language either is ~ 71RW IR NP7 N°NT7 1OWH
not understood by the secular hearer in the same X 2°3 INIX 12 °112°1 PIRM? N12M
age or is lacking contexts and associations. NIPERVZIORI QWRT NIV ROTW

When I asked h37f211 if she had difficulties understanding expressions that secular
HSs use, she replied that almost everything was understandable — except for some
slangim ‘slangs’ such as shokist, which is listed as ‘confused soldier lacking orien-
tation’ (my translation) in Rosenthal’s (2015: 166) Unofficial Dictionary of the Israeli
Army:

(85) h37f211 (11:43)

In the secular language, it’s much easier. There VWD N 71277 X7 NP7 7OWA
are slang expressions that you don’t really 13 1721 75 23 XY INRW 023170 v
understand like shokist or tsahal expressions 0°Xaw 0»%77% 0NN IR VORI

that come from the army which seculars use a 1771 oK WHNWH DN NY KIXIN
lot and you don’t know what it is — youneed a D130 J>1% ANK .77 79 YTV K2 DR
translation what it’s meaning is. 9w Mynwnt an’

She stated that, unlike most of the “secular language,” the expressions that come
from the army were often not understandable, without further explanation. H37f211
referred to these lexemes which were not used in the religious environment where
she grew up as “tsahal expressions” — tsahal is the Hebrew acronym for the IDF. She
explained that when she left the religious environment, these lexemes were hardly
understandable and she had to ask someone for a “translation” to familiarize herself
gradually with the new terminology. She added that it is easier to gather information
about these lexemes today because they can be searched online. Arguably, these
tsahal expressions are more salient for her than for someone who grew up watching
Israeli TV, which is uncommon among Haredim, and surrounded with relatives and
friends who were soldiers.

Baumel’s (2006) general observations were confirmed by the participants who
had personal contact with Haredim — foremost by datlashim and religious partici-
pants:

The Ivrit spoken among themselves by all the men that I observed was virtually indistinguish-
able from that spoken in non-Haredi Israeli society. The only phrases missing were those of a
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questionable moral nature, [109] as one of the major precepts of Haredi life of all sects is what
is known as lashon nekiya (clean language). (Baumel 2006: 108-109)

Extreme claims, such as t37m312’s (6:23) that Haredim “have a completely different
language,” are rather based on stereotypes than on actual experiences.

The participants with an inside perspective — those who identified as religious
or as Haredi - typically underlined commonalities between religious HSs, while it
was typical for the outside perspective to emphasize differences. Several religious
participants asserted that there were no major differences between Haredim nowa-
days because they pray in the same synagogues, live in the same neighborhoods and
lead similar ways of life. The fact that religious HSs emphasized the particularities
of their own language use, compared to the general use of MH, can be seen as the
institutionalized construction of a collective religious identity with linguistic means.
This collective identity can be understood as a “sub-universel...] of meaning” in
Berger & Luckmann’s (1967: 102) terms:

Another consequence of institutional segmentation is the possibility of socially segregated
sub-universes of meaning. These result from accentuations of role specialization to the point
where role-specific knowledge becomes altogether esoteric as against the common stock of
knowledge. Such sub-universes of meaning may or may not be submerged from the common
view. In certain cases, not only are the cognitive contents of the sub-universe esoteric, but
even the existence of the sub-universe and of the collectivity that sustains it may be a secret.
Sub-universes of meaning may be socially structured by various criteria - sex, age, occupation,
religious inclination, aesthetic taste, and so on. (Berger & Luckmann 1967: 102)

In comparison to ‘Haredim,’ other categories which refer to religious Jewish groups
were brought up less frequently during the interviews. Since they share similar
religious ideals, there are cultural relations between the categories ‘Haredim’ and
‘national religious’ who form a large part of the ‘settlers.’ To find out more about these
groups, I asked the two Arab participants s35f312 and s35m312 if they had noticed any
linguistic particularities when I found out that they had studied at Ariel University,
which is located in the occupied territories and frequented by a majority of religious
students:
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(86) PS (22:05)

And what do you think, are there differences in 2w n>1aya 097373 w>w nIWIN DR 79
Hebrew between those who are religious and 207n7 X9% 07N
those who aren’t?

s35f312:

No, no - I didn’t not feel that. Style of speech, no, ,7112°7 11130 .X? 7112 "NW3I7T X2 ,RY XY
accent but no, there is no difference — only in 77727 PR 7R ,RY 9K XY ROan
the thoughts. awnna
s35m312:

Only in ideology, there is. 07 PIRPTRA P
s35f312:

Only in ideology, but in respect to — no, I can’t X X2 N1M23 Yax LRI Y
recognize if I hear and don’t see. On the LIRIY X1 DYMIW 23X DR NIATY IWOR
telephone I don’t recognize, but when I see, I IR OR 23R 77T KD 2K 119%0 77
can recognize. LTI 7D 73R IR

While these statements indicate that representations of religious HSs do not necessar-
ily include linguistic associations, there were also participants who pointed out that
there are differences. For example, y35f4l1 claimed that she could discern national
religious on the telephone. In general, religious HSs were characterized as speaking
more politely and using the same lexemes which were discussed as ‘Haredi style.’
Based on the conceptualization of the ‘Haredi’ as the prototypical ‘religious Jew, the
‘Haredi style’ can be used by HSs to express religious aspects of their identity, as
Baumel illustrates:

Newly religious Haredim, both men and women, were more likely to continuously pepper their
speech with the terms baruch Hashem (praise the Lord) and be’ezrat Hashem (with the Lord’s
help) than were veteran Haredim. (Baumel 2006: 107)

However, the most evident differences between religious and secular participants
were not formal linguistic, but attitudinal ones — just as s35{312 (22:05) put it: “there
is no difference — only in the thoughts.”

6.7.2 Attitudes among and towards Haredim

The heatmap in Fig. 6.10 reveals that the 11 participants who referred to the category
‘Haredim’ with 13 entries related to the category with very different attitudes: in
terms of ‘status,’ three entries were rated with the maximum value, 2, while two
entries were rated with the minimum rating, —2. Most entries were rated with the
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values 0 and -1 (four for each value). In terms of ‘correct Hebrew,’ the ratings are
more uniform: five entries were rated high with value 2, each three were rated
with 1 or 0 and two were rated negatively with —1. There is not much correlation
between the two variables since just three ratings (2/2, 0/0 and —1/-1) are posited on
the diagonal of the diagram. The average ratings for the category are 0.73 for ‘correct
Hebrew’ and —0.41 for ‘status.” ‘Haredim’ is the only core category with clearly better
ratings for ‘correct Hebrew’ than for ‘status.’

Coimeci Hatews

Fig. 6.10: Heatmap: participants’ ratings of ‘Haredim’

The positive GERT ratings can be explained with positive attitudes towards Jewish
religious culture and the belief that the Holy Scriptures, the mekorot ‘sources,’ serve
as model for ‘correct Hebrew.” This typical conceptualization of HEBREW AS A HOLY
LANGUAGE was described in the context of the conservative perspective on language
in 6.2.3.3. Positive attitudes towards Jewish religiosity were not restricted to Jewish
participants, as the Arab participants’ (a29m212 and h21f312) association between and
speaking ‘correct Hebrew’ and their entries Haredim indicates (see 6.6.2). A30£312’s
following statement during GERT is an example for this attitude: she argued that
Haredim speak correctly because their Hebrew comes from the book itself — the
tanakh — and that they certainly do not speak meduberet ‘spoken Hebrew:’



260 — 6 Discussing core categories

(87) a301312 (36:28)

Regarding correct [Hebrew], I believe that it’s correct, >Ipn fmw 71°nRM *IX N°IpN 2237
like that, because they are like from the book itself — ,7XY 9D07M 1998 O 7 171
like from the tanakh, from the source. It’s not spoken  mwv3a 71 .pnRaN J7INAH 1228
[Hebrew], for sure. .N9a17m RS

S41m3l1 expressed a similar opinion and located his entry Haredim in the extreme
lower right region of his GERT template (see Fig. 4.10) — thus, indicating a high rating
for ‘correct Hebrew’ and a low rating ‘status.” In respect to ‘status,’ he added that
there were also wealthy Haredim, in contrast to the poorer majority.

(88) s41m3l1 (45:09)

Most of the religious would be here. 71D 11 2N 21
PS:

So with relatively better Hebrew? 273123 N NPOMPY Ny oY IR
s41m311:

Yes, because they read more. In respect to status, Tnym» DIRA2M LRI NP D7 °D,7D
I - they have all kinds of statuses. I can say that 912> *3x .n170¥n7 %53 D*R2MI 07 ,°IR
the Haredim — Haredim, they would be here. Yes, ,15 .75 17> 071 071 ,2°7I07W 12317
their status is usually low, they are very poor — TIxm 071 293 77172 711 09w THYn7
ten children at home, high, correct Hebrew. So, ~ n»ipn n®1ay ,n»23 0>1% mwy 0w
that’s here for sure, they also have rich ones. oY% w»,3177 IS MV 37 IR L3733

.0 WY O3

The following summary of m56m2I1’s statements who attended a religious school
— a Yeshiva — before he chose to lead a secular life further illustrates a positive at-
titude towards Haredi culture. During the interview, he expressed his admiration
for the type of argumentation which is cultivated in the Yeshiva. He argued that a
large portion of the vocabulary which is characteristic for ‘educated Hebrew’ that is
nowadays used in juridical and academic contexts originated in the religious Jewish
culture of debate. He described this style of speech as ‘ivrit yeshivatit ‘Yeshivish He-
brew.” However, he argued that its use is not limited to (former) Yeshiva students. He
asserted that even educated hilonim ‘seculars’ appreciate and imitate this “fantastic”
culture of philosophical debate that he experienced in the Yeshiva. To illustrate this
style of speech, he used the Aramaic term i’fkha’ mistabra’ which can be translated
as ‘the opposite turns out to be true’ in reference to this dialectic culture of debate
that originated in the context of Talmudic studies. Accordingly, this style of speech is
associated with genuinely Jewish education which is based on religious tradition and
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a sophisticated culture of debate and reasoning — m56m2l1 subsumed this notion
with the common metaphorical wording ha-moah ha-yehudi ‘the Jewish brain?’

(89) m56m211 (11:39)

Because the whole approach of Talmudic study TINYNA TIY YW AW 93 03
which developed mainly in Babylon — not in ,2RIW° PIRA X2 ,%232 9p°va nnonnw
Israel, mainly in Babylon. That’s taking a topic, nnoY ,XWNI NApY 17,7p°va Y223

developing it, every side says its side. But, what’s 7m 2aR .39 7877 DX IR T¥ 93 ,30R
beautiful, what’s interesting, yes that’s — they say 71w DR ,7TW 12 ™IVnW 75,70
that it contributed to the development of the LTI MR W nnnena® oan
Jewish brain because of this method of 'fkha’  .x72nom X3D°R YW 1177 LW 77 11°ON
mistabra’.

Despite his self-determined alienation from the Haredi environment, m56m211 dis-
played a nostalgic stance by asserting that he missed the culture of intensive debate
and companionship which he described as characteristic for the Yeshiva. Similar
enthusiastic accounts can also be found in scholarly literature: Schwarz (2014: 135)
paints a vivid picture of a learning technique which is termed with the Aramaic
havruta’ ‘friendship’ and the institutionalized debates that he observed in Lithoua-
nian Yeshivas in Israel for which he expresses his admiration as follows:

I confess that Chavruta learning was always alluring for me because of the unusual enthusiasm
and the tenacity of the learners: How can adolescents or young adults sit together during 8 or
even 10 hours per day, six days a week for years? (Schwarz 2014: 136)

Friedman (2016: 232) who coined the term “society-of-scholars” (see 3.1.4) also displays
a nostalgic attitude in his paper “About Miracles”: The Flourishing of the “Torah
World” of Yeshivot and Kollelim in Israel, as he remembers his time in a “Tel Aviv
yeshiva high-school in the early 1950s.” Within the broader context of language
attitudes, nostalgia was analyzed as a typical feature of the conservative perspective
on language in 6.2.3.3. HSs who adhere to this perspective, commonly framed the
decay of spoken Hebrew within a context of general cultural attrition: Accordingly,
the societal trend of hilun ‘secularization’ has been impacting the educational system
and the occupation with the canon of Jewish religious texts — ha-mekorot — has
almost perished from curricula. To counteract this trend, 153211 (29:10) stressed the
necessity to lahzor le-mekorot ‘return to the sources’ of Jewish culture (see 37).

Just as the societal process of hilun ‘secularization’ was described unfavorably, the
opposite process can also be framed as a threat to the modern organization of Israeli
society. According to a publication on the homepage of the Hebrew Academy, the
term hadata “religionization” was coined relatively recently — it was discussed for
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the first time by the Academy in 2006 when it had already been in use.®? This term
is described as referring critically to the apparently growing influence of religious
authorities on public institutions. Part of the negative GERT ratings for ‘Haredim’
can be explained as an expression of this critical stance towards religiosity.

Just a few entries for ‘Haredim’ were rated higher in terms of ‘status’ than for
‘correct Hebrew.” A possible explanation for these atypical ratings can be found in
statements such as f5+f111’s (16:56): she asserted that Haredim speak less correctly be-
cause their education is centered on the study of Torah and less on dikduk ‘grammar’
— at the same time, she expressed respect towards them. The diverging ratings for
‘status’ can be explained with the ambiguous nature of the variable itself which can
refer to different notions such as economic and cultural capital. Based on the partici-
pants’ statements, stereotypical representations of ‘Haredim’ associate them with a
lack of economic power, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, they are allocated
with cultural capital due to their religious knowledge, which is an explanation for
the positive ratings in terms of ‘status.’

No judgments about the inside perspective on ‘Haredim’ can be inferred from the
GERT data because just one self-identifying Haredi participant (a68m311) completed
GERT, without referring to ‘Haredim’ for the task. However, all Haredim — just as
the datlashim — expressed similar opinions as f5+f111 (16:56) in the interviews. They
stated that they considered the Hebrew of Haredi boys who attended religious schools
inferior to those who attended public schools because they focused on religious
matters and texts which are written in Aramaic from a young age, instead of learning
MH grammar. Moreover, they described this type of education as orally oriented
in comparison to governmental education and university studies which typically
require profound competence in writing. In contrast, they asserted that Haredi girls
study MH grammar properly which enables them to enter the workforce in regular
jobs outside of the Haredi environment. M37m111 described these aspects as follows:

(90) m37m1l1 (0:33)

In general, girls study much more [grammar] 12 0 3397 NI Y73 7972 N2
than boys because boys dedicate most of their D377 277 DR D°W*TPH 0°12W 11D
time to the Holy Studies. So, for that matter; let’s ~ , 731,797 JN%2 1R .0 2711997
say that they dedicate two to four hours per 7Y ¥12W3a ONYY NMavY owIpn
week to Hebrew, but girls can dedicate even n1919° N33 T AR ¥12wa MY IR
eight hours, I believe, in their educational NIYY ANNY 03 ,PPRRN IR T2 WP
framework. So, that’s the fundamental gap, in 1772 77 IR .00 N930m3A ¥1aw3a
general. .37 Iy 99

30 https://hebrew-academy.org.il/2017/07/10/nn711/; Accessed: 2024-10-06
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Both a22m1l1 and g25m312 conceded that they were conscious about flaws in their
command of Hebrew. In this respect, a22m1l1 asserted that it does not bother him
to produce minor grammatical mistakes and that he asks his wife or his mother
for advice on grammar when he needs to produce written text. G25m312 was less
confident about his non-normative language use of MH that he attributed partly
to his multilingual childhood — not just to the Haredi education he received. He
expressed the desire to improve his grammatical skills because his ability to express
himself in written form became crucial as a university student.

M37m1l1’s statements reveal a dichotomy which turned out to be typical for
the modern Israeli Haredim I talked to: on the one hand, he condemned MH out
of ideological reasons due to its association with Zionism and, on the other hand,
he stressed the necessity of a good command of MH to be able to participate in
Israeli society as an individual and to express his groups’ political ambitions. At the
beginning of the interview, m37m1l1 described MH, to which he referred as “Ben-
Yehuda’s Hebrew,” as a mere distortion of the Holy Language — lashon ha-kodesh:*!

31 M37m1l1 also produced the variant loshn ha-koydesh once, which is characteristic for the Ashke-
nazi pronunciation (see above).
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(91) m37m1l11 (00:58)
Big parts inside the Haredi society are educated ~ n>71In7 77207 7102 29173 P90
in Yiddish. One who grows up with Yiddish and ¥ 973w >» .w 771 Now2 0°2100n

speaks Yiddish both at home and in the 031 N°23 03 WU 9270 W
educational institutions — his Hebrew willbeon 9933 1%w n*12yn TIP07 17107192
a lower level [...] and there are even Hasidic [...] -739313 907 IV 73192 171°70 720
places — the more conservative contexts — in N173077 0¥7°0N NIMIPP 12°DR W
which it’s forbidden to speak Hebrew because 927% 930K QAW NP NPINYI
Hebrew is a language that isn’t kosher enough 2’007 RY 7DW X777 NM2AVW N2y
for them [...] Ben Yehuda’s Hebrew, that’s, in fact, 717 12 YW nM2y7 [...] .0M2Y 7IW>
an inferior Hebrew. That’s a Hebrew — it’s a 77,0772y 37 ,n9p1%p Twyn nay
distortion, so to speak, of the original Hebrew NP NMave YW 915730 NIy
which, of course, is the Bibilical (mikra’it) RO1W NORIPHT N2V 12110 XOTW
Hebrew which isn’t called Hebrew among the RYX 077917 272 N2V DRIPI KD
Haredim, but the Holy Language —loshn 7T WP WY wpa Pw nxIpl
ha-koydesh. The Holy Language, that’s the NHRA ORI NAIRY 7107 YW nown
language of the Torah and we really see big gaps 77902 215w 71 172 29173 0YD
between what’s written in the Torah and the D™YD W° .01 NI AW 17
spoken language — the spoken Hebrew of today. NTIYHYHI NINW 82772 0°91T3
There are big gaps between different words, .0 W 0°72721 DWW

meanings and things.

What m37m1l1 describes as Haredi attitude towards the notion ‘Ben-Yehuda’s Hebrew’
is the opposite of what was analyzed in the context of a70f311’s (8:00) statement as
ideal type of Hebrew (see 62). With the term “not kosher” he used a religious framing
from the domain of Jewish dietary laws to express the reservations against MH which
are typical for more conservative Haredim who belong to certain Hasidic groups.
Assouline (2017: 10) also describes this negative attitude towards MH, in conjunction
with the preference for Yiddish, as typical for certain “zealous,” anti-Zionist groups
among the Haredim:

[Slpeaking Yiddish corresponds to preservation of the traditional way of life, whereas Modern
Hebrew is perceived as a new, and hence inferior, entity. Second, the zealous ideology views
the establishment of the Jewish state as a rebellion against God, and its modern language a
profanity. (Assouline 2017: 11)

M37m1l1 (8:56) equally asserted that most Haredim are typically anti-Zionists. He
recounted that, even though his family just spoke MH at home, he went to schools
which taught primarily in Yiddish and that the pupils were sanctioned for speak-
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ing MH on the school yard. He described the use of Yiddish in Haredi educational
institutions as a matter of prestige — just as Assouline:

The use of Yiddish in educational institutions testifies to their quality, primarily because the
Yiddish-speaking staff is guaranteed to be composed of ‘our people’ only. (Assouline 2017: 17)

Religious participants typically referred to the framing of HEBREW IS HOLY and
stressed the importance of speaking respectfully which entails refraining from
slander and curse words — lashon ha-r‘a ‘evil language.” When talking about this
aspect, m37m1l1 referred to the religious treatise shmirat ha-lashon ‘Guarding of the
Tongue’ (Cohen 1975 [1876]) which was also known at least to g25m3I2 and a22m1l1.
Assouline (2017: 21) claims that, especially among Haredim, ‘slang’ is regarded as
evil, street language and that the term slang is also used metonymically for MH, as
a whole. In accordance with this conceptualization, religious participants such as
h26m211 and a68m3l1 asserted that they refrained from the use of MH slang which
they classified as lashon ha-r‘a that is used merely in the streets and by criminals —
a68m3l1 also produced the only GERT entry for “asirim ‘criminals’ and argued that
they contribute to linguistic decay. The notion of ‘linguistic decay’ was analyzed as
characteristic for a conservative perspective on language which is not particular to
Haredim: for example, Schwarzwald (2007: 78) argues for a causal relation between
phenomena of language attrition and an increase in youth criminality in Israel, for
which she argues with statistical figures from news reports.

As mentioned above, m37m1l1 — just like the other religious participants — also
expressed a positive, utilitarian attitude towards MH: when the atmosphere of the
interview became more relaxed, he conceded that he had always been fascinated by
the style of Hebrew which is typically spoken by news broadcasters on the radio:

(92) m37m1l11 (4:46)

And there are Haredim like me, for example, 2°DIWN 1Y Swnd *1nd 001N W
who were exposed to the press, all their life. PI0°¥ *N2AIX 23 NINNCYY 0°°17 93
Because I liked the occupation with news and w1 °NIR 1Y 7T NINNPYI NIWIN2
journalism — it always attracted me. And radio, 1771 TITRTINN 1777 03 TR0 IR
too, from listening — and radio and reading the TI0 RS MINNPY 7277 YW AR
non-Haredi press a lot — you learn Hebrew on a 97 ROW 7972 DAY e AnR
high level. And me, for instance, when I speak 0¥ 7271 *IXW) ¥ TIIX7 *IR1 123
with seculars — so, they say to me ‘wow, where FDYRM IRTY D DIMIR IR DO
does your Hebrew come from?’ 772w n*1avn

From m37m1l1’s statements can be seen that he also chose formal wordings — espe-
cially, at the beginning of the interview (see 90). He stated that he feels less affection
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for Yiddish which he claimed to use for practical reasons with members of his com-
munity and underlined the importance of a good command of MH to be able to
communicate both with Haredim and with other members of the Israeli society, on
an equal standing. Y37m212, who grew up in a conservative Hasidic environment
with Yiddish as L1 and adopted a secular lifestyle as an adult, shared the fascination
for the Hebrew style of the radio. He told that he listened to secular news programs
on the radio to acquire this register when he was a boy.

Thus, it can be seen that the cultural and linguistic relations of the Israeli Haredim
to Israeli society at large are ambiguous and therefore similar to other minority
groups, such as the Israeli Arabs: despite their continuous efforts to underline their
particular identity, they cannot ignore the influence of general Israeli culture on
their daily lives which is symbolized by their extensive use of MH. In this respect,
Baumel (2006: 51) states that even major Haredi authorities came to display a “fluency
of contemporary speech” in the context of their “political activism” in Israel and
Assouline (2017: 12) asserts that “[t]he ideological rejection of Israeli Hebrew in
zealous sects” is barely implemented in daily life.
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