Stephen Lubell

Bilingualism

in the Hebrew text

This article is an attempt to discuss
bilingualism in the Hebrew text from
a variety of viewpoints, both histori-
cal and practical. The unique char-
acteristics of Hebrew, its language
and writing system are discussed in
relation to a long historical tradition
of bilingual texts, such as the
Aramaic translations of the early
Christian era, 16th century Polyglot
Bibles and Passover Haggadahs.
Present-day strategies, both from
the outlook of typesetting and
translation, are explored and the
“invisible” effects of Hebrew lexical
and syntactic patterns on English
speakers are analyzed. The author
puts forward the idea that there is a
kind of blocking or switching mech-
anism at work which allows the
monolingual Hebrew reader to block
out the foreign element embedded
within the Hebrew text.
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This article is concerned with the problems of bilingualism
in Hebrew texts—partly from the viewpoint of a practicing
book designer and typographer, and partly from a more
detached linguistic perspective. The nature of bilingual
Hebrew texts, as compared to English/French texts, is com-
plicated by several factors not least of which is a “retro-
grade” (right-to-left) writing system. For this reason, I
should like to divide the discussion into two parts: “visi-
ble” and “invisible” bilingual texts. My use of the term
bilingual will be quite broad in its definition, as I shall deal
with examples in which two or more distinct languages
appear, as well as examples in which the text is in one lan-
guage only, yet in which the influence of a second language
is clearly present from the vocabulary and syntax. Before
examining the specific problems, I will first give a brief
summary of the development of the Hebrew language and
its complexities. Contemporary Israeli Hebrew is com-
posed of three overlapping layers:!
e The basic grammar and vocabulary of classical
Hebrew, which includes the writings of the Old
Testament, the Mishna and the various editions of
the Talmud;
e The non-Hebrew languages (such as Arabic,
French, English, German, Polish or Russian) from
the diverse parental backgrounds of native Hebrew
speakers;
® The new forms created by native speakers, often
without reference to classical Hebrew vocabulary or
syntax.

Classical Hebrew

The first element—classical or Biblical Hebrew—which
may be said to have lasted up to the destruction of the first
Temple in 586 BC, was characterized by a paucity of lexical
terms. This is particularly evident in relation to adverbs,
adjectives and abstract nouns, as in the derivation of the
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word Kavod (honor) from the verbal root kaved meaning
“was heavy.”2 In addition, the verbal structure was cer-
tainly oriented towards the prophetic mode, for as George
Steiner has commented:

It has long been established that the Indo-European
Germanic framework of threefold temporality—past, pre-
sent and future—has no counterpart in Semitic conven-
tions of tense. The Hebrew verb views action as
incomplete or perfected. Even archaic Greek has definite
and subtly discriminatory verb forms with which to
express the linear flow of time from past to future. No
such mode developed in Hebrew. In Indo-European
tongues the future is preponderantly thought to lie before
us, while in Hebrew future events are always expressed as
coming after us.3

The critic and writer Edmund Wilson discussed this
unique verbal structure of ancient Hebrew and comment-

ed that

the Jews even more than the Russians lacked our
Western conception of the present moment—a feature
that, it seems, marks a very advanced state in the history
of language development. . .

He gives as an example Jehovah’s words to Moses, “I am
what Iam” and added:

Both verbs are in the imperfect, so, if we followed
our rule of thumb, it would give us ‘I shall be what I shall
be’—which again would be incorrect, since what the
author of Exodus means to say is that God’s existence has
never ceased, that it is still going on and will never end.*

I personally have noted this phenomenon in modern
Hebrew when I have heard people leaving work for the
day call out “Ani halachti” or, literally, “I went.” A collo-
quial English rendering would be “I’m just going now,”
but the implication of the Hebrew phrase is that the
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person is stepping outside the present temporal time frame.
Modern Hebrew also habitually uses the future tense for
the imperative mode, whereas the imperative structure is
used for purely positive commands. Thus don’t go in
Hebrew is al ti’lech (literally, “you will not go”), whereas
the imperative form lech (“go”) is used more rarely. The
future mode is commonly used in Hebrew in situations
which would only take the present tense as in the English
clausal construction “I’ll leave when she arrives,” which is
transformed into Hebrew as “I’ll leave when she will
arrive,” and this Hebrew pattern often comes through in
native English speakers exposed to Hebrew speech
patterns.

It is clear that classical Hebrew was employed as a
language of everyday communication, and not merely as a
way of expressing eternal religious precepts and truths.
Even so, William Chomsky described classical Hebrew as
“solemn, noble, and majestic. . . succinct, but rich in
imagery and picturesqueness.”S The Hebrew spoken in the
post-exile period, i.e., following the destruction of the first
Temple and after the return of the exiles from Babylon,
showed a “greater simplicity and uniformity of style,
largely due to Aramaic influences.”6

Aramaic was at that period the official language of
the western provinces of the Persian Empire and the noted
Semitist G. A. Driver has observed that “for several cen-
turies the Jews must have been bilingual, still understand-
ing Hebrew, but speaking Aramaic.”” It is significant that
the Aramaic script began to be adopted during this period
in place of the previous paleo-Hebrew script and it is this
writing system which is basically still in use. By the time of
Christ, Aramaic versions of the scriptures—called
Targumim (literally “translations”)—were becoming nec-
essary. Meanwhile Hebrew, without dying out, gradually
became a Lashon Hakhamim or a language of scholars.
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Mishnaic Hebrew

Mishnaic Hebrew, named after the Mishna (the compilation
of religious and quasi-secular laws of the 2nd century AD),
was quite distinct from classical Hebrew. It was character-
ized by a confusion of the guttural consonants which classi-
cal Hebrew had hitherto kept quite distinct; a growing
influence of foreign words from Aramaic, Greek, Latin and
even Persian; and a greatly enriched vocabulary.
Additionally, the supply of verbal forms increased with a
more subtle verbal structure, and more forms for imperfect
or progressive action. As opposed to the usual three letter
verbal roots of classical Hebrew, four or five letter verbal
roots became more common. Driver commented that

Hebrew, with its archaic stiffness, lost its austere
beauty and stately dignity, acquiring simplicity and flexibili-
ty and adapting itself better to modern needs.$

Here it is worth remembering that a basic characteristic of
Hebrew—and other Semitic languages—is its consonantal
structure, in which “each Hebrew word makes a shell into
which a varying content of vowel sounds may be poured.”?
This goes some way to explain why the Hebrew alphabet
and writing system are so appropriate to the spoken lan-
guage. The reader knows instinctively which meaning is
intended by means of context and basic orthographic rules,
if indeed a doubt exists. The vowel points (Nikkud in
Hebrew) which are usually placed below the letters are thus
retained mostly for names and words of foreign origin, bib-
lical texts, poetry and children’s books. Otherwise, contem-
porary setting is set without vowel points.

The Babylonian and Palestinian Talmuds, as well as
further compilations of Biblical commentaries and laws,
were compiled by the Sth century AD and the vowel points
added in the 9th century. It is important to note that both
the Mishna and the Talmud were usually written without
vowel points and with very few punctuation marks. During
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these two millennia, we pass from an increasingly sterile
medieval Hebrew, to the more classical Hebrew of the
Haskalah or Enlightenment (1784-1881), and finally to
the revival of Hebrew as a spoken language. This was due
mainly to the rise of the Zionist Movement, which real-
ized the need for a single unifying national language to
bring together the disparate elements of the Jewish diaspo-
ra. For better or worse, a decision was made to use
Hebrew in as classical a form as possible and written in
Hebrew characters. The creation of a modern Hebrew was
very much a matter of personal will-power, as exemplified
by Eliezer Ben-Yehuda, who almost single-handedly
fought for the use of Hebrew against the competing claims
of Yiddish, German and Russian.

Modern Hebrew

This brief historical digression returns us to contemporary
or modern Hebrew. The 1961 census in Israel divided the
population into three main linguistic groups. Group A
consisted of Arabic speakers; Group B consisted of speak-
ers whose primary language was neither Hebrew nor
Arabic, but who use Hebrew as a means of communicat-
ing outside their mother tongue or whose Hebrew showed
the traces of a second language; and Group C consisted of
native Hebrew speakers. Thus, out of a total population in
1961 of some 2,200,000, roughly ten percent belonged to
Group A, nearly seventy percent to Group B, and some
twenty percent to Group C.10 This reflects very clearly the
demographic situation in the post-war years.

I have not been able to find comparable statistics for
more recent years, but it is clear the figures would be quite
different now. The 1983 census showed a population of
over four million and recorded that nearly eighty-four per-
cent of the population read a daily newspaper in Hebrew
only; roughly eleven percent read a newspaper in a lan-
guage other than Hebrew; and just over five percent read
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both in Hebrew and another language. Of those who read
at least one book a month, nearly seventy percent read in
Hebrew only; sixteen percent in another language only;
and just over fourteen percent in Hebrew and another
language.!!

Thus the percentage of monolingual Hebrew speak-
ers—now in their second or third generation—has risen
dramatically and likewise their influence on professional
life, on the media and on the language generally. Israel
today is no longer the polyglot society of the 1950s but a
much more homogeneous society linguistically in which
the mother tongues of the past have to be learned again
as foreign languages. The recent influx of Russian and
Ambharic speakers, whose members now form separate lin-
guistic sub-cultures, has added new elements of bilingual-
ism, but this has not radically altered the dominant
position of Hebrew. The Russian immigrants bring with
them a highly literate and print-oriented tradition, where-
as the Ethiopian Falashas come from a predominantly oral
culture. Thus, one sees much evidence of bilingual
Hebrew/Russian texts and signage but very little in the
way of similar Hebrew/Ambharic texts.

Modern Hebrew is used today for the widest possi-
ble range of expression, from literary to scientific, with a
large vocabulary in the new scientific and computer tech-
nologies. Exposure to the international communications
media has perforce brought in many new foreign words
and influences. However, in spite of predictions to the
contrary, Hebrew seems to have “stood its ground” and
kept to the basic Semitic syntax and structure. The actual
writing system remains the more conservative element in
the equation. As previously mentioned, the writing and
reading direction is from right to left and Hebrew is
generally written without the vowel points. There are two
orthographic systems in common use—Ktiv Haser (partial
spelling) and Ktiv Maleb (full spelling), which uses the
Matres Lectionis (literally, “mothers of reading” or the
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figure 1

An example from an Israeli secondary school algebra textbook,
showing different directions of Hebrew text and Arabic numerals.

letters aleph, vav, heb and yud) to avoid ambiguous
spellings. This is equivalent to the difference between
the words “red” and “read” in English. The consonantal
structure of Hebrew and its dearth of redundancies!?
(repeatable or predictable elements), and the resulting
ambiguities do not seem to lead to reduced readability
or comprehension on the part of the Hebrew reader. The
experienced Hebrew reader appears able to decipher the
correct meaning from the context, in spite of the absence
of vowels. The basic rules of Hebrew orthography, once
learnt and absorbed into the cognitive mechanism, seem
sufficient to allow for quite rapid recognition. It should be
noted here that modern Hebrew also uses the system of
Arabic numerals for most numeration and all mathemati-
cal operations, thus giving the Hebrew reader a familiarity
with both writing directions (figure 1).

This highly monolingual culture—bred of a fairly
rigid theory of melting pot monoculturalism—contrasts
paradoxically with an equally strong bilingual or even
multilingual strain in Jewish history. These elements are
more often than not invisible to the uninitiated, but they
are nonetheless important. The historical scattering of the
Jews in many lands created the need for a functional bilin-
gualism, in which Hebrew remained the language of reli-
gion and tradition, whereas the vernacular of the land
served as the mother tongue. In the Old Testament itself,
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certain portions (the Books of Daniel and Ezra) were writ-
ten in Aramaic, and the Mishna itself (2nd century AD)
was written “. . . in racy Aramaic alternating with
Hebrew.”13 There is an episode in the Old Testament (2
Kings xviii, 26-27), in which Eliakim says to Rab-Shakeh:

“Speak, I pray thee, to thy servants in the Syrian
language (Aramaic), for we understand it, and talk not
with us in the Jew’s language (Hebrew) in the ears of the
people that are on the wall.”

And this was already in the 7th century BC. I have already
mentioned the Aramaic Targumim of the early Christian
era and it is clear that Aramaic was the language of Jesus
and the Apostles.14 The Hellenistic age in Palestine, begin-
ning in the 4th century BC, brought about a marked
influence of Greek lexical terms, which continued up to
the Roman conquest of 63 BC. Several books of the
Apocrypha are only known to us from the Greek version,
as the Hebrew originals did not survive. A well-known
example is the first century Jewish philosopher Philo of
Alexandria, who wrote solely in Greek.!3

A multilingual heritage thus came to be part and
parcel of the Jewish tradition. An interest in the Ur-text in
the sixteenth century produced such monuments to print-
ing and scholarship as the Complutensian Polyglot Bible
of Arnald Guillen de Brocar of 1514-1517 or the Plantin
Polyglot Bible of 1569-1572, in which there are six ver-
sions on each page (Hebrew, Aramaic, three Latin transla-
tions and one Greek)!6 (figures 2 and 3). The Hebrew
Passover Haggadah text, another major liturgical text, has
probably appeared with most of the major languages of
the world (figure 4).

Thus there are in Hebrew liturgy quite early and
important examples of bilingual texts. Traditionally, the
form taken by these texts is a very dense typographic
page. At the center one finds the original Hebrew text,
surrounded by commentaries in either Aramaic or
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Hebrew. In most texts of the Babylonian Talmud, the
inner gloss usually follows the commentary of Rashi and
is written in a special script called “Rashi” (so-named
after the celebrated eleventh century Biblical commenta-
tor) and is still used to distinguish text from gloss. The
outer gloss contains the comments of the medieval
Tosaphists (commentators), and footnotes at the bottom
of the page give the relative references to Maimonides’
code in Mishnaic Hebrew. Rashi or Maimonides often
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figure 2 A page from the Plantin Polyglot Bible of 1569-72, showing the
Hebrew, Latin and Aramaic versions.
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A page from the Complutensian Polyglot Bible of 1514-1517,

showing an even richer mixture of translations, including interlin-

ear Greek and Latin. Note the Hebrew “footnotes” to the left of

the main Hebrew text.

wrote in Arabic in Hebrew letters, while earlier commen-
taries are more often in Aramaic. Here, of course, we are

dealing with a variant of a Semitic language and script,

but it is nevertheless a bilingual text in which visual ele-

ments played a strong part (figures 5 and 6).
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A more recent development was the Deutsch-
Rabbinisch script, which flourished mainly in the eigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries, and was used for
non-Hebrew glosses or commentaries. The language is
pure German, written in Hebrew letters, just as Yiddish (a
Jewish language with a strong Germanic basis) is still writ-
ten. This script is no longer in use (figure 7). Yet this was
not a unique example, and the vernacular, whether
German, Arabic or Spanish, was often written in Hebrew
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A typical page from the Babylonian Talmud, showing the main figure 5
Hebrew in the center, and the Aramaic and other commentaries
surrounding.

characters. It is curious to note that some of the earliest
printed Arabic texts in Egypt in the seventeenth century
were set in Hebrew characters, due to the lack of Arabic
fonts.17 An equally interesting example of a bilingual text
is that attributed to the seventeenth-century Hungarian
printer/scholar Miklos Kis, who printed a Hebrew/Latin
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lexicon in 1698, in which he arrived at some intriguing
typographical solutions to the problems of accent and
stress in transliterated Hebrew words (figure 8).

Current Typesetting Conventions

Current typesetting conventions in Israel for bilingual
Hebrew/non-Hebrew texts are confused, to say the least,
and more often than not they depend on the skills of the
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figure 6 A page from early Hebrew printing from Spain or Portugal. The
Hebrew text is surrounded with the Aramaic translation to the
right (The Tora cum Onkelos Targum).
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475 SHabdalah.

IMan nimmt ven Weinbedyer in bic Hand und ipyidp :
min Siebe, ber Almddtige ift mein Heil, ihm
vertraue id) und filechte nicht8! Ja, mein Sieg
unb Saitenfpiel ift Jab, der Ewige; er war mir
sur Hilfe. Schdpfet Waffer in Wonne aus den
Quellen bes Heild! Bei'm Cigen ift die Hilfe;
Dein Segen temme itber dein Boft! Selah. Der
Gwige Sebaotf ift mit ung, sarupe @ott ift unfere
Befte! Selah. — Bei den Jebubind war [’ld?} und
Freude, Wonne und Herrligleit. — So mibge es
aud) bei ind feinl Den RKeldy des Heils erhefe
iy, unb im Namen bes Ewigen bete idy an.
“Bei Wein, Gewilrge unbd ciner brennenden Revye:
<113 Gelobt feift Du, Eiviger, unfer Gott, Welt-
regent, ber bie Frndyt bes Weinfiods evidaifen !
Hievauj nimmt man die Gewiirye und jpridit:
3 Gelobt feift Du, Ewiger, unfer Gott Welt
vegent, ber bie erfhiedenen Gemilrie exidiaffen!
Dana ndfert man bie Dinve vem Yidte wnb fprigt:
3 Gelobt feiff Du, Gwiger, unfer Gott,
Weltregent, ber bdg ftrablende LUcht erfdhaffen.
Man nimmt ben Weinbedyer wiever und fpridt:
5113 Gclobt feit Du, @miget.. unfer Gott,
eltregent, ber bda fdjeidet Jwifdhen Heilig
unb Gemein, wifden Lidt und Finflernif,
awiiden Jerael und ben Vilfern, pwifchen bem
fiebenten Tdge und ben fecds Wevltagen; ge-
Tobt feift Du, Gwiger, ber Du jwifden Hei-

5730 0
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13,2 RN 81 o3k Ny by mim
oRIRWY YRS Y mn N A Ay
A YO I ey s oY
2app 133 IRGE 1 RN Y
7Yi AOND OBMY %D Spy: bk b
oiz D MmN Nz WY o mu
SN N DU R DIy
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figem und Gemeinem unterfdeibeft.

A page from a Hebrew-German prayerbook, printed in 1898 in
Germany. Note the Deutsch-Rabbinisch typeface used for the
German glosses.

editor and/or the typesetter. Some typesetters will set for-
eign words or phrases entirely in caps. This ignores, how-
ever, the customary differentiation between caps and lower
case in standard Latin setting. The practice among better
typesetters is to set the foreign words in lower case in a
slightly smaller size, so as to avoid the problem of an over-
emphasized and less legible foreign text (figure 9). I suspect
that the practice of using all caps comes from careless edit-
ing and unfamiliarity with English rules of style. A new
generation of compositors, with no knowledge of the finer
points of hot-metal setting, has not helped matters.
Similarly, I find that many typesetters resist the use of
hyphenation because they do not want to spend the time to
solve the problems of correct word breaks—either in
Hebrew or Latin setting!

figure 7
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There is a certain logic in the assumption that capital
letters align better visually with the surrounding Hebrew
text, but this ignores a basic rule of legibility in Latin type
faces—i.e., that caps are more difficult to read than lower
case. It also overlooks the subtleties of difference between
the meaning of initials, abbreviations and proper names. It
should be noted that Hebrew is a notoriously square letter
and has very few ascenders and descenders. Thus it may be
that the Hebrew reader is more used to this type of visual

£2 8 ey
% A B RN S0

LEXICI HEBRAICI COMPENDIUM METRICUM.
L. Nomuina.  Alphabetien 1.
N .ibpnrn‘ £m mater, bEN flins, cbion egonn.
9 binjal adon dominus, bath filia, ncte) ubortus.
3 gib gibhus, njelion gabdah bama’ ram marom altur,
9 déyel nEe vexilla, sans anuns, WENA iy,
1 hod per tzebi decus, makom locus, asxt beatus.
1 zebub mnfia, menjil toga, niirck fponda, d b urfus.
P hhig feffic (ef,) hhodes menfis, jalar [méyed] pietiofics.
1 til roy, £ak fuccus, €adé sadmoth agri, eU'e cquus, grus.
Y ) Am agre, wUf favus, "achbar mus, péle pili-g; mirus.
Y kochab fella, jasat kEn reébus, teaddik sufus.
S lappid fax, kodidd ve, 2ox, navé nanjim amenus.
1 mattEanh clavis, mathok "areb dwlei, mar amarus.
3 nabal kesil évil cachal pothe pethi Fultus.
D saniz cunuchus, SIXE cantica, whom abyffus.
njed teffs, nyof tzippor avis, dal dach'rennatns.
9 pahh lagucens, ploniis aliguis, dod amor, king zclus.
y terlany coffa, niEyel vitnlus, giten arca, dsth fus.
5 kéreb iniama, gag teétum (off,) hhu't tzahh Iaban albus.
"g 1as: njani dich pawper, da fufficiens, lkasé duris.
@ €d calx, hhazak afik validus, nochvi v&t alicnus.
)t zhalamus, methom adaniénos bomo, y¥xperegrinus,
Alphaberon 2,
8 addic magnificus, njijr hhiindr athon afellis.
3 balleb cor, kothnoth zunice, dod rean) amicus.
3 80y pens, KABA feutella. cEfcr codex, gahhon alvus.
9 dasén bari samen pingvis, hhéri hhém hharon effus.
7 hiy1na refa, soan) njasic dives; hholi morbus.
t zachat mas, nanjar jéled puer, asmx seatns.
1 hhEtz telum, £€ pecus, har talé kéhe kifeb agnus.
1 #6b hone, dinrib /is, etzbin) dipitus, peri fruclus.
% yihhat, femma, sofir tuba, *ad’olAm fécla, gin hortus.
D k57 yabia’ aggan crater, }ém-gué dies, késcth arcus.
2 la-

figure 8 A page from a Hebrew/Latin lexicon printed by Miklos
Kis in 1698.
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style. Research has shown that the recognition factors in
Latin characters are found on the upper half of the form,
whereas the opposite is true for Hebrew.!8 These consider-
ations may exert an influence in the way respective readers
block out the foreign language within a particular text.
The main problem, however, is the different direc-
tion of Hebrew. Here the question often is where to start
the foreign setting; where to break it if so required and
where to end it if there are turnover lines. The practice
amongst better publishers seems to be as follows:
e Words or expressions of less than a line are set
immediately to the left of the Hebrew text, with the
terminal punctuation to the left of the Latin text;
e Foreign expressions or sentences which are longer
than the measure are ranged left to the line in which
they begin and then left again in subsequent lines.

M2’R NPy pMYn mynnn
D B, DT YR 127307
.(P¥M NYIDD) MK

MY °2°HAN3 DWW NINIA 3
TIRYIND DI¥MW NIIRY MR
o7 oD

1983 0 PPN NP3
(W.P.O)"1 Xw3 ,UAONRY P
.THE WORLD PACKAGING
;M 1"» ORGANISATION
On — PIM PP AR
P¥TI02 Y BSI LA oIpna
Ymn EPF AMRY MRDITRA
TIDYTIRI MY 0NN DPNW MN*D
."LAWSON MARDON GROUP” 7w
noMyn? n¥yean amwm Y
PAKEX 92"

An example of recent bilingual
setting showing the “foreign”
setting in caps and another
example of “foreign” setting
in lowercase.

12 VYaNN AT NN L(TIO2) NENN-IT BIINVY
M NTAY YV AN PIYHNI DAY DOIDNaN
T AN 5w 170N 1987 (refractive index) MR
DPPYNN HTI YV PYTR MOM YV NMMIYoRA RN
MYNNTIT DMRV'D 2390 NMR™WAN APoan TNy
(opacity) MR™MNMOR NYTaNY N2’¥ IMND WHVN
IR NN DV I DI UORN T TNRD
TiOz .M 123 AP ANWRIND MBN YV AMYn
7 (anatase) TRURIR [N NV VYN DN
NYYPATIN 03 MTYN AYR DNWY (rutile) UM
TN MEPIV NPOYODN NMIONY ORANA NNV
DIPN DA YANTIT DMRV'L 271N .NOIENA
NRY T MINY DOINNON YYD T JO1 WYY
N YW 29030 TIVA NPNAN MwA opna
TN INT AT ATHI IRTMNPOR DR TN PO
0 W (brightness) IMIN NN NR 191 IRVDRIN
MRTMIPOR NPIYNY 1P 12 DWHNVYN .ANNA
wNNYAY 1M N N2°0N YpwnTop M) navyy
93 NYNA PVAY NRT T MY VP NN N1
AT NLWI NN

npbnn Ymn o vy n

DRYNY Ynrpn Yw n sm
Y pRa TRNET P orNTwYn
COMMUNITIES™292n ,n"o1°RA
(EEC) COMMISSION OF THE
[ ] .EUROPEAN

figure 9
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figure 10

VISIBLE LANGUAGE 27: 1/2

The final line of the foreign quote is ranged right as in
Hebrew with, again, the terminal punctuation to the left.
A good example of the visual complexity of this system
can be seen in the notes to the Hebrew translation of The
Protestant Ethic by Max Weber. Note the complications
which arise when two successive foreign references appear
as a continuation of one reference. Nevertheless, the
Hebrew reader seems to become adept at switching direc-
tions within the text (figure 10).

47 'p¥y mMapn

N3 PONDAY £MITA YILN A (WOHKY) T 1PAYW ATPOR BYY AMIPIRK T
Sv nMInA MIBRT AMYYATR MMAKY AP ApTBR2 MPNT M¥nn
AT IR BWIN 07IB0 VYN TR WI3TY 1K 5Y3 wi31% YW AR 11a9n MRLIOITNRA
DX AP MY2Y TAYA AR MR35 Y aa mbum Nk a1 M ganooY
PIR YW £ WA MTOMA 15 037 YW 0N PR PG MIwYY Amoni "mRYA TOR
93NV MOPITINTIRD MAN *HY2 @MVPA OTANIN BYAYIPY PPTIY KIDR AT WY T
QLR
.NTLPORT MYINT YW [MANBAM 173V JR¥ MY 727 32 ARWwn Avw 0% 18D WP RY
Anbw NAR 2R3 IPYIA 1003 M ORYR
F. W. 5w moa m2n 1% .xn Y923 ormbpm MY by anra ;o wpea
Kampschulte (Johann Kalvin, seine Kirche und sein Staat in Genf, Leipzig 1869-1899)
Gaspard von Coligny, Sein Leben und das Frankreich seiner :Erich Marcks Y@ 1180
The Puritans in Holland, England and :D. Campbell YW 1790 Zeir, Stuttgart 1892
V0TI TWIX "0IBVID NI ATNRIS LN NP THN WK America, London 1892
.Studien over Johannes Calvijn, Amsterdam 1881-1891 : A. Pierson YW 1700 X1 qMn

Groen TN 0" 1717 ©MP'0%PA MR Motley 12%n .Mwn M3 mnnenan Yy
van Prinsterer, Handboek der Geschiedenis van het Vaderland, 1846; La Hollande et
Le parti antirévolutionnaire et -N"IMINA NNT Y0 Linfluence de Calvin, (1864)
Tien Jaren : Fruin Y0 1190 93 0Mp 121 confessionnel dans ['église des Pays-Bas, 1860
\19Y ; Naber, Calvinist of Libertijns (1884) : 1"\ uit den tachtigjarigen oorlog (1857)
W. J. F. Nuyens, Geschiedenis van de kerkelijke en politieke TWwy™ywn axnn 9y
geschillen in de Republiek der Vereenigde Provincien, Amsterdam 1886-1887; A
Kohler, Die niederldndische reformierte Kirche (Erlangen 1856)

Geschichte des franzésischen Calvinismus, Gotha :G.V. Polenz 12%n N9y 5y
History of the Rise of the Hugenots of France, :Henry M. Baird 7ny ™V ,1857-1869
New-York 1879

2WR INK AR David Masson, Th.B. Macaulay, Th. Carlyle 72% 92k %
\191.1%7% Warw Firth) Gardiner Yw 0 M2°n %3 0P ANy ¥, Leopold v. Ranke
YW M¥nn 11001 Taylor, 4 Retrospect of the Religious Life in England (1854) :Ywn%
PRT 1290 Die Revolutionskirchen Englands, Leipzig 1886 :Hermann Weingarten
Realenzyklopddie fiir Prot. Theol. und 3 D931R7 DY0O77IH7 %Y WoY™L YW 1M0RN
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A page from the Hebrew version of Max Weber’s
Protestant Ethic. Note the varieties of directions and
punctuation.
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mnd nranrvan

NYNTAND YV DINYPN YUY

BA Biblical Archeologist
BASOR  Bulletin of the American School of Oriental Research
BBB. NS Biblioteca Bio-Bibliografica della Terra Santa. (Girolamo Golubovich. edit.). Nuova

Serie
1E) Israel Exploration Journal

PEFQ  Palestine Exploration Fund Quartely
PEQ  Palestine Exploration Quarterly

PIB Palastina Jahrbuch

RB Revue Biblique

ZDPV  Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palasuna Vereins

nIyna oun NP

Abel, F.M.: Le Littoral Palesunicn et ses ports, Revue Bibligue, Paris 1914, pp 556-590  mnn :ax

Abel. F.M.: Geographie de la Palestine. Pans 1967, 1I 2K

Abel, F Histoire de la Palestine, Paris 1952 o (Hax
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Studies on Palestine During the Ottoman Period, (M.Ma’oz, edit.), Jerusalem 1975, pp
284-310

Abulafia, David: Crocuses and Crusaders: San Gimignano, Pisa, and the Kingdom — mp91aK
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A page from a recent historical work with the foreign references figure 11
given in full. The Hebrew “catchphrase” is to the right.

This is an extreme case, and there are other tactics to
make life easier for the reader. Some authors designate the
foreign text by a Hebrew catchword or abbreviation and
this is used within the text as reference, with a full listing
in the foreign bibliography (figure 11).
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figure 12

VISIBLE LANGUAGE 27: 1/2

Alternatively, for less scholarly works with only
occasional foreign words, the expression or word is often
translated into Hebrew, with the original placed as a foot-
note at the bottom of the page, or alternatively the foreign
phrase is glossed in Hebrew at the bottom of the page
(figure 12).

Yet another instance of the effect of retrograde direc-
tionality is the mixture of Arabic numerals within a
Hebrew text. All Arabic numerals are read from left to

1Y NIDom ®Y IR 190 AnYY ROW anpan mbwa RS DI
anina nnbye

STRT ,0™MBIPY MIDATPT DN LKA /3 B”A ndhaws
ATID DR NBW PYLIRT NIYIDIT TIWR AMNY PINTm Y
NPT TYaN MR NAYM AN RS DR A0 O%
D2D3W LIPIT 03 3 °IIPNAR LNIRAY D nwmrvn
RS 5521 550 snnnw &Y mbon 737n% A% pyas phe
ABNTINW SR 2w SmbR ; ANRIY WnwnTNa A
bw WITRRIMNY NP 1Y ABT A WY TWY TR
.Deuxieme Bureau=i1 b® x31% 7wkn 0™bdp

02373 >3 YN0 AWKD DR 75A SHR 1157 201N NPT
17E, chiuso, signore.” : WK1 DIAMI2 NIMXAIZN

SNIBR * ”Je voudrais bien parler 3 monsicur Casperis,”

TV WEPYII P C”E chiuso. Non parla italiano 27
Ao

YT OOPRY SY PINZI 0MIBCP 2 (11 MIINKT NI
ispnY oY OPRY CHy TYab amR 103 T- AphuR
”Je ne comprends (RPATIA SWRIA NYIN YOV 3 NN
4¥pag,

5 #Signor Maier ?”

AWIR TN 13N 1A pOLIRT Y 110 - NIdT
NX NPNETX M35 ND P3N DR AR R .AYEm Ay b
73 RIHRY 1LY Y™ 0B hun SY oY nANd apn
10 NPTRa MY By 30 awd D9Taw 1P .0MD0P PR
0% B2 N2INDT IR TNI0MT NI R

,N3929018 MIEWRA 1D DR OIO0P Y2%p DD0A MIna
AnbYW 0w NY1aANN NETNYAY X TR KT 9T
Sp nuazya apnn 9373 Sub bw nwi s veen T3

ZWOTP M DY Y AR O 2 (NOPRER) “Oo0R M0 1
AN OWRT 4 (NPT T PR 13T PR MDY 3
“TPRD W 5

[249]

An example of recent bilingual setting showing the
“foreign” setting in lowercase and glossed in Hebrew
at the bottom of the page.
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MR VOIIX 100

0913 DINRAY 93 PR3V IRNY 9130 kY Ak oK 17 ey
“?guapa DUIMKT 108N XY THY .oXmT

SN2 AR 7,DNIN IR CINT

72073 2WKY AN nR

RIMIX IR 51777929 ARG D°LARA YA NXY AYT DR N2MIN KT
7T 0V AWD 0'YAWH DAY MPTINA NKY 023 0¥V AT DX
3

o'PwnInn PAY AN pMaT R0 AN 2,037 Y5 namx nr”
5w 3 1A Yax Swab 3w ane nep v pravx an b
Sw R LNYR YU IR MR XY S Wt R kY oys N .ownvw
9701 DK B2 W AN PY 93 YR MY LY AR .0y
77 Inglés PR ONX OR .DWYW AT DMK

“.OMRT AR MR IR O3

JOMMK NIMIR VIR 03 .03WW ONR” ARDD AR~ Pero, venga”
29V 10KNI 0MIAA B3 BN '3 OORINI WK (AT I e Sar
w23% pY om aunbm byt auab ot W 1 vt ot
».oowKaa Y 0w

"3 onysY avan nre

ntaY (YT an T A a2 Mzina oy .Qué va”
SRR AR AYRW 72 aURst navon

“.nsn ®Y pxe

nn e en % .nwisne nTv tnwan kY X, Vamos”
WX AW AR YT anR 0w Yy 090 vy k5w L Inglés Lanx
720 JINa WA U0 9O nwan Mrab an PR YT AR 20I90n
T YA R WA A1 R A%20 KT 1RGN AT 279° IKY
TR 70YRYma Yy abanon ap AT . omYRe amk ashwy an
138 %Y MY WK AR TNM W NORD MEUA NI SR Avazm
NX T35 P71 .0%97axRY ®Y 1Y &Y oo o kY avre Ymaa nbyna
MK anphw RS MoK 7, Inglés .00 % 10 aun abyab 2
7E3R R .ANENN 0D N2 7190 METIAR YW NUEn3 AR apta
JTI3 BN AMIRN2 AYonem AR in

1 aa .ATTm T UV 30UN LANR YTIRD @wn ovRar
1370 %Y XY .mp10n Y101 AWK 913 Mk YaR 1093 123 nn IRyY
2WPN AW A1 .01 DM23 NIAK CIK MK 127X 0°31 01
-3 Yonon 510m nvion uRw PR %Y Yanon mavn ot Inglés
".Inglés 210

A page from the Hebrew transiation of For Whom the Bell Tolls, figure 13
showing clearly the Spanish substratum of the text.

right, yet the problem of order arises when there are two
consecutive numbers, such as 1920-1930 or 100-200. The
Hebrew Academy of Language has decreed that the num-
bering should read from lower to higher, from right to left
(1930-1920 or 200-100), as this follows more naturally
the direction of speaking in Hebrew.!? Yet the opposite is
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57 CIRVIND

nR agm ATy '{“'35 D RIT IR AR XD PR ROw nRm
Moematpar [2avh o Py Snn-nown

— Qui vous a mis dans cette fichue position?
— C'est le pigeon, Joseph.'?

on 2%0 mama phpY ¥p AwsnY ant2T YW L0MULRD
WA IR 0MIREN IR TR PO.RIDATMR YW 13 jinnpn nxaona
T, ATYE 37110 W3 pInna Vlait chaud = AR pYRY X MDY
12 Yy ¥.gros lots™a MY ampn X1 M. Lap, lapin .0MWT N2KR
“La Vie pX *% mbwY mom xi Yar .abwm SexR xIp owan Yw
23n% IMR PRW L0pRO KD nrn de Jesus”

— C’est tordant, vous savez. Moi je suis socialiste. Je ne crois
pas cn existence de Dieu. Faut pas le dire a mon pere.
— 1l croit?

— Mon pere, oui.?"

.pop%n X ''.Schluss
IR VDN VY MPwY BYmInIn 0YMYK YW ruRPATYINN Nyan
Y5 w3 .an YW 27101 ,LITWO NN .MATHTIRTMMN MBDD 131
physiques, chimiques et :¥y1° anx ,P.C.N :x°D® o7wi
Yw Wwano "M anwa Pmou en civet 2218 138 2 naturelles

YMPATMI PR M2 nhwon mwTa PsIY Yawn ppoona m>aTmInn 34

203 .87 BT 0T v — wrz-asnh INIR 00N DT NNDIY L3S
M U 0pRY XY Yw 1Eom MY 1YRTIT A0a jo Y TN
(197

D™ITMIR2EI IBANYAY .ONTR OPBY UMD 36

“@n abn” pnpvY 37

CR2IRY) RETEI (“ppYYr) AYR ovn prwn 38

(0'871 PYMA) AN AN ANSY 3

SW WYP PHRD RY R LOYRKID HIY IR YIN ANK AN A1 NPNDIY 40
“19 JaR — 7pPHRn X — Y AT TR MOR oMK

“gro” Mo NI 41

(NI MYy MOATOMP DI) UANLIN WD AP0D” PR 42
PEIEn Abea BY TWLATMNEPn Yw MINATwRY DR OYD YN0
"R

MRM Wwan 1 YoxRn oty 43

A page from a recent Hebrew translation of Ulysses, by
James Joyce. Note the use of French and German in the
original version with explanatory footnotes in Hebrew.

very often followed, with great inconsistency and resulting
confusion to the reader.

Gideon Toury, himself a translator, has written on
the use of bilingual texts in Hebrew translations. He dis-
tinguishes two basic situations:

e The transfer of the foreign element to the target

translation, either in its original form or in translit-

erated form;

e The translation of the foreign element into the

target language.20
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From a recent advertisement in a Hebrew newspaper. The vowel
points supplement the Latin letters “AEG” and give the Hebrew

reader the correct pronunciation. Also the same idea used for a

Japanese name transliterated into Hebrew with vowel points.

He writes that “these elements may often be omitted alto-
gether from the target translation.” Such situations might
depend on the

scope of the foreign elements: the longer they are,
the stronger the tendency to transfer them into the target
translation (e.g., Hebrew).

Foreign phrases from rare, exotic languages, he adds, tend
to be translated into Hebrew, whereas European lan-
guages are divided into two groups. So-called “privileged”
languages such as English, French or German tend to be
transferred in their original form, whereas “discriminat-
ed” (less privileged) languages such as Portuguese, Spanish
or Dutch might be either transferred or translated.
Additionally, there is the degree to which “their foreign-
ness is emphasized in the original text.”2! The more it is
emphasized in the original, the more the tendency to
retain the foreign word in the Hebrew. A good example of
this is Toury’s translation of Hemingway’s For Whom the
Bell Tolls, in which he retains a Spanish substratum as an
element of the text (figure 13). A more recent example is
the Hebrew translation of Joyce’s Ulysses, in which many
foreign words and expressions have necessarily been used
in order to retain the various layers of meaning and pun-
ning inherent in the Joycean original (figure 14). More
often than not the foreign word is retained for reasons of
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figure 15
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impact or effect, as was the recent case when the American
Secretary of State was rumored to have said “F**k Israel.”
The words in English were printed together with the
Hebrew text in a headline in a daily newspaper. There also
appears to be a tendency to mix Latin and Hebrew systems
in order to clarify pronunciation of difficult names, as in
the two examples of AEG (a German electrical manufac-
turer) and Sakyu (a Japanese firm). The Hebrew vowel
points have been added below the Latin letters (figure 15).

stubble 768

2 stub something (out) to put out a cigarette etc by
pressing it against something hard: swb out a cigar.
(73'wna) masy

stubble nu short pieces of something stiff. c.g.
wheat, a beard 1710801 92w
stub-born udj 1 (usually derogatory) (of a person)
having a strong, determined will: as stubborn as a

mule (— very stubborn) Wwpy  made of.

2 difficult to deal with: a stubborn disease; stubborn 3 (informal) a substance or collectio|

soil. NPy leave my swff? (= my personal things|

stub-born-ly adv nIWpYa  this stuff beer?

stub-born-ness i nuwpy 4 (slang) do one’s stuff to show wha
stub-by adj (stubbier, stubbiest) short and thick:  of. y

stubby fingers. na ey know one’s stuff to be expert in v.hu

stuck past wense, past participle of stick®.
stuck-up adj (informal; derogatory) conceited; too
pmud Ei-aihi
stud’ ne a number of horses kept by onc owner for a
special purpose (especially for breeding or racing).
nyam e

‘stud-farm nc a place where horses are bred.

YanmeIe nnn
stud?® ne 1 a small device (two pieces joined
together) put through holes in a shirt etc to fasten a
collar (collar-stud) cte. nnas
2 a device used on roads to separate lanes (and

reflecting light from headlamps at night).
(w333) 111 1NN
stud® 1/ (studded) (usually past participle) to have
(something) set in or scattered on the surface: «
crown studded with jewels; a sea studded with
islands (197 :p21Wn) syawy
stu.dent nc a person who is studying or training:

medical students; foreign students studving English — stuffily adv 7Y 273703 5N
in London. TN ;mmve  stuffi-ness nu nNINY nron
stu-dio nc (plurel studios) 1 a workroom of a  Stulti-fy vi (past tense. past particil

painter. sculptor. photographer ctc. PNVD
2 a place where films are made. 12918
3 a room from which radio or TV programmes are
broadcast or in which recordings arc made. 13918
stu.dio couch ¢ a couch that can be used as a

) nYmnaw  (almost) fall: stumble over the root
stu-di-ous adj 1 (formal) enjoying and wanting to  child stumbled and fell.
study. 117w stumble across/on something (ny

2 (formal) very carcful: with saudious politeness
Man TP

4 vi to read and (try to) remembe
study one’s part for a play.

stuft’ nu 1 (informal) material of whi
made or which may be uscd for some
stuff will you use to fill the cushions?|

2 (figurative) type: He is not the s

know.

stuff? v 1 o fill (sumelhmy o
substance) into. something: stuff feat
stuff oneself with food : a head stuffed

2 to put chopped up and specially
into (a chicken ctc) before cooking i
3 to fill the body of (a dead animal)
give it the original shape: a stuffed b)
stuff-ing nu (@) material used for sty
(
(b) food used for stuffing chickens cff
stuf-fy adj (stuffier, stuffiest) 1 (o
having fresh air. 7
2 (informal: derogatory) (of a
shocked or offended: too formal.
m
3 (derogatory) (of language cte) d
stuffy book.

(formal) to make (effort etc) useless
10 reach agreement. MY ;Y
stumble’ nc an act or instance of st

stumble? vi 1 to hit the foot against

something by accident.
2 to speak with pauses and ml.\l.tkg.,

stu-di-ous:ly adv 119912 ;NTIPA3 NNTPWA  over his words.
study' » (plural studies) 1 nu the act of studying:  'stumbling-block nc  somcthing
be fond of study. apn ;e difficulties or prevents progress.
2 nc a room used for studying. amay-rm stump’ ne 1 apartof a tree remainin,
3 nc (often plural) work related to a particular  when the trunk has fallen or has bee
subject or topic: social studies. oI omny
figure 16 A page section from a recent English/English/ Hebrew semi-bilin-

gual learners’ dictionary. The Hebrew gloss is intended to supple-
ment the English definition and examples.
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The mixture of Hebrew and foreign words is most
evident in bilingual and multilingual dictionaries or glos-
saries. Here, there are no special features, except for the
obvious problem of directionality. A recent innovation in
dictionary design was the use of a Hebrew gloss to supple-
ment a basic English monolingual learners’ dictionary
(figure 16). The idea was to make the Hebrew less attrac-
tive than the English explanations and examples, but I
understand that most Israeli users skip this part and use
the dictionary as a straightforward bilingual dictionary.

“Invisible” Bilingual Texts

The discussion thus far has dealt with more or less visible
examples of the bilingual text in Hebrew. The tendency of
the early Zionist leaders was to create a pure form of spo-
ken Hebrew, in which one would have no need for
recourse to borrowed foreign words. The virtual impossi-
bility of this goal is shown by the statement of the Hebrew
writer and Zionist leader Yehoshua Sirkin, who com-
plained in 1918 that “our language is being desecrated
with foreign expressions.”22 Sirkin attacked in particular
such importations as offitziali (“official), ortografia
(“orthography”) and illustrazia (“illustration”), which
have long since been supplanted by words based on
Hebrew roots. The early linguistic pioneer Ben-Yehuda
went so far as to exclude all foreign words from his dictio-
nary and writings—even those Greek and Latin words
which are employed to a considerable extent in Talmudic
literature.23

The tendency appears to be for foreign words to be
used more or less in their original form, and then gradually
adapted or altered into a Hebrew form. An example of this
is the typographic term for “indent” in typesetting. Due to
the influence of German printing technology, the German
term Absatz is often used today, but the Hebrew terms
Muchnass or Kenisia (both from the root KNS meaning to
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figure 17
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enter) are gaining ground. Similar terms can be found in

many areas of professional life. A rather peculiar example

current in popular speech is the expression “Ze lo fair!”

(meaning “that isn’t fair or right!”). Another writer notes

that an increase in the influence of foreign languages on

Hebrew is to be expected,

especially that of English because of close ties with

American culture. The influence will manifest itself not

three years. Near many resi-
dential centers, we have seen

mushroommg of carpentry
service shops, lumber sales
sheds, and saw mills. It is now
no problem to find a carpen-
ter to cut you shelves or work
surfaces from colored faced
plywood - a joy to all ama-
teur ers.

This was a wonder house of

masonite, chip board, thick
and_thin plywood, and all
types of fittings. If you want-
ed to make a cupboard with
shelves, you would make g
drawing, go there, and return
'home with cut lumber and ev-
erythmg necessary to keep
'the family busy — an adven-
ture from which you enﬂ'ggd
with an original piece of
niture, exactly meeting your
‘needs, and styled to your
taste. And much cheaper
than getting a carpenter to
make it. But the main thing
was the satisfaction of doing
it yourself.

any chemistry left be-
Israeli government and
administration?

I can’t tell you whether there is
any chemistry le|

was on:Er_x: gx, Eow much. there is
now. When it comes to human rela-

tions you have to look at both sides.
I can tell that the Israeli side is more
than eager to achieve good relations
with the US president and adminis-
tration; and the prime minister
keeps on declaring it. Now, if the
Americans don’t want it — it can’t
be. Whether they want it, I don’t
know. Maybe they are pursuing a
policy rather than a position to

undo chemistry.

i
il

Various recent examples

of Hebrew-influenced English
taken from The Jerusalem
Post newspaper.
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only in the borrowing of words, but also in the borrowing
of meanings and an imitation of the linear method of
word formation.2*

This is confirmed by the view of a respected Israeli
Academic, Zvi Yavetz, who recently complained on televi-
sion that one no longer heard proper Hebrew spoken by
younger academics, only highly anglicized Hebrew or
English-influenced professional jargon.2’ Invisible bilin-
gual texts will undoubtedly continue to be found—for the
non-Hebrew reader that is. Officially the Akademia le
Lashon Ha’lvrit (The Academy of Hebrew Language)
exists to set out the rules and invent new words, but the
pressure from the street will probably prove greater and,
in the end, irresistible. This may well mirror the situation
in other countries—e.g., France—where similar official
bodies exist for the control and development of language.

One interesting aspect of these invisible bilingual
texts is the influence of Hebrew syntax and vocabulary
on native English speakers exposed to Hebrew speech pat-
terns. It might be posited that the more different the sec-
ond language, the less it impinges on the primary or
mother tongue. Yet this does not seem to be the case in
regard to Hebrew. It should be emphasized that these
examples of lexical or syntactic interference are often per-
fectly correct English. Yet nevertheless they seem overly
verbose, contorted in meaning or simply poorly written.
This phenomenon has been investigated by Miriam
Schlesinger, and she groups these interferences under three
categories26 (figure 17).

In the first category of lexical interferences, one sees
examples of excess verbiage resulting from the literal
translation of a Hebrew phrase. A random example from
the English section of the Tel Aviv telephone directory is
“the Na’amat Working and Volunteer Women’s
Movement,” an anglicized form of N’amat Tnu’at
Nashim Ovdot veMitnadvot.” This is perfectly good
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A recent advertisement from an Israeli newspaper. The word “Art
Director” has the added Hebrew feminine ending “-it” to make
it clear that applications from either sex are sought.

Hebrew (which often has a ruthless linearity to its syntax),
but it lacks the suppleness of English. The word “move-
ment” is misused here. A better equivalent would be

“The N’amat Association for Working Women.” Here it
ought to be emphasized that there are many Hebrew
words for which there is no easy English equivalent. The
omnipresent Histadrut (meaning literally “organization”),
can be translated as the General Labor Federation, or the
equally large Hevrat Ovdim (meaning Worker’s society or
company) might be metamorphosed as Worker’s co-opera-
tive society. As a final example, one often sees the initials
“MK” in the English-language Jerusalem Post. The mean-
ing is Member of Knesset (Parliament), whereas the more
usual English form would be “MP.”

Another type of lexical interference arises from the
use of false cognates. The words sympati, aktuali, tremp,
punstcher, pikkanti, large, basis and chemia have quite
different meanings in contemporary Hebrew. Punstcher,
for instance, means “a cock-up” or “muddle,” and is
derived from the English word puncture, whereas the
word large means expansive or generous in Hebrew. Many
native-English speakers use these and other terms in the
Hebrew sense within their English speech. An interesting
contemporary example of this transposition is an adver-
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tisement from a classified column in a Hebrew language
newspaper, in which the Hebrew feminine suffix “-iz” has
been added to the English word (figure 18).

More directly, many Anglophones will interlard
their speech—no doubt quite unconsciously—with such
pure Hebrew expressions as beseder (“okay”), yafeb
(“nice™), nachon (“correct”) or dafka (“exactly”).
Additionally, there are many buzzwords which Hebrew
tends to overuse and would not be used as frequently in
English, such as “phenomena,” “framework,” or “focus.”
These words function in Hebrew as a means of grouping
together similar philosophic ideas or goals, but they are
not commonly so used in English. A final instance of lexi-
cal interference is the use of catch-all words which imitate
Hebrew usage, but misuse the colloquial English meaning.
A good instance of this is the word “veteran,” which is
used as a direct translation of the Hebrew word vatik,
meaning loosely “old-timer” or “experienced.” The fol-
lowing phrase from a recent historical work is a good
example: “They did not belong to the veteran Zadokite
family. . .” Possibly the phonetic similarity of vatik and
“veteran” encourages the replacement of the words.

It is often difficult to detect these lexical interfer-
ences due to style and the distinct differences between
spoken and written speech.2” It is well documented that
written language tends to use longer words and, in the
case of English, often Latin as opposed to Anglo-Saxon
words. Jack Goody states that the written register tends to

preferential usage of elaborate syntactical and
semantic structures, especially nominal constructions
(noun groups, noun phrases, nominalizations, relative
clauses, etc.) and complex verb structures.?8

Thus what is often lexical interference of Hebrew lexical

or syntactical structures may be masked by these and other
features of written language. This is especially true in pro-
fessional literature, where a specialist jargon is often used.
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Other areas of interference can be seen on the syntac-
tical level. A common Hebrew sentence construction, often
translated into English, begins with an adverbial clause, fol-
lowed by the actual verb and finally the object—as in the
following example, which also has elements of lexical inter-
ference:

During the economic hard times of World War One,
the partnership between the urban and rural workers led to
the establishment of Hamashbir—a co-operative organiza-
tion supplying food to its members without profiteering by
middlemen.

While the quote is in acceptable English, it appears wooden
and unnatural—a sure sign of Hebrew lexical and syntacti-
cal interference.

Miriam Schlesinger also points out at least five other
types of common invisible interference:

® The excessive use of descriptive metaphors such as

”

“to bear fruit,” “to gnaw” or “to erode,” or their
nominal derivatives. One ought to add here that
Hebrew was in earlier forms a highly collocative lan-
guage, meaning that it used a large number of mainly
Biblical expressions or descriptive elements. This had
its roots in classical Hebrew with its paucity of adjec-
tives and adverbs, so that metaphors and expressions
came to be used instead. This aspect appears to be
changing with the growth of new words. Gideon

Toury notes that

no wonder that Hebrew translation made abundant
use of such phrases just as in any other written employment
of the Hebrew language.?®

e The overuse of nouns, whereas the normal English
use would be a verbal clause. The following extract is
an example. Note also the use of metaphors such as in
“gnawing.”
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Evil spirits are rampant in our society, splitting the
people and gnawing at Jewish and human values. That
“market place of opinions,” which is the mark of
democracy, has become an arena of senseless hatred:
instead of serious discussion and listening to each
other.

® The excessive use of prepositional phrases, which
are often direct translations of the Hebrew “Smichut”
contraction construction. A common example of this
use in Hebrew is the word for school which means lit-
erally “house (of the) book,” (Beit Sefer), but in which
“of the” has been dropped. The following sentence
shows the effect of such structures.

The determination of the fact of the establishment
of the State had the effect of clarifying that the new
state would regard itself as being entitled to require
everybody or person to obey the regulations of its
instructions.

e Excessive use of quotations marks and hyphenated
words, which results from the lack of caps and italics
in Hebrew.
¢ The overuse of adverbial phrases (“in a. . . way”),
since Hebrew is lacking in adverbs and adjectives. As
an example, the single English word imperfectly, comes
out in Hebrew as be-ofen lo-mushlam, (literally, “in a
manner not finished”), or alphabetically would be al-
pi ha’alefbet (literally, “according to the alphabet”).
What is interesting in all these examples of lexical and
syntactic interference is the degree to which the patterns of
one language influence another. The fact that we find ele-
ments of foreign text in Hebrew does not tell us a great deal
about the actual state of bilinguality of any given popula-
tion, since the reasons for mixture of languages can be quite
complex. Yet it is beyond question that there is a long tradi-
tion of bilingualism in Jewish life. William Chomsky
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described the historical supremacy of Hebrew thought
patterns in the Jewish diaspora, and thus the lexical inter-
ferences I have discussed might well be a continuation of a
long tradition. According to Chomsky:

Omne can readily quote a host of expressions and
idioms which, though composed of words in the vernacu-
lar, encase, in fact, Hebraic thought patterns. It would
seem that, as long as the Jews were rooted in their tradi-
tional patterns of life, they were sensitive to the inadequa-
¢y of the vernacular in expressing and conveying the
emotionally-charged meaning of certain Hebrew words.
They therefore persisted either in retaining the original
words and expressions, or in investing the Hebrew mental
pattern or idiom with the garb of the vernacular.30

A confirmation of this observation can be found in
Irving Howe’s history of the late nineteenth-century Jewish
immigration to the United States. He writes:

At least since the Diaspora, the Jews have been mul-
tilingual, as price or reward of galut (exile), reflecting
their uncomfortable condition through the simultaneous
use and then merging of alien and native languages. Even
more significant is what Max Weinreich has called “inter-
nal bilingualism”. . . the development in the Ashkenazic
Jewish community of two living languages, one that was
immediate (Yiddish) and the second mediated (Hebrew).3!

In a further discussion of the American Jewish nov-
elists, Howe emphasizes the effect of Yiddish on many
contemporary writers, which has a curious parallel to the
effect of contemporary Hebrew on English speakers. In
relation to Saul Bellow’s work, he writes:

Bellow’s style draws upon Yiddish, not so much
through borrowed diction as through underlying intona-
tion and rhythm. The jabbing interchange of ironies,
the intimate vulgarities, the blend of sardonic and senti-
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mental which characterizes Yiddish speech, all are lassoed
into Bellow’s English: so that what emerges is not an
exploitation of folk memory but a vibrant linguistic
transmutation.32

As a further demonstration of this tendency, it is interest-
ing to note Hana Wirth-Nesher’s afterword to Call it Sleep
by Philip Roth. She maintains that:

As early as 1918, the Yiddish literary critic Baal
Makhsoves argued that the mark of Jewish literature is its
bilingualism. Although he was taking this position within
the cultural context of the Czernowitz conference and the
antagonism between Hebrew and Yiddish, he made claims
for the status of Jewish literature from biblical times to
the present. In every text that is part of the Jewish tradi-
tion, Baal Makhshoves wrote, there existed explicitly or
implicitly another language, whether it be Chaldean in the
Book of Daniel, Aramaic in the Pentateuch and the prayer
book, Arabic in medieval Jewish philosophical writings,
and, in his own day, Yiddish.33

Thus it seems fairly clear that invisible bilingualism
in the text is not a new phenomenon in contemporary
Hebrew, but has quite a long precedent in Jewish culture.
The interesting question is the degree to which the rise of
modern Hebrew has changed this picture.

In spite of a fairly monolingual society today, it can
be said that the general Israeli population—be it Jewish,
Muslim or Christian—receives a healthy exposure to other
languages and writing systems. As an example, one may
note the bilingual road and traffic signs in Hebrew and
English; checkbooks and banking documents again in
Hebrew and English; coinage, postage, pharmaceutical
and food labelling in two if not more languages. The offi-
cial language policy is bilingual (Hebrew and Arabic), but
in practice Hebrew and English dominate.
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Blocking out the foreign text

From my experience in publishing in Israel, I would argue
that many highly-literate Hebrew speakers—with exten-
sive exposure to Western literature and culture—are often
totally oblivious to basic errors in foreign texts. How can
one explain this? One possibility is a mental switching
mechanism which blocks out the foreign text. The same
mechanism may be at work when, as a native English
speaker, I block out the Hebrew part of a text or road
sign. Various researchers have noted the existence of such
switching mechanisms which “automatically shut out one
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linguistic system, when the other is in operation.”34 The

y balanced bilinguals as opposed to mono-

1

question here is whether this mechanism functions differ-
linguals who have only a slight knowledge of other

ently in perfect

languages.

The notorious idiosyncracies and difficulties of

English spelling may explain this phenomenon to some

, however, that the different

extent. I cannot help but feel

writing system of Hebrew and the different cognitive con-

straints imposed by a partially non-vowelled language

have their effect on Hebrew speakers. The interplay

between the spoken and written layers of language is
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perhaps more dynamic than we might think. Similar ques-
tions might be asked of Chinese speakers, who not only
have to learn some one thousand different characters in
order to read basic texts, but also have to contend with a
vertical direction (figures 19a and 19b). It is clear that the
human brain can cope reasonably efficiently with situa-
tions in which severe constraints to legibility and readabil-
ity are imposed.35

Various theories have been offered to explain the
cognitive structure of bilinguals or multilinguals. Paddilla
and Liebman (1975) maintain that the differentiation
between the two systems is established at very early age
and that the bilingual child is able to keep the two phono-
logical systems apart as these develop.3¢ Vaid and Lambert
(1979) also posit a “different cerebral organization for
each of the bilingual’s languages”37 and they suggest that
“the anatomical bases for the two languages only partially
overlap.”38 Ben Ze’ev, who studied Hebrew bilinguals
specifically (1977), states that

it would seem that the bilingual child develops a
strategy for analyzing the linguistic input which enables
him to overcome the potential interference arising from a
bilingual environment.3°

George Steiner proposes a very graphic image of the bilin-
gual brain, which is worth quoting in full:

If, on the other hand, my three languages (French,
English and German) are equally native and primary, what
manifold space contains their co-existence?. . . A vertical
structure suggests an alignment of strata throughout. . .
Does one imagine them as a continuum on some kind of
Moebius strip, intersecting itself yet preserving the integri-
ty and distinctive mappings of its surface? Or ought one,
rather, to picture the dynamic foldings and interpenetra-
tions of geological strata in terrain that has evolved under
multiple stress? Do the languages 1 speak, after they
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diverge to separate identity from a common centre and
upward thrust, combine and recombine in an interleaved
set, each idiom being, as it were, in horizontal contact
with the others, yet remaining itself continuous and
unbroken?40

The research conducted to date on bilaterality in
Hebrew and English speakers does not appear to indicate
a major difference in brain structure. Barton, Goodglass
and Shai (1965) concluded that

significantly more Hebrew words, as well as English
words, are correctly perceived when they appear in the
right rather than the left visual field,*!

thus supporting the left hemisphere theory of language
dominance. Orbach (1967) examined both male and
female, and left and right-handed speakers in tests of dif-
ferential recognition of both Hebrew and English words.42
He concluded that

the effect of directional scanning is shown by the
difference between English and Hebrew words in differen-
tial recognition. All subjects, male and female, right and
left handed, identified English words significantly better
on the right side of fixation. For Hebrew words, the
recognition differential was far less marked and, for some
groups, was even in the opposite direction favoring words
on the left side of fixation.

He also remarked that

... the Hebrew does get a certain amount of prac-
tice in reading from left to right and that Arabic numerals
are used (in place of the left reading Hebrew “numerals”).

Children in Israel are taught to work exclusively with
Arabic numerals in all mathematical subjects, and as pre-
viously mentioned, numbers and dates are read in a left to
right orientation. Music, as well, is read from left to right,

199
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figure 20 An example of a page of sheet music. The Hebrew has been bro-
ken up and reads left to right to follow the line of music.

while the Hebrew words are reversed in direction in order
to make them compatible with the score (figure 20). These
observations suggest that the right visual field hemisphere
gets a considerable amount of training in Hebrew-reading
children, even while left-retinal development is proceeding.

This evidence is confirmed by Josef Shimron who
states that
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the psychological and cognitive processes involved
in reading Hebrew in principle are not different to the
processes involved in other languages or at least in differ-

ent writing systems.*3

Hamers and Blanc in their recent work on bilingualism
also express the view that

differences in modes of writing must affect semantic
organization, as for example the difference between a
phonetic and an ideographic script, in order for these dif-
ferences to impinge on brain functioning. More surface
differences, like the opposite directionality of two phonet-
ic scripts, do not seem to lead to different processing
strategies.**

What conclusion can one draw from all these obser-
vations? It is clear that lexical and syntatic interference
does exist in both directions—from English to Hebrew
and vice versa. Are these interferences due to a different
writing system and different laterality or to a different
cognitive structure? I do not have information at hand to
say whether similar interferences exist to equal degrees in
other cases of language contact. It would be worth analyz-
ing the writings of Kafka from this point of view. Kakfa
wrote exclusively in German yet lived most of his life in
the mainly Czech-speaking environment of Prague, and
spoke and wrote Czech almost fluently.4S Might it be pos-
sible to detect Czech lexical and syntactical elements in his
German? George Steiner has argued that

Kakfa wrote German as if it were all bone, as if
none of the enveloping texture of colloquialism, of histori-
cal and regional overtone, had been allowed him.

and there may well be a case for arguing a kind of “inter-
nal bilingualism” in Kafka’s case.

I feel that there is some unique element at work in
the case of Hebrew. It is a profitable area for investigation
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into the nature of bilingual texts, given the distinctive char-
acteristics of the spoken language and the writing system.
The transition from the rich historical tradition of Jewish
bilingualism to the present dominant Israeli monolingual-
ism is in itself a phenomenon worth exploring. Needless to
say, the interaction of several languages in the relatively
small geographical area of Israel and the need to link up
with the world “global village” will continue to stretch the
constraints of a revived classical language in light of the
requirements of a modern, technological society.
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