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Abstract

Quis custodiet ipsos custode¥?ho will guard the guardians themselves?' (luvispal
Satirae, vi, 347-8)Over the past century, Israeli — a.k.a. "Modern idaty — has become
the primary mode of communication in all domains poiblic and private life in Israel.
Linguistic issues are so sensitive in Israel thditipians are often involved. For example, in
an article inHa'aretz(June 21, 2004), politician Yossi Sarid attackeel fmost widespread)
"common language dfser shekélas inarticulate and monstrous, and urged citizerntake
up arms, fight it and protect "Hebrew". However,amntsraelis sagser shékelten shekels'
rather thanasar-a shkal-imthe latter literally meaning ‘'ten (feminine) sbksk(masculine
plural)’, and thus having a "polarity-of-gender esgnent" - with a feminine numeral and a
masculine plural noun.

Brought into being by legislation in 1953 as thereme institute for Hebrew, the Academy
of the Hebrew Language prescribes standards faelisgrammar, lexis, orthography,
transcription and vocalization (vowel marking) "edaipon the study of Hebrew's historical
development”. This paper provides a critical analysf the Academy's mission, as
intriguingly defined in its constitution: "tdirect the development of Hebrew in light ié
nature”. It sheds light on the dynamics of the committeesetings, and exposes some U-
turn decisions recently made by the Academy. | ssgdhat the Academy has begun
submitting to the "real world", accommodating itscckes to the parole of native Israeli-

speakers, long regarded as "reckless" and "lazy".

Keywords: prescriptivism/normativism, language planning, islguistics, Israeli
vs Hebrew, hybridity, Turkish, polyglossia, Arabic

135



Israel Studies in Language and Society 1(2)- 2008 772N NoVWa DNIVY

1. The Israeli Language: Sociolinguistic Background

"Israeli Hebrew", which | have argued elsewhéeey. Zuckermann, 1999, 2006lpuld
be more apt to label "Israeli* ks one of the official languages of the State ohds
Linguistic issues are so sensitive in Israel thalitipians are often involved. For
example, in a session of the Israeli ParliamentJanuary 4, 2005, then Prime
Minister Ariel Sharon rebuked Israelis for usinge tetymologically Arabo-English
hybrid expressionyala bay lit. 'let's bye', i.e. "goodbye", instead of "tmeost
beautiful word"shalom "peace, hello, goodbye". In an article in the éllgctual”
daily newspapeHa’aretz (June 21, 2004), left-wing politician Yossi Saritlaaked
the (most widespread) "common languagésdr shekél(see §9) as inarticulate and
monstrous, and urged citizens to take up armst figind protect "Hebrew".

These rebukes reflect the common nostalgia of aserwative older generation
unhappy with "reckless" changes to the languageé €ameron (1995), Hill (1998),
Milroy and Milroy (1999) and Aitchison (2001). Sorpeople do prefer a beautifully-
arranged collection of dead butterflies to aliveldacking (albeit potentially
injured?) butterflies in the wild.

But normativism in Israeli contradicts the usuab-tibt-split-your-infinitives” model,
where an attempt is made to enforce the grammapeorinciation of an elite social
group. Using a "do-as-l-say, don't-do-as-I-do" apph, AshkenaziJews (most of
whom were originally native Yiddish-speakers), wiave traditionally controlled key
positions in Israeli society, have urged Israelis adopt the pronunciation of
SephardicJews (many of them originally native Arabic-spaakewho happen to
have been socio-economically disadvantaged.

Politicians, educators and many laymen are attergpti impose Hebrew grammar on
Israeli speech, ignoring the fact — first obserire®Rosén (1952) — that Israeli has its
own grammar, which is very different from that oélbtew (i.e. normative Hebrew or
classical Hebrew).

The story goes that the late linguist Haim Blanceotook his young daughter to see
an Israeli production oMy Fair Lady In this version, Professor Henry Higgins
teaches Eliza Doolittle how to pronounce /r/ "pniygde i.e. as the Hebrew alveolar
trill, characteristic of Sephardim (cf. Judaeo-Sglnltalian, Spanish), rather than as
the Israeli lax uvular approximant (cf. many Yiddiand German dialects). The line
"The rain in Spain stays mainly in the plain" wakapted adarad yaad bi-ddm

sfaad ha-&ey, lit. 'Hail fell in southern Spain this evening\t the end of the
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performance, Blanc's daughter tellingly asked, 'advhy was Professor Higgins

trying to teach Eliza to speak like our cleaningyf@' (see Zuckermann, 2005).

2. The Genetic Classification of the Israeli Languge

The genetic classification of Israeli has preocedpscholars since the beginning of
the twentieth century. The still regnant (not to nt@n politically pregnant)
traditional view suggests that Israeli is SemifBiblical/Mishnaic) Hebrewevived
(e.g. Rabin, 1974). An extreme opposite positiofinds Israeli as Indo-European:
Yiddish relexified i.e. Yiddish, most revivalistshame I6shr{mother tongue), is the
"substratum”, while Hebrew is only a "superstratumpfoviding lexis and frozen
morphology (cf. Horvath & Wexler, 1997). More viewdntermediate between these
extremes (see Blanc, 1968 and Izre'el, 1985) swareeyed in Kuzar (2001).

Unlike these mono-parental views, my owybridizationalmodel acknowledges the
historical and linguistic continuity of both Semitand Indo-European languages
within Israeli (cf. Zuckermann, 2006a, 2008). Hylcilsraeli is based simultaneously
on Hebrew and Yiddish (both beimpgimary contributors— rather than "substrata"),
accompanied by a plethora of other contributordhsag Russian, Polish, German,
Judaeo-Spanish ("Ladino"), Arabic and English. €fme, the term "Israeli" is far
more appropriate than "Israeli Hebrew", let alohdotern Hebrew" or "Hebrew"
(tout cour).

What makes the "genetics" of Israeli so complethes fact that the combination of
Semitic and Indo-European influences is a phenomemourring already within the
primary (and secondary) contributors to Israeliddish, a Germanic language with
Romance, Hebrew and Aramaic influence (and withtrdadects having undergone
Slavization), was shaped by Hebrew and Aramaicti@rother hand, Indo-European
languages, such as Greek, played a role in preevablHebrews. Moreover, before
the emergence of Israeli, Yiddish and other Eurndaaguages influenced Medieval
and Maskilic variants of Hebrew (see Glinert, 19%dhich, in turn, influenced Israeli
(in tandem with the European contribution).

The distinction between forms and patterns is aftuiwio (see Zuckermann, 2006a:
61). In the 1920s and 193@gjud meginéy hasafdhe language defendants regiment'
(see Shur, 2000), whose motto wiasi, dabér ivrit 'Hebrew [i.e. Jew], speak
Hebrew!", used to tear down signs written in "fgréilanguages and disturb Yiddish

theatre gatherings. However, the members of tlmemuid not look for Yiddish and

137



Israel Studies in Language and Society 1(2)- 2008 772N NoVWa DNIVY

Standard Average European patterns in the speetifedéraelis who did choose to
speak "Hebrew".

This is, obviously, not to say that the revivalidiad they paid attention to patterns,
would have managed to neutralize the impact ofr threther tongue(s), which was
often unconscious (hence the term "semi-enginegrédthough they have engaged
in a campaign for linguistic purity, the languabge tevivalists "created" often mirrors
the very cultural differences they sought to ef@éemutatis mutandigrankenstein's
monster). The alleged victory of Hebrew over Yiddisas, in fact, a Pyrrhic one.
"Victorious" Hebrew is, after all, partly Europeat heart. Yiddish and Standard

Average European survive beneath Israeli grammar.

3. The Academy of the Hebrew Language

3.1 General Information

Brought into being by legislation in 1953 as th@reme institute for "Hebrew", the
Academy of the Hebrew Language (known in Israelhaskadémyda-lashon ha-
ivrit) is funded by the Ministry of Education, which inasingly suffers from
budgetary cutbacks. It superseded the (Hebrew) uagey Council (@ad ha-lashon
(ha-ivrit)), which was established in 1889 as a branch ofSafa Brura'Clear
Language' — by the symbolic father of Israeli, EéieBen-Yehuda, and colleagues.
As described on its website, the Academy — baseiinat Ram, Jerusalem —
"prescribes standards for Modern Hebrew grammadhography, transliteration [in
fact, transcription] and punctuation [vocalizatiogwel marking] based upon the
study of Hebrew's historical development”. The Asag's plenum — which holds
five or six annual sessions — consists of 23 mesmbad an additional 15 academic
advisors. These are either scholars from the dise of languages, linguistics and
Jewish studies, or accomplished writers (e.g. An@® and translators. The
Academy's decisions are binding upon all governaladencies, including the Israel
Broadcasting Authority.

3.2 Goals and Functions

As defined in its constitution, the Academy's fuoics are:

(1) To investigate and compile the Hebrew lexicenaading to its historical strata
and layers".

(2) "To study the structure, history, and offshaaftthe Hebrew language".
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(3) "To direct the development of Hebrew in light ofnitture requirements, and
potential, its daily and academic needs, by setitsigexicon, grammar, characters,
orthography and transliteration [in fact, transtap]".

Goal (1) is wonderful, as Israeli is indeed a milajiered languagentan now). For
example, one could say both (a)y 1own khashkha enguit. 'His eyes became dark’,
i.e. "He saw black (after bad news)"”, and gb)va qun 1% nwvi/mom niya/naasa lo
khdoshekh baenaintit. ‘Darkness has been made in his eyes" iHe.saw black (after
bad news)". Whil&khashkhu enéis Hebrewniya lo khoshekh baendim a calque of
Yiddish 1% 7 1R qwuxd 1RNva o8 1R'D Siz im gevdr fintster in di 0yg 'id.", which
might in turn be an adaptation of the very Hebrew own.

Note also other minimal pairs suchyasy? 7 nwy asa din leatsménd P nx 1p°

o> 7% lakdkh et hakhok layadainboth referring to a person violating the law,hwite
latter being more colloquial, as well @ag°> m>%, lit. 'nights as days', veyw 20207,

lit. 'round the clock’, both often referring to dawvork.

However, goal (3Yodirectthe development of Hebrew in light ofnsture ( nx 1%
7YY °5Y N°IaYa PWOR DW anInneni °377) is intriguing for the following reasons:

(1) It is oxymoronic. If the nature of a languageo evolve in a specific direction (cf.
Sapir's "drift", the pattern of change in which teucture of a language shifts in a
determinate direction), why direct it by languagdéigpng?

(2) It assumes that Israeli is Hebréwut court a natural evolution of the language of
Isaiah. However, | suggest that — especially inphst — the Academy forced Hebrew
grammar on lIsraeli. In fact, Israeli possessesws distinct grammar, which is very

different from that of Hebrew.

3.3 Day-to-Day Work

The daily work of the Academy is implemented byesal/sections:

(1) Historical Dictionary Project

(2) Scientific Secretariat

(3) Computer Section

The Historical Dictionary Projeds the research arm of the Academy. It aims to
encompass the entire Hebrew lexis throughout g$oty; that is, to present every
Hebrew word in its morphological, semantic and eatual development from its first

appearance in written texts to the present.
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Shortly after the founding of the Academy in 19%&ftali Tur-Sinaf, the first
President of the Academy, renewed the previouslygested idea of creating a
historical dictionary of Hebrew. In 1954, the Acadés plenum placed the dictionary
on its agenda, and in 1959, the Historical Dictrgriarojectgot underway following
discussions at the Academy and in scholarly forurhe. initial step was to locate all
the Hebrew texts — from the post-biblical periodward — to create detailed
catalogues known as sourcebooks. From the outsatSifai decided to use
computers to process the material, and what isthewComputer Section was born.
As | see it, the Historical Dictionary Projetd the Academy's most important
contribution to Israel. It is the closest Israedirgllel — albeit under-funded — to the
Oxford English Dictionary The main problem is that since Israeli is axiaozdly
considered to be Hebrew, some etymologies are flamge they tend to explain a
semantic shift as internal development rather timmultisourced neologization (see
Zuckermann, 2003, 2004) based on both a Hebrew/lergeme and so-called
"foreign" lexeme or semantics.

Moreover, even if the Academy sometimes acknowlediereign” influence, its
etymology still starts off from the point of viewf gontact-induced change within
Hebrew, whereas — historically — many Israeli watdsve from European languages
as much as from Hebrew. Thus, hybridization andtipial causation — rather than
contact-induced change within Hebrew — are muchensaitable for the description
of numerous Israeli neologisms.

The following are the functions of the Scientifiecsetariat:

(1) Answering queries from the public on a broadets of Israeli/Hebrew linguistic
matters, ranging from pronunciation and spellinguggestions for children's names.
(Currently, you can try your luck and call a singlesy Tel Aviv phone number on
Mondays and Wednesdays, between 11:00 a.m. ang2r0p

(2) Overseeing the work of specialized committéxs tevelop technical terminology
for a wide spectrum of professional spheres. O0€;A00 terms have been coined by
terminology committees established by the Academg ds predecessor the
Language Council. These terms are available topti#ic in dozens of published

dictionaries and lists, as well as through the méeig. newspapers).

(3) Prescribing standards for Israeli grammar, agthphy, transcription and

vocalization — through additional specialized cortheeis.
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It is not just "Hebrew language" high-school studesnd teachers who make use of
the Secretariat's phone line. Just like the abogetioned politicians (e.g. Yossi
Sarid), many laymen have been brainwashed int@\wel that Israelis "rape" their
language by speaking "bad Hebrew", full of "mis&kén a website associated with
Dr. Avshalom Kor — a famous prescriptive grammariaho features on both radio
and television segments in Israel — it is claimet tevery day the Israeli language is
slaughtered [sic] on television" (www.lashon.exdlcas of September 26, 2005).
Most importantly, for these laymen, correcting pstli/slovenly native Israeli-
speakers is something in which they can take paitte a source of cultural capital.
These self-appointed language "guardians” thereforeé it hard to digest the
Academy's suggestion that "both forms are possisieg below). They want clear-cut
black-or-white, good-or-evil answers.
The very same "guardians" are often responsiblenfomerous myths about the
Academy. For example, they wrongly believe that Aliademy prescribesakrér—
which fits the most common noun-pattern for apples — rather than the actual
mekarér for ‘refrigerator’. Similarly, they allege that thcademy wantedsakh-
rakhok lit. 'speaking (3rd person, masculine, singufar) — and thus constituting a
calque of the internationalisnelephone— rather than the actuaélefon for
'telephone’. Some have claimed that the Academyedss decree that the second
personfeminineplural should be used if there are more women than among the
listeners, etc. Such exaggerated myths are actusdlgt to mock the Academy, "straw
man fallacies” in the style ofhe Sunheadline Euromythically alleging that the
European Union has, for example, outlawed excegsbent bananas (March 4,
1998, p. 6).
The following is the punch-line last paragraph ofaaticle (September 21, 2005) in
the daily Ha'aretz, written by Daniel Cohen-Sagi and entitlgdsh 6d safét khuts
meanglit'There are Languages Other than English":

It is also desirable in Israel to learn the trutureof expressions whose origins

are in English, Yiddish or Arabic. They were swafiing, distorted, and "stuck

on" to Hebrew, changing it to the point that ituisrecognizable, and becoming

part of the vocabulary of the renewed language. tBey serve any good

purpose? It is doubtful whether they strengthenrelebIn fact, they certainly
impoverish it; they crush it. They change the essesf the language, while it
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still hasn't fully recovered from the coma it was during 2000 years of
Diaspora.
From my interviews with Academy members, | oftert tfee impression that — just
like these laymen — they consider Israeli a childweeds nurturing and protection. |
often hear the expressidramatsuy eyndératsuy lit. "The found is not wanted', i.e.

"The found is not sound", "The available is undasie".

4. Plenum Dynamics

Wit makes its own welcome, and levels all distomsti No dignity, no learning, no
force of character, can make any stand against geibd Emerson, 1876: 144)
During the 76th session of the Academy plenum, eosdmnber 4, 1967, there was a
discussion ofr19: gladin the suggested neologism for the internationaligtatin —
cf. Israelipwv's dzhelatin Frenchgélatine Italian gelating Yiddish yuxbywr zhelatin
Russiankenarun zhelatin Polishzelatynaand GermarGelatine

Eitan opened the discussion, saying: "For the nafnine material well-known in
foreign languages, the Committee suggested a Hefoew 1723 gladin Based on
this suggestion, the Hebrew consorajgf] would replace the foreigm [dZ], and with
the replacement af (t) with 7 (d), the word would be linked to the Hebrew ratt
Vgld ‘clot [congeal, form a coating, stretch (skin)tfaut follows that the verko
gel/jell will be translated as>an higlid".

His colleague Shraga Irmay objected, arguing tlisis "method resembles 177
dilag rav of the end of theHaskalahperiod”. Maskilic Hebrewan »%>7 dilug rav
(pronounced in Polandilg raf), lit. "a big bound", is a "phono-semantic matgfiin
(Zuckermann, 2003) of the internationalisstegraph— cf. Russiamenerpad telegraf
and Polishtelegraf Irmay proposed that they stay with%'x dzhelatin'gelatin’, and
Committee Member Daniel Leibel joined the protesguing that "the Committee
proposal is in the form of manipulation, which wesed in the times of the [Hebrew]
Language Council. Today we do not manipulate [wiirdghis way".

Committee Member David Zvi Banet proclaimed thae"@aught not to proceed with
the method oflilig rav, because in this wayhe level of the terms will deteriordte
The wordyT%: gladinis obviously a phono-semantic matching, similathte earlier
7791 glida ‘ice-cream' (cf. Italiagelatg, which also use: Vgld ‘clot'.

Thus far, we can understand from the discussionh ttitea Academy deems phono-

semantic matches to be "second-class" neologisrdslexical temptations better
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avoided. However, Committee Member Shimshon Roséntiter defended this
mechanism, stating: "What is wrong with the rowtVgld? Only that itaccidentally
has a similar sound in the Romance languages? Thaathing [inherently] flawed
in it".
His colleague, Chaim Rabin then added, "If it isgble of creating a Hebrew loan-
translation which is similar to the foreign nourdd not see this as a problem. And in
my opinion,it is beautiful Is it forbidden to use a Hebrew root becauseddentally
resembles a foreign root?" As usual, at the ertiefliscussion, a vote was held. The
exact results of which were:

12 votes in favour ofgladin; 7 votes againsgladin; 7 votes in favour of

dzhelatin(gelatin); 11 votes againstzhelatin(gelatin); Acceptedgladin

(pp. 19-20 oZikhronét14, 1967)

And so, despite their lofty ideals, even the Acaggmarists were seduced by the
delectable charms of a multisourced neologism ssagjladin That saidgladin did
not gain currency among Israelis, who slpelatinor dzhelatina which leads to the

next section.

5. Possible Explanations for Failed Neologisms
| know most of the dialects of the Asian Turkslsbainderstand the dialect
spoken by you and people like Yakup Kadri. If tiseome dialect | can’t make
head or tail of, it's the dialect of the Turkishriguage Society.
(Abdulkadir to Falih Atay in the 1930s, cf. Atag@b, 1969: 478; translation by
Lewis, 1999: 54, cf. 1997: 26)
It is generally believed to be almost impossiblexplain why a neologism does not
gain general currency. Torczyner argues, somevehalidtically, that "luck, on which
everything depends, is the deciding force alsdHerfate of words and expressions in
a language” (1941: 166). A similar view is presdnteOrnan's 1996 he Words Not
Taken: A Dictionary of Forgotten Word@mtroduction: 7). | believe that we may not
be able to give an explanation currently, not bseaiti is impossiblea priori, but
rather because linguists have not yet developeanaitysis sophisticated enough for
the "duel between grammar and life"
The following are some possible explanations fa thailure of so many proposed
neologisms by the Academy:
1. The neologism was suggested after the loanwordfioisan (often
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internationalism) had already entered the langaagiebecome widespread.

2. The neologism is regarded as ridiculous.

3. The neologism did not reach the mass of native ksggea for example it was
overlooked by the institutions which were urgedthg Academy to use it; or it did
not reach the media.

4. The referent of the neologism is alien (non-Ispa®i nature.

5. The neologism is too close phonetically to thieeady successfuloanword/
foreignism, so the speaker is reminded of the l@adiforeignism.

6. The neologism is based on a pre-existent lexi@h,twhich is already highly
diffused in its original sense.

7. The neologism is regarded as obscure and is thtiadlinhard to remember.

On 2-7, see chapter 5 of Zuckermann (2003). Henspuld like to elaborate on

Reason 1, which is a very widespread one.

6. The Academy's Deliberate Slowness
Many neologisms do not catch on because the Acadsmtentionally slow in
responding to (normative) speakers' needs. Onkeotguments | have heard in the
Academy is that they do not want to write a deaab to discover later that the
linguistic need to which the decree responds issteant. Consider also the following:
Shulamith Har-Even [1930-2003, leading novelisttgdemy member): [...] It
would be good for the Academy to run a forum foickjiconsultation. The
plenum does not convene frequently. Therefore wd aebody of seven or ten
people, to whom the Secretariat will be able tonfuconsult by phone and

receive an opinion.

Moshe Bar-Asher (President of the Academy): Witk respect, the Academy
does not need to establish an ‘instant academyhdfquestion is a weighty one,
it should be discussed in the plenum. Until itiscdssed in the plenum, there is
a tradition of several generations that the respamtdgives his reason, his usage
and the usage of others. One should not createcadeamy-within-an-academy
for quick answers. Rather, one has to decide witlnposure and by serious

deliberation. Almost every small question is pdra big question.

(Discussion during the 224th session of the Acadplanum, on 29 May 1995
— cf. p. 324 of Zikhronot 42, 1998)
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A normativist may understand Har-Even's concermditer the loanwordspaand
blog, for which no recommended alternatives have been proposedtalésmrs of
committee discussions. When/if the Academy finallyrees on a Hebrew-descent
neologism, it will be too late.
Yaéfetand khamarmoéretwere proposed by the Academy —Liaméd Leshonkhd
(March 1994) — for ‘jet lag'" and the long-estaldidhconcept of 'hangover’,
respectively. They failed to gain currency despiteir creative sophistication,
becausalzhétlegandhengovemere already ensconced in Israeli. The same apiplies
midrug 'rating’, which the Academy proposed on Novemitgri®95 (cf.Akadém8:
March 1, 1996), hoping it would supersedgting
Consider the following marvellous exchange betwdmnPresident of Israel (!) and
Gavriel Birenbaum from the Scientific Secretariat:

Ezer Weizman [1924-2005] (then President of Istdel)] and this week in the

north there were thousands who wentsionerim['B&Bs’ cf. GermanZimmei.

This is also a marvellous Hebrew word...

Gavriel Birenbaum (from the Academy’s Scientifeci8tariat): We have a

Hebrew term for itkhadréy nofesflit. ‘rooms of holiday-relaxation’].

Ezer Weizman: You are sayiRbadréy néfeshbut if you go to rent &héder
néfeshin Metula [a town in northern Israel], they wilell you ‘it's a pleasure,

go to Marj Ayun [a town in southern Lebanon]!.

(Discussion during the 229th session of the Acadplagum, on May 27, 1996
— cf. p. 421 ofZikhron6t43, 1998)

7. "If you can't beat 'em, join 'em!": U-Turn Decisions by the Academy
Now... Sit! | said, Sit!
[Bart's dog, Santa's Little Helper, walks away]
Um, take a walk! Sniff that other dog's butt!
See? He does exactly what | tell him.

(Bart trying to demonstrate his control over higgydo an obedience training

class, "Bart's Dog Gets an,H’he Simpsonsound:

http://download.lardlad.com/sounds/season2/dogf@B)m
Reading through the Academy proceedings, interviguts members and conducting

researchn situ, | have discoveredozensof examples of U-turn decisions. | suggest
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that the Academy has begun submitting to the "weatld", accommodating its
decrees to theparole of native Israeli-speakers, long regarded as Tessk and

"lazy". The following are but a few examples.

7.1 Lexis: lahit

A most successful neologism was coined in the 196@tsby the Academy, but rather
by the popular radio presenter, Moshe Khovav (¢faly 1966: 208 = 1995: 34),
although Rosen (1994: 85) also mentions yet angtto presenter, Rivka Michaeli
as a possible co-coiner. | am referringuto? lahit 'hit (popular song)’, which is an
etymological hybrid of Hebrew:> Viht 'blaze, fierce heat' (implying passion and
craving) and the English internationaligmt (cf. Contemporary Polishit). There
could be a slight influence from the intra-Englsimilarity of heatto hit. Lahit is
fitted into theoaoio noun-pattern (cfooio or omeoio — cf. the Academy's dealing

with tsamigvstsmig, shatil/s. shtil) to retain the vowel of Englishit:

English/Intl Israeli Hebrew
hit — w2 — um
lahit Viht
o popuarsongy | | Hare terspeat

Israeliv>n® lahit prevailed over the following suggestions for figi this indigenous
Hebrew void, i.e. for replacing the internationadisax>w shlager'hit' — cf. Yiddish
“mxbw shlager GermarSchlager Russianmwsirep shlyagerand Polistszlagief:

a. Saddan provided the shrewd semantic lman yahalom an intra-Israeli hybrid of
the following two elements:

1. (Biblical Hebrew>>) Israeli ;7> yahalom ‘diamond’, and sometimes
metaphorically "any precious matter" — referringtie success of the song.

2. (Biblical Hebrew>>) lIsraeli>n vhim '(to) hit,, thus calquing the meaning of
Englishhit or Germarschlagen(the origin ofSchlagerhit’).

b. Tur-Sinai (the President of the Academy) himgebposediwx ashgar which
hybridizes the following:

1. Mishnaic Hebrewawx [/azga_rd] 'flow of words, routine expression' — ¢fawx

b [/axgaorat lAuzon] in Talmud YerushalmiMegillah 73:2. Consider (Medieval
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Hebrew>>) Israelnanwi nishtagérbecame common/ routine’, which goes back to the
same rootaw V.2gr. Thus,awx ashgéris a ‘commonly heard song'.

2. The internationalismux5w shlager'hit'.

c. The official Academy neologism — suggested by Un Grinberg (see p. 172 of
Zikhronot 7-8, 1960-1) — wasnoo kaftor, lit. ‘button’, which alludes to
(Biblical>Mishnaic Hebrew>) Israetino mino> kaftor vaférakha fossilized idiomatic
exclamation meaning "Beautiful!, Marvellous!, Fidass!", which was adopted in
Israeli en blocand is therefore often pronounckalftor \aférakh rather tharkaftor
veperakh the latter following the non-prescriptive Isragdammar.

d. Isaac Avinery (1964: 168b), as a purist, proposed: zimron based on
(Hebrew>) Israelnnr zémersinging'.

The Academy later gave up and adoptauit. Moreover, inleksikdn dvir leshipar
halashon (Dvir Lexicon for the Improvement of thenguage) Sivan (1985: 79)
emphasizes that the (I) of vi> has schwa, i.e. the word is pronoundedit
However, inLaméd Leshonkh&69 (1988), the Academy defenidhit and defines it
as an exception to thegio (sometimesieoio) noun-pattern, implying that it should
be pronouncediahit and notlehit®. This leads to the discussion of U-turn decisions

vis-a-vis Israeli morphology.

7.2 Morphology: Construct-State
Israeli sometimes uses the Semitic feature knowhcasstruct-state”gmikhudj, in
which two nouns are combined, the first being medibr possessed by the second:
(1) nrna apan

mevaker ha-mdina

comptroller DEFINITE-State

‘State Comptroller'
The first noun, which is sometimes calladmen regensgoverning noun’, is the
morphologically marked head. The second noun, nefeto asnomen rectum
‘governed noun' is the morphologically unmarkeditgee'.
The point relevant to our discussion is that thedany made intensive orthoepistic
efforts to uproot construct-states, in which thenfaused for the first noun is based on
the free form rather than taking the special camststate form. Consider Israel

ptsats@bomb'. This free noun has a construct-state fohehvispitsetsat- However,
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most Israelis — who use construct-state much less in Hebrew anyw&y- do not
employ this form. Instead, they uptsatsat; which is a 'simplified’ version, closer to
the free fornptsatsé(consisting optsatsat t).

The Academy attempted to force Israelis to pégetsat-rather thanptsatsat; for
example in the expressiopitsetsat rakhon 'stink bomb' (which is actually
pronounce@tsatsat srakhon.

In 1998, however, realistically acknowledging thative Israeli-speakers would not
be convinced to sapitsetsat; the august Academy gave in, and allowed the
pronunciation of the bound form to pé&satsat— cf. rule B5, remark 4 in p. 1068 of
Yalkat hapirsumird602 (1998).

8. "...And if you join them, cover your arse!": Rationalizing the Surrender
In his article "HUOkim' Nasil Kurtuldu?" (‘"How walse wordhikimsaved?'), Atay
(1965) describes how the wohdikim'judgement’ — used in contemporary Turkish —

was accepted during the Turkish language revolutidghe 1930s:

Abdilkadir [inan] [...] said, "You look worried. Tell me what wardare
bothering you and I'll find Turkish origins for tm&. "Well", | replied, "there's
this word hokumi. "Don't worry”, he said, "tomorrow we'll maklikim
Turkish". Next day he quietly put into my hand g sif paper on which he had
noted that some dialects had a wéikdmeaning ‘intellect’, which in several of
them took the forniik. | had myself discovered that in Yakut there wagoad-
building suffix -im The rest was easyik plus im had in the course of time
becomehikim When the meeting began, | said, "The wbidkiimis Turkish",
and gave a full account of what | had learned, tvneduced the two professors
to silence. We had laid the foundations of thersmeof — | shan't say fakery, but
flim-flam. That evening | reported to Atatiirk oretiCommission's proceedings
and he was very pleased that we had won so impgatanrd by this fabrication.
What he wanted us to do was to leave as many wottie language as possible,

so long as we could demonstrate that they wereighurk
(Translation by Lewis, 1999: 54)
Atay himself was fully aware of the manipulatiordaknew that the commonly-used
hikim was, in fact, a loanword from Arabig~ [hukm] ‘judgement, verdict,
valuation, opinion’.
Similarly, | propose that the Academy bows to tlblic more readily if it can find

that the grammatical feature it previously rebukggears in the scriptures (e.g. the
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Hebrew Bible, as well as thdishnah Rabbinic interpretation of the Pentateuch) —
even if its appearance is irregular or marginalldkgy as the Academy has an official
seal/approval in the form of ancient Hebrew, it$e® guilt, so to speak.

Consider the formn>>>1 hikéti 'beat (1st person, singular, past)’, whose roatks.
Initially, the Academy regarded this form as ermme and resulting from an analogy
to the conjugation of verbs whose root ends witather than withh — e.g.miléti 'fill

(1st person, singular, past)’, whose roomi$’. The "correct" form — as originally
advocated by the Academy — wakiti rather tharhikéti.

However, luckily for the Academy, in the Hebrew Rilthere are instances loikkéti

— e.g. Jeremiah 2:3@onsequentlythe Academy very recently changed its decrees

and decided that botiikéti andhikiti are now legitimate.

9. Predic(a)tion: Numeral and Noun (Dis)agreementConcluding Remarks

Female graduate student studying cabbala, Zohaoyaesm of dybbuks, seeks

mensch.

No weirdos please. P.O. Box 68.

(Personal advertisement attributed to the Jewisior@cle)

Numbers are often most telling. Consider the twon@as who went to a New York
bar and tried very hard to camouflage their Gerraacent. "We would like two
glasses of white wine, please!”, they said to tAdemder in a high nasalized pitch.
"Dry?" the bartender askedZWei!" they forcefully retorted.
Hebrew had a consistent polarity-of-gender agre¢tetween nouns and numerals.
Consider‘éser bandt'ten girls' versugsar-a banim'ten-feminine.singular boys'. In
the latter, the feminine suffixa is added to the numeral, which modifies a maseulin
noun. (Israeli schoolchildren are taught thaar-ais masculine). However, in most
Israeli idiolects, sociolects and dialects, theteaysis much simpleréserbanot'ten
girls' andéserbanim'ten boys'. Just like in Yiddish and Standard Ager&uropeah
there is no difference between a numeral modifgingasculine noun and a numeral
modifying a feminine one. Perspicacious Bolozky de@rguing for the naturalness
of "gender neutralization" in the 1980s (see Bojoaikd Haydar, 1986).
That said, although 90% of Israelis (cf. Ravid, 3P@&ould not sayasar-a shkal-im
lit. 'ten-feminine.singular shekels-masculine.plurad, iten shekels', there are some

Israelis — (currently) cherished by the Academyhowgpeak a variety in which the
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latter is the grammatical form. In fact, massivennative pressure has resulted in
hypercorrect conflated forms. Official rules ardeof used inconsistently, because
they are — paradoxically — counter-grammatical asgs numerous idiolectal,
sociolectal or dialectal realities.

Thus, Israeli already shows signs of polyglossiative Israeli versusion-native
(high-faluting, pseudo-) Hebrew. If language plangnpersists, full polyglossia of the
Arabic type may be established. Modern Standardidrécf. Classical Arabic) — as
opposed to the various vernacular Arabics (cf.ated Arabic dialects) — is no-one's
mother tongue (a fact which does not prevent someerikcan universities from
advertising for professors with "native or neariatfluency in Modern Standard
Arabic" — seeLinguist List July 1, 2004). Most Arabs consider Modern Statidar
Arabic as their language, and yet speak Palestiwrabic or Egyptian Arabic and so
forth®.

That said — and although it is difficult (and ofteonsidered un-academic) to
speculate (especially about the future) — | preithiat the Academy will continue to be
at war between august, arcane normativism and fselaism”, and may have tidal
currents pulling to either sideter alia depending on who the elected President of the
Academy and the powerful members are.

Eventually, however, the Academy will approveéser shékeMWhen that happens, it
may signal the complete acceptance of the natigaksgy and the embracing of his/her
infinite, generative power. It will also mark thekaowledgment that language
evolution— and in the case of Israeli: languagenesistoo — is not something to

chastise, but rather to indulge.

! Lexpionage (portmanteau blend, based on lexicon esmlonage): 1. hunting for neologisms;
2. spying on or controlling speakers' lexis.

2 Tur-Sinai, which literally means "Mount Sinai",ass a phonetic matching of Naftali's original
surname Torczyner. He had also been the last erasid the Hebrew Language Council.

3 | translate Avraham Shlonsky's expression dukimbén hadikduk vehakhaim, which appears in his
letter of 26 March 1969 to Aharon Teiman (cf. Kma;a989: 5).

4 Polish szlagier is now slightly archaic, supeesedy contemporary Polish hit — cf. Polish przebgj
id.".

5 Note that then (h) is hardly pronounced in Israeli. It is pronoad only in the case of uncommon

words, and by some speakers at the beginning afspkr Indeed, most Israelis pronounce as lait.
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Note the existence of the Israeli colloquialism lehit (pronounced leit), a clipping @hxna>
lehitradt 'see you, goodbye, later'. Although sdsmeelis regard this clipping as a modernism, d ha
already been mentioned by Persky (1933: 95).
6 Unlike in Hebrew, the construct-state is not higiroductive in Israeli. Compare (3) and (4):

(3) HEBREW: ‘em ha-ttalmid 'mother (construats) DEFINITE-pupil’, i.e. "the pupil's mother";

(4) ISRAELI: ha-ima shel ha-talmid 'DEFINITE-rhet GENITIVE DEFINITE-pupil, i.e. "the
pupil’s mother".

Etymologically, shel 'of' consists of the relaer she- ‘that' and the (dative) prepositionde '
7 1t is possible that Mustafa Kemal Atatirk (thezbaadopted the "Sun Language Theory" (that
Turkish was the Ursprache) precisely in order gitimize the Arabic and Persian words which the
language revolutionaries did not manage to uprAtatirk was particularly concerned with ridding
Turkish of the Arabic/Persian components, but ditl mind too much about the influence of French
(which he knew well). In other words, he was antadic/Persian rather than "purist" in the tradidibn
sense — cf. Zuckermann (2003: 164-5).
8 The term "Standard Average European" was firsbduced by Whorf (1941: 25) and recently
received more attention from Haspelmath (1998, 2@t Bernini & Ramat (1996) — cf. "European
Sprachbund” in Kuteva (1998).
9 That said, Modern Standard Arabic, as practioe@xample in news broadcasts, has been using the
colloquial — rather than the classical — numeraflstémperatures throughout the Arab world. In their
case this was one of the first adaptations they maade towards the colloquial languages; in oue cas

it will probably be the last (Ron Kuzar pc).
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