
Summaries

Ilan Eldar

A New Proposal for the Periodization 
of the Hebrew Language

The principle for the periodization of the Hebrew language proposed in 
this paper has been formulated with an eye to not basing the division into 
main periods on linguistics. The paper suggests rather what may be termed 
the “territorial criterion”. According to this criterion (or principle), the 
history of the Hebrew language can be divided into three main periods: 
(1) the old uniterritorial period (including the two classical periods, 
the biblical and mishnaic); (2) the multiterritorial period; and (3) the 
new uniterritorial period. The two uniterritorial periods are subdivided 
according to a linguistic criterion, whereas the multiterritorial period is 
subdivided according to a geographical one with chrono-regional meaning.

Moshe Florentin

Pre-Tiberian Hebrew and the “Heavy-syllable Law”: 
A Different Explanation for the Elision and Lengthening 

of Short Vowels in Pre-Tiberian Hebrew

This article offers a different explanation for the elision and lengthening 
of short vowels in pre-Tiberian Hebrew, including pretonic lengthening. 
It rejects the premise that pretonic lengthening was a reaction to the 
encounter of Hebrew speakers with Aramaic. Proposed here is a “heavy-
syllable law” that states: Hebrew did not tolerate light syllables. This law 
operated after the elision of final vowels – in the nominal construct state 
and verbs (but while final vowels still existed in the absolute state) – and 
before the splitting of final consonantal clusters. The short vowels in 
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these syllables were either lengthened or deleted (and sometimes retained 
because of syllabic closure by gemination or elision of the vowel in the 
following syllable), forming heavy or super-heavy syllables. Three factors 
conditioned the lengthening of the vowel, its elision, or its preservation: 
(a) distance from the tone; (b) the quality of the vowel (a, i, u) in the light 
syllable; and (c) the prosodic structure of the word (or, more accurately, 
the vicinity of a heavy syllable).

The law is connected to the elision of the final vowels of the noun (in the 
absolute state) and to the shift of the accent from the penultimate to the 
ultimate syllable. It stipulates that all vowel lengthening (both tonic and 
pretonic) occurred at the same time and for the same reason. According 
to this view, tonic lengthening did not compensate for the deletion of 
vowels and pretonic lengthening should not be regarded as a phonetic 
phenomenon that can be explained only as a result of foreign influence.

Binyamin Katzoff

The Speech Verbs אמר and ברך in Liturgical Contexts 
in Rabbinic Literature

Notwithstanding the uniform use of Biblical Hebrew in most rabbinic 
blessings, some blessing formulas are closely related to Mishnaic Hebrew, 
as Moshe Bar-Asher and Ephraim Hazan have shown. Bar-Asher not only 
demonstrates the importance of the language of the sources, but also of 
the verbs used for recitation of the blessings. Their findings emphasize the 
importance of clarifying the circumstances in which linguistic differences 
arose in the use of verbs, and what can be inferred concerning the relationship 
between linguistic style and the content of the blessings.

Examined here is a linguistic phenomenon found in certain blessings as 
evidenced in the use of two speech verbs common in liturgical contexts: 
 is a causative, not a speech, verb: to ברך In the Hebrew Bible .ברך and אמר
cause one to be blessed and, in presenting the content of the blessing, the 
biblical writer uses an inflected form of the verb אמר. Novel in Mishnaic 
Hebrew is that ברך also functions as a speech verb; this, however, is only 
when the content of the blessing remains unstated. When the content of 
the blessing is explicitly stated, the common, general speech verb אמר is 
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used. The Tosefta and the two Talmuds continue the mishnaic usage for 
birkhot hare’iah and birkhot hamisṿot. However, for birkhot hanehenin all 
three rabbinic works use the verb ברך even when the content of the blessing 
is stated. The differential distancing from biblical language in various types 
of blessings, derives, I argue, from gradual changes in rabbinic thinking 
concerning the different types of blessings.

Chaim E. Cohen

The Vocalization of זמן

The vocalization of the word זמן is not conclusive: ְזָמן or ְזַמן. In the Bible, the 
absolute form זמן appears twice, vocalized ְזָמן (because both occurrences 
have disjunctive accents, this can be understood as a pausal form). ם  ְזַמּנָ
and יֶהם  are this word’s inflected biblical forms. In the Mishnah (MS ְזַמּנֵ
Kaufmann), the prevalent vocalization is ְזַמּנֹו ,ְזַמן, etc. Based on this and 
additional evidence, Moshe Bar-Asher assigned this word to the ַעל  noun ּפְ
pattern (in his recent magnum opus: A Morphology of Mishnaic Hebrew: 
Introductions and Noun Morphology, Jerusalem 2015 [Hebrew]).

This article considers the vocalization of this word to the present, paying 
particular attention to the Ashkenazic grammarians of the prayer books 
produced from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries. Based on 
the prevalent biblical form, R. Shabbethai Sofer vocalized the word as ְזָמן 
and his lead was followed by R. Azriel and R. Eliyah in their editions of 
the prayer book. This vocalization, however, was contested by Solomon 
Zalman Hanau who preferred the form ְזַמן. Notwithstanding criticism, the 
latter form was adopted in Ashkenazi prayer books, primarily the editions 
of Wolf Heidenheim and Isaac Seligman Baer. From the discussion of this 
question by the grammarians, there is evidence for the pronunciation ְזַמן 
by Ashkenazim in their prayers, which is also the Yiddish pronunciation.

In the modern period, both punctuations continued to appear in vocalized 
Hebrew texts. It was only in the mid-twentieth century that the Academy 
of the Hebrew Language set the standard vocalization as ְזַמן.
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Joshua Blau

The Extension of Targumic Words in the Wake of Biblical 
Homonymic /Polysemic Vocables

When Onqelos translates a homonymic /polysemic biblical word with an 
Aramaic one that possesses only one of its two homonymic /polysemic 
meanings, the Aramaic word may also be used for rendering the other 
meaning of the homonymic /polysemic biblical word. The article deals 
with the following biblical vocables: זה preceding numerals; נקב ;מקרא קֹדש; 
.ברם ;נאמן ;מילא ;שמם ;פקד ;מלקוח ;ָעָמל  /יגיע ;אזכרה ;לפלא נדר

Aharon Maman

Rav Hai Gaon’s Kitāb al-Ḥāwi: A Source for Original 
Versions and Meanings

In earlier articles I determined that Hai Gaon’s Kitāb al-Ḥāwi may be 
used as an Ur-text for citations from rabbinic Hebrew. As a dictionary 
that encompasses all periods of Hebrew and Aramaic from the biblical 
period to the literature of his day, it contains many such citations. The 
present paper continues this examination of such citations.

One example discussed here is חצד  /עצד. Whereas in Sifra: Qedoshim 1b 
the printed editions read: אין לי אלא קוצר, תולש מנין? תלמוד לומר לקצור. קוטף 
:and MS Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica ebr. 66 reads מנין? תלמוד לומר קצירך
 etc., Kitāb אין לי אילא קוציר. תוליש מנ'. תל' לו' 'לקצור'. חוצד מנ'. תל' לו' 'קצירך'
al-Ḥāwi rather reads in the same citation עוצד, which seems to be the 
original version. The verb עצד, ‘plucking, uprooting’,  is related to biblical 
 but it was somehow phonetically and perhaps etymologically merged ,מעצד
with Aramaic חצ״ד that bears a totally different meaning, ‘reap’.

Two more examples are discussed: the double reading of תנא אך / אף'  
 and an ,(b. B. Mes.̣ 59b) גדול היה באותו היום שבכל מקום שנתן בו עיניו ר״א נשרף'
interpretation of אתי את דבַרִיך  based on a comparison of ,(Kgs 1:14 1) וִמּלֵ
the verb with its etymological Arabic counterpart.
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Geoffrey Khan

Remarks on Some Morphological Notions 
in the Works of the Karaite Grammarians

The surviving works of the medieval Karaite grammarians of Biblical 
Hebrew can be divided into two groups: (1) works reflecting the “early 
Karaite grammatical tradition”; and (2) the works of   ’Abū al-Faraj Hārūn and 
writings of others that are dependent on ’Abū al-Faraj. This paper focuses 
on morphological notions in the early Karaite tradition, in particular in 
the grammatical commentary of Yūsuf ibn Nūh,̣ known as the Diqduq. 
According to Ibn Nūh ̣the starting point in the derivational process of 
verbs and nouns in Biblical Hebrew is a concrete form with the status of 
a word, which could, in principle, stand independently. Most verbs are 
derived from imperative forms and most nouns from nominal forms. These 
morphological bases include derivational affixes and serve, therefore, as 
bases of inflection rather than further derivation. In addition, Ibn Nūh ̣
uses the notion of an abstract underlying entity known in Arabic as jawhar 
‘substance’.  This is not a root, since he does not propose any derivational 
process linking jawhar with the surface form. He uses jawhar to explain 
small differences between words, in many cases variants of the same 
lexical item. This concern with finding explanations for small differences 
is a development of the methodology of the Masoretes. It differs from 
the grammatical works of Saadya and the Spanish grammarians, which 
were concerned with more general principles of language. The paper also 
briefly examines the notion of ‘lexical class’ (referred to by the Hebrew 
term לשון or the Arabic term lughah) and the jawhar of the ‘lexical class’.

Moshe Kahan

Homonymy vs. Polysemy in Medieval Hebrew 
Lexicography: Between David Qimhị’s Sefer ha-Shorashim 

and Yonah ibn Janāh’̣s Kitāb al-’Usụ̄l

This article compares two dictionaries, one by Yonah ibn Janāh,̣ who 
flourished in Spain in the first half of the eleventh century; the other by 
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David Qimhị (Radaq), who flourished in twelfth-to-thirteenth century 
Provence. In his youth Ibn Janāh ̣wrote Kitāb al-Tanqīh:̣ its two parts are 
Kitāb al-Luma‘,  which treats various aspects of language and grammar, 
and Kitāb al-’Usụ̄l, a biblical dictionary. Radaq’s first treatise was Sefer 
ha-Mikhlol, which, like Ibn Janāh’̣s book, consists of two parts: a grammar 
and a dictionary.

A comparison of these two dictionaries demonstrates an essential 
lexicographical difference between them. Ibn Janāh ̣maintains that roots 
may have different meanings that function homonymously. In contrast, 
Radaq puts forth an explanation for the meanings of roots that differs from 
that of his predecessors, rejecting multiple meanings of the Hebrew root in 
favor of an overarching, all-encompassing, meaning for the root; indeed, 
at times he makes a single lexical entry conform to a polysemic value. The 
article not only reveals this significant lexicographical methodology, it also 
demonstrates the connection between Radaq’s lexicographical approach 
and the exegetical methodology evidenced in his Bible commentary.

Nurith Reich

Tabernacle, Mourning, and Messianic Passion

This article suggests a new solution for the enigmatic Aramaic mnemonic 
device found in the Cairo Codex of the Prophets, with reference to the 
Masorah Magna on Amos 9 :11, which reads: מטלתא קימא מספדא רביע; 
namely, ‘the tabernacle is standing, the mourning is lying’.

The solution suggested here is based on the different accentuation of 
the phrase ּיֹום ַההּוא  at the beginning of two unique eschatological verses ּבַ
in the Minor Prophets. In Amos 9  :11, ִוד ַהּנֶֹפֶלת ת ּדָ ּיֹום ַה֔הּוא ָאִקים ֶאת ֻסּכַ  the ּבַ
word ההוא is marked with the accent זקף = Aramaic ִקים (i.e., is standing), 
as it is termed in the Masorah. This contrasts with Zech 12  :11: ּיֹום ַה֗הּוא  ּבַ
ַלִם ירּוׁשָ ד ּבִ ְסּפֵ ל ַהּמִ  is marked with the accent ַההּוא in which the word ִיְגּדַ
.in the Masorah’s terms ,(i.e., is lying) ְרִביַע Aramaic = רביע
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Rivka Halevy

Unexpected Behavior of Some “Sentence Focus” 
Constructions in Modern Colloquial Hebrew

The paper deals with unexpected coding properties of “sentence focus” 
existential-like utterances in modern colloquial Hebrew. The construction 
explored consists of an invariable 3M.SG predicate incorporating an empty 
referential subject morpheme and an explicit postverbal NP representing 
the logic-semantic subject (Sˈ) that is deficient in topicality and behaves 
like an Object (O). For example: נשאר את העוגה מאתמול ‘There’s the cake 
left from yesterday’; lit. Ø-remained the cake from yesterday. Hesitation, 
inconsistency, and instability are all-pervasive in encoding this construction. 

The underlying assumption of the paper is that the “coercive force” of 
the construction, in our case, the existential construction, imposes its 
properties on its token-instances, suppressing any polysemous meaning of 
the predicates involved. The main argument of this enquiry is that this is 
a special impersonal construction displaying a split between grammatical 
S and semantic Sˈ.  The discussion makes reference to parallels in some 
prominent Indo-European languages. Following Goldenberg (2013, §12.7), it 
proposes a unified account of the construction in both synthetic inflectional 
languages like Hebrew, that do not require an expletive /dummy-S, and 
in analytic inflectional languages like English, German and French that 
do require it. The paper disputes the assumption that the postverbal NP 
in this construction is an O or an S that became an O.

Pnina Trommer, Avi Gvura, and Rama Manor

The Motion Verbs בא and הביא in Contemporary Hebrew: 
Semantic and Categorical Shifts

This study focuses on the use of two verbs of motion in contemporary 
Hebrew: בא (come) and הביא (bring), observing a number of semantic 
shifts for each and categorical shifts for בא. Semantic-syntactic analysis of 
these shifts revealed: (1) a shift in the syntactic valuation of בא and הביא; 
(2) the semantic characteristics of the nominal collocations which form 
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their syntactic setting; and (3) the semantic connection between their 
original and new meanings.

The article opens with a presentation of the original meanings of the 
two verbs as belonging to the family of concrete verbs of motion; it then 
presents the semantic shifts each underwent from designating motion to 
designating giving, existence, modality (capability, intent, and aspect); 
and concludes with the categorical shift of בא to infinite verb (lacking 
person, gender, and number) and to discourse marker. For each of the 
shifts observed, the relationship stemming from the shift and the original 
meaning of בא and הביא as verbs of motion is noteworthy, indicating that the 
original meaning still resonates in both the semantic and categorical shifts.

Ronit Gadish

Root and Pattern Competition in Modern Hebrew

The article treats a number of neologisms in Modern Hebrew derived from 
weak roots in patterns (mishqalim) that do not fit the rules of the root class 
in question. It decribes and analyzes the debates concerning whether these 
words are grammatically correct and the attempts to change them, even 
at the cost of creating new patterns that are not attested in classical texts.

The mishqalim discussed in the article include: tefula (fits ע"ו roots), 
used in the formation of words such as תאונה (‘accident’; from the root 
 audacity’; from the root‘) תעוזה ,(יצ"ג exhibition’; from the root‘) תצוגה ,(אנ"י
mif ;(עז"ז ‘al (as mappal, in the pattern of פ"נ), used in order to form the 
words מטח (‘salvo’), מטס (‘ flight’), משט (‘ flotilla’) and also מכל (‘container’) – 
all from ע"ו roots; and hef ‘el (as heppel, in the pattern of פ"נ), used for 
forming words such as הינע (‘motive power’) and היצף (‘dumping’), also 
from ע"ו roots.

It may be concluded that in the early decades of language-standardization 
activity the tendency was to fit words to their roots, whereas in recent 
decades the dominant position has been that mishqal overrides root 
and therefore words whose mishqal does not fit their root are not to be 
rejected.
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Haggai Misgav

A List of Fast Days from the Rehov Synagogue

The excavation thirty years ago of the ancient synagogue at Rehov, south 
of Beth Shean, uncovered plaster fragments with partial remains of seven 
inscriptions on the floor of the nave, along with miscellaneous fragments 
of other inscriptions. One of these inscriptions, containing a unique list 
of fast days, is the topic of this article.

Like other liturgical poems created on the basis of various lists, several 
medieval manuscripts contain liturgical poems (piyyutim) and prayers 
composed in light of the fast days. In some of these sources the list of fast 
days has been incorporated in a halakhic composition or prayer book. 
Notwithstanding the similarities between the extant lists, they also differ 
in certain respects; therefore, the early date of the Rehov synagogue list 
has significant implications for their study.

Moshe Bar-Asher

Ze’ev Ben-Ḥayyim as a Pioneer of Hebrew Language: 
Instruction and Research in Israeli Universities 

and the Academy of the Hebrew Language

This paper publishes a letter dated 1955. Addressed by Ze’ev Ben-Ḥayyim to 
the rector and dean of the Faculty of Humanities of the Hebrew University, 
Jerusalem, in it Ben-Ḥayyim voiced opposition to the planned closing of 
the Department of the Hebrew Language. The plan proposed to assign the 
linguistic study of Hebrew to the Department of Linguistics and Hebrew 
language instruction to the Department of Hebrew Literature.

Ben-Ḥayyim argued that all prominent universities worldwide have 
independent departments dedicated to the national language and connected 
to the department or departments of national literatures. In this letter, he 
proposed a detailed plan of study for the Department of Hebrew Language 
and, in the final event, Ben-Ḥayyim’s viewpoint prevailed.
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Amir Gaash

The Karaite Grammatical Treatise Me’or ‘Ayin: 
A Hebrew Original or Translation from Arabic?

Me’or ‘Ayin is a Karaite pedagogical grammar of Biblical Hebrew written in 
Arabicized Hebrew. Although several scholars have argued for a Hebrew 
original composed in Byzantium during the second half of the eleventh 
century, the evidence suggests that this work is a Byzantine Karaite 
translation of an Arabic original that was penned in the Arabic script, at 
least at some stage in its transmission. It appears that the Arabic original 
was composed by a Karaite author in Jerusalem in the latter half of the 
eleventh century and was translated into Hebrew in Byzantium later in 
that century.

Mordechay Mishor

Yair Zakovitch, Invisible Biblical Dictionary, 
Jerusalem: Carmel, 2014, 141 pp.

The book shows how hidden words are virtually present in the biblical 
text through allusion, alliteration, and other stylistic means.

Noam Mizrahi

Avi Hurvitz, in collaboration with Leeor Gottlieb, Aaron Hornkohl, 
and Emmanuel Mastéy, A Concise Lexicon of Late Biblical Hebrew: 
Linguistic Innovations in the Writings of the Second Temple Period 

(VTSup, 160), Leiden: Brill, 2014, x + 270 pp.

The Lexicon summarizes the scholarly work of Avi Hurvitz, a leading figure 
in the study of Biblical Hebrew (BH). Hurvitz devoted much of his career 
to developing a sound methodology for establishing a linguistic distinction 
between two primary stages in the history of BH, namely, the classical (or 
early or standard) BH of the First Temple period (abbreviated as CBH, 
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EBH, or SBH), on the one hand, and the late BH (LBH) of the Second 
Temple period, on the other. The Lexicon demonstrates the validity of this 
distinction by way of detailed discussion of eighty entries, which represent 
various types of linguistic change that distinguish the two chronolects. 
These include: the introduction of new lexemes or the borrowing of 
such items from other languages (primarily Aramaic); modification of 
inherited lexemes, either in morphological form or semantic scope; the 
development of new phraseology, sometimes on the basis of older building 
blocks; and the rise of new syntactic constructions. A critical reading of the 
Lexicon highlights the authors’ careful, diligent treatment of the various 
phenomena exemplified by the entries. At the same time, a systematic 
reading of the Lexicon more clearly reveals some of the inherent issues with 
which the scholarly study of BH in general, and LBH in particular, has to 
wrestle.

Berachyahu Lifshitz

Shamma Friedman, Studies in the Language and Terminology of 
Talmudic Literature (Studies in Language, 16), Jerusalem: Academy of 

the Hebrew Language, 2014, 566 pp.

This is an initial survey of Professor Shamma Friedman’s recent Studies in 
the Language and Terminology of Talmudic Literature. This rich, multilayered 
book is composed of four chapters, each dedicated to a different term found 
in talmudic literature: olam, toref, berabi /beribbi, setimta’ah. The book’s 
wide scope and thorough, punctilious research, alongside the author’s 
sharp legal analysis, not only make it informative, but also provide new 
insights regarding talmudic literature and its traditions, its language and 
philosophy, and legal documents.

Although the reviewer is in agreement with the linguistic analysis offered 
in the book, the survey suggests alternative readings and conclusions that 
can be drawn from the texts presented by the author. Thus, the reviewer 
proposes that olam does not mean eternity or forever, but rather just 
time, sometimes definite and sometimes indefinite. Toref is not the clause 
which repeats what was already declared in the document, but is rather 
its main and first clause. As to beribbi: although it indeed means “the son 
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of a rabbi”, it had also a formal meaning. It designated the children of the 
rabbis [beneihem shel ḥakhamim] who were studying at the yeshivah and its 
use was restricted to the period before they achieved full rabbinic status. 
Part of the review of this chapter is devoted to the law of false witnesses. 
Finally, the review of the chapter on setimta’ah raises doubts regarding 
the possibility that this term has two interpretations.

Uri Mor

Moshe Bar-Asher and Irit Meir (eds.), Nit‘e Ilan: Studies in Hebrew and 
Related Fields Presented to Ilan Eldar, Jerusalem: Carmel, 2014, 624 pp.

This paper reviews the recently published volume in honour of Professor 
Ilan Eldar.

Steven E. Fassberg

Abraham Tal, Samaritan Aramaic (Lehrbücher orientalischer Sprachen / 
Textbooks of Near Eastern Languages Section III: Aramaic, vol. 2), 

Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2013, 181 pp.

Abraham Tal has presented students and scholars with a concise but 
complete grammar of Samaritan Aramaic, which is based on reliable 
versions of the Samaritan Targum, Tibåt Mårqe, the book of Asatịr, and 
Samaritan religious poems. The reading tradition of the liturgy provides 
an important window into the phonology and morphology of the dialect. 
In addition to chapters on phonology, morphology, and syntax, the book 
includes an annotated chrestomathy.
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Doron Modan

Moshé Bar-Asher, Les communautés juives du sud-ouest de la France: 
Prières et traditions linguistiques (SELAF 462 / Europe et Tradition 

Orale, 13), Leuven: Peeters, 2013, 375 pp.

Moshe Bar-Asher’s Les communautés juives du sud-ouest de la France: 
Prières et traditions linguistiques is an impressive collection of studies on 
the language of the descendants of the conversos in southwestern France. 
The book comprises a thorough phonological, morphological, and lexical 
examination of this language tradition, as well as an annotated edition 
of the New Year Maḥzor, transliterated in 1905 into French orthography 
by I. A. Péreyre.

Moshe Florentin

Karel Čapek, The Criticism of Words, trans. P. P. Friedmann, 
Jerusalem: Carmel, 2014, 147 pp.

The Criticism of Words is a highly recommended collection of essays 
composed by the famous Czeck writer Karel Čapek. The book does not 
deal with common, popular issues such as etymology of words, their 
history or their meaning, but focuses on their usage and especially on 
what they reveal about the nature of the human being as a social entity.

Elitzur A. Bar-Asher Siegal

Nimrod Shatil, Developments in Contemporary Hebrew 
(Studies in Language, 15), Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew 

Language, 2014, 334 pp.

Nimrod Shatil’s book is a collection of twelve academic articles in Hebrew 
that appeared between 2001 and 2009. The fact that all these articles can 
be read as if intended to appear in a single volume reflects their shared 
interests and methodology. As a collection they comprise an important 
volume for the study of Modern Hebrew.
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Vered Saydon

Zohar Livnat, Introduction to the Theory of Meaning: Semantics 
and Pragmatics, Vols. 1–2, Raanana: The Open University of Israel, 

2014, 252 + 379 pp.

This two-volume book treats the two main branches of the theory of 
meaning: semantics and pragmatics. Volume 1 addresses the classical 
issues in the fields of lexical and structural semantics: semantic shifts, 
semantic fields, sense relations, etc. Volume 2 introduces the reader to 
formal semantics and continues by discussing new approaches and updated 
theories in both the semantic and pragmatic domains: cognitive semantics, 
cognitive pragmatics, politeness and face theory, and conversation analysis, 
among others. The discussion is followed by examples from the various 
stages of the Hebrew language.

Maya Fruchtman

Uzzi Ornan, In the Beginning Was the Language (Studies in Language, 13), 
Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language, 2013, 307 pp.

The article reviews this very important book by Ornan, which analyzes the 
renaissance of the Hebrew Language: Ha-tehịyya. The book also includes 
treatments of some other fields of Modern Hebrew by this brilliant linguist, 
in line with his original approach.

Cyril Aslanov

Bernard Spolsky, The Languages of the Jews: A Sociolinguistic History, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014, xiv + 361 pp.

This new synthesis addresses the development of the “sociolinguistic 
ecology” of the Jewish people from antiquity to modern Israel, including 
the various diaspora communities. Structured chronologically (from 
biblical times to the state of Israel) and geographically, some of its sixteen 
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chapters are case studies of Jewish communities, including lesser known 
ones. Highlighted here are the shifts in the Jewish linguistic landscape 
from an initial monolingualism to the modern monolingualism of the 
state of Israel through a long intervening period of multilingualism. The 
working hypothesis underlying the historical survey is Joshua A. Fishman’s 
concept of  “language loyalty”; namely, the unceasing Jewish commitment 
to Hebrew.

Spolsky surveys the different historical contexts in which Jewish communities 
developed and catalogues the languages spoken by the Jews in different 
places and epochs. Throughout, the guiding question is that raised by Joshua 
A. Fishman regarding Jewish sociolinguistics in multilingual surroundings: 
when, where, and with whom did people speak a given language?

Intended primarily as a general introduction to the discipline for students 
or laypeople, this book holds little interest for the specialist. Among the 
flaws noted are the use of secondary sources and Spolsky’s failure to take 
a clear stand on debated issues or to offer his own theories. The only 
chapter that can be considered truly innovative is chapter 14, which deals 
with the impact of Jewish identity on some varieties of English, where 
Spolsky provides some interesting insights that are partly connected with 
his personal family history.

English summaries edited by Dena Ordan


