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34 JACK FELLMAN

that persisted as a functional organ and not as a museum exhibit for a
period of two thousand years under the most adverse conditions, deprived
of a geographical mufien and in the midst of an all-pervading majority
culture. History can record no paraliel case.” However, the Hebrew case
can be explained: the linguistic continuity of Hebrew was the outward
symbol for the spiritual continuity of Judaism and the historical conti-
nuity of the Jewish people. As it was throughout history, so it remains
today.
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JEWISH MULTILINGUALISM IN THE FIRST CENTURY:
AN ESSAY IN HISTORICAL SOCIOLINGUISTICS

BERNARD SPOLSKY

Bar-Ilan University, Ramai-Gan

The study of Jewish languages provides an excellent field for what might
be called historical sociolinguistics, the application of sociolinguistic prin-
ciples and models to questions of language use at earlier times. The par-
adigm of such scholarship is probably the work of Max Weinreich whose
history of the Yiddish language has contributed in equal measures to
Jewish studies, to historical linguistics, and to soclolinguistic theory. In
this essay, [ shall demonstrate the potential contribution of sociolinguistic
theorv to the solution of a problem of historical language use, looking at
the way a theory casts light on the available conternporary evidence and
reveals the patrern of language use among Jews of Palestine in the first
century of the Common Era.

In their attempts at understanding this patiern, scholars were long
handicapped by an assumption of virtual monolingualism, a sort of image
of the modern educated Anglo-Saxon with his capability for fluency in
one language and limited formal use of a scecond. These scholars heid
that the majority of Palestinian Jews ot the time spoke only Aramaic;
they conceded that the Rabbis knew Hebrew for their studies and wrote
an artificial version of it rather like the Latin of nineteenth century
scholars or clergymen; and they believed that only a small group of Hel-
lenizing Jews knew Greek, just as some of the upper class of a conquered
group might know the language of an occupying government, This view
of the carly death of Hebrew assumed that 1t had been the language of
the people only until 597 BCE, when the population was torced inio Exile
in Babylou. After the return in 537 BCE, Hebrew was thought to have
been replaced by Aramaic as the language of the people. Dubnow, for
instance, {1967: 379} claimed that Aramaic spread with “remarkable
speed,” becoming the general language of conversation among the popu-
lation and not just in cases of intermarriage. While he admitied that this
Aramaic had many Hebraic elements in it, he argued that Aramaic was
not just the language of legal acts (oflicial decuments are quoted in the
Book of Ezra in Aramaic) and for conversation with those Jews who
remained in Babylon and for those who went to Egypt, but that it was
also needed for translating the Bible to the “unlearned”; in his opinion,

Readings in the Sociology of Fewish Languages, ed. J.A. Fishman, Leiden: E_J. Brill, 1985
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It was only the learned who kept a working (and scholarly) knowledge
of Hebrew.

Bur there is good reason 1o believe that this account anticipates the
death of spoken Hebirew by some six or seven hundred vears it least, In
the réport ol the yeturn Fom exile in the book of Nehemialy, we do find
complaints that some of the men who had stayed behind had intermar-
ried with non-Jews, woman of Ashdod, and that their children could not
speak the “language of Judah™ (Hebrew}, but spoke rather “hal{ in the
speech of Ashdod” {Nehemiah 13.24), a description that any modern
soclolinguist would recognise as code-switching. But the existence of
code-switching and of related bilingualism after the political and cultural
muxtures of the period of the exile is hardly the picture of rapid language
loss painted by Dubnow.

More recent work has in fact found evidence for the continuity of
Hebrew us a spoken language, One of the strongest proponents of this
view has been the Christian scholar, Birkeland (1954) whao arguec that
Jesus was undoubtedly fluent in Hebrew, There is strone evidence for
this idea of Hebrew continuity, particularly in the cuse prosented by
Hebrew language schalars beginning with Graetz (1844, Segal | 1908,
and ably summarized mast recently by Rabin (19760, They have demon-
strated that the language in which the Rabbis composed the Mishnah
was not an artificial language of scholars (as for instance Pfeiffer 1949
379 held), but in fact just what would be expected if Biblical Hebrew
had continued to be a spoken language developing over time in normal
ways. Its grammatical and lexical differences from Biblical Hebrew are
those of a living language, and not the attempts of scholars to reproduce
an extinct language, As Rabin points out, there were in fact some people
who wrote in the style of Biblical Hebrew until quite late. Archaic Bibi-
wcal Hebrew was the choice of the Dead Sea Sects even though their
writing occasionally shows signs of contamination by the kind of Hebrew
they too must have spoken (Rabin 19581, We have no reason to doubt
then that the Rabhbis could have written in the archaic stvle had they
wished ta; they had no need to create an aniificial language. Further-
more, since the Mishnah was composed and transmitted arally and no
tnowriting, there would have been no reason 10 have written it down later
in Mishnaic Hebrew were it not as a record of the spoken version,

It is clear therefore that the Rabhis of the Talmud spoke Hebrew and
did not limit its use to prayer and writing. There is also good evidence
of the use of Hebrew by ordinary people. We find an account ol the
Rabbis learning the meaning of an archaic term from a servant who
come from a villge in Judea. A number of the Bar-Kokhba letters(42-52)
are written in Hebrew, the same living Hebrew that is found in the Mish-
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nah (Benoit et al 1961). It does seem however that Hebrew was better
maintained, or at least less influenced by Aramaic and other languages,
in Judea than in Galilee, an area where a great number of other peoples
had been settled during the Babylonian exile.

The Judeans who Tad been careful about their language succeeded in pre-
serving the Torh, while the people of Galilee, who did not care for their
language, dul not preserve the Torah, (TB. Erubin 534

The Talmud then goes on to discuss, with considerable detail, the kinds
of mistakes made by people from Galilee in their spoken Hebrew, com-
plaining especially of careless pronunciation that led to humorous mis-
understanding. The linguist would recognize the kind of complaints that
ane often finds about another dialect. Hebrew then was still a fully spoken
language well into the first century, different from the Hebrew of the
Bible but only different in those ways that we would expect in the normal
course of development of a language with similar exposure to multilin-
gualism.

The evidence for widespread knowledge of Greek has been presented
most clearly by Licberman (1942) and Hengel (1974). As early as 345
BCE, Clearchus of Sali reports meeting a Greek-educated Palestinian
Jew:

He was a Greek not only in his language bor also in his soal, | Josephuy o
Ap, 1, quoted by Hengel 1974 55)

By 150 BCE, good knowledge of the Greek language could be expected
of members of the Palestinian Jewish anistocracy; one learns for instance
from 1 Mace. 8: 17-23 that Judah and some of his supporters knew
enough Greek to carry on diplomatic negotiations in Rome and Sparta.
A young Jew who wanted to rise in the secular world would have to learn
Greek; a good number of contemporary Jewish books were written in
Greek. In the house of Rabbi Gamaliel, it is reported, as many students
studied Greek culture as Hebrew.

But is Greek philosophy forbidden? Behold Rab Judah declared that Sa-
muel said m the name of Rabban Simeon b, Gamaliel,.. there were a
thousand pupils in my father’s house; five hundred studied Torak and five
hundred studied Greek wisdom... It was different with the house of Rab-
ban Gamaliel because they had close associations with the Government.
{TB Sotah 49h)

' The following abbreviations are used throughout the paper for Talmudic references:
B, = Babylonion Talmud; 7T, = Jerusalern Talmod: M. = Mishnah: Clentions from
"B are from the Soneine rranslation
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Even among the Dead Sca Sects, at Qumran, Hengel reports, there were
many Greek papyri, and the “Overseer of the Camp” was expected to
know Greek. Tt was Lieberman who drew attention to how well the Rab-
bis knew Greek. Not only are there many words in the Talmud derived
from Greek sources, but at a number of places (e.g. T.B. Shabbath 31b
and 63b, T.B. Sanhedrin 76b) points are made with Hebrew-Greek puns
of the kind that only a bilingual would be able to follow. The Rabbis did
not just know Greek, but saw reasons to encourage people to learn and
use it

Ralbilbi sazed; why use the Syriun (= Aramaic; also, o [ILEEY CRML SUITSE, ||Ey|:u;-r|.
language in Palestine? Either the Holy toneue ar Greek, (T_B, Sotab 496

The relative value of Greek and the other language is recognized in the
Jerusalem Talmud:

Four languages are of value: Greek for song, Latin for war, Aramaic for
dirges, and Hebrew for speaking. (P. T. Sotah VII)

Greek was the language of the Greck colonies not only outside but also
in Palestine; it was the language of cities like Caesarea, Ashkelon, Akko,
Jafla, Gadara, Philadelphia, and Beth Shean (Scythopolis) just as it was
of other Greek colonies throughout Asia Minor. By this time, it had be-
come the first (and in many cases only) language of the extensive Jewish
communities in Egypt. Jews in Egypt had spoken Aramaic until the
middle of the second century BCE, but, as Tcherikover {1957: 30} shows,
Greek eventually became the language of intercourse in the cities. Since
there was no particular Jewish language loyalty to Aramaic, it was quile
soon replaced by Greek, Teherikover suggests, in much the same way
that Yiddish was replaced by English in America. The language change
did not, he argues, have any basic effect on the “national foundation”
of the Jews of Egypt. More serious was the translation of the Bible into
Greek, for the Written Law was the center of Jewish life, and once it was
available in Greek, the study of Hebrew became obsolete in Egypt. By
the ame of Philo (c. 20 BCE- 50 CE), Hebrew was virtually unknown
i Egypt. It was presumably for the sake of these Greek-speaking mono-
lingual Egyptian Jews that the Rabbis gave permission to pray in the
Greek language in the foreigners’ synagoge in Jerusalem. {(Tosefta Me-
gillah iv 3).

It must be conceded that there was at various times opposition to
Greek. After the tragic War against Quietus (116 CE), there was even
a ban on the teaching (but not the use) of the Greek language, the action
being explained with the story of a Greek-speaking Jew who had at an
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earlier time betrayed Jerusalem to the Romans. {T.B. Sorah 49b). But
there is good evidence that not just artistecrats with close relations with
the government, but also the Rabbis, except for those who had come
from Babylon, knew and spoke Greek. And just as with use of Hebrew,
there is no reason to suggest that the Rabbis were exceptional in their
knowledge of Greek.

Greek then had a role not just as the language for intercourse with the
government, and for those Jews who lived in or traded with the many
Greek towns, but also for contact with Jewish pilgrims from Greek-speak-
ing Asia Minor and Egypt. In the Greek towns, Jewish knowledge of
colloquial Greek was good; there is evidence in the Jerusalem Talmud
that the Jews of Cacsarea said prayers in Greek (P. T. Sotah V11.1.21b)
and Licherman (1942: 32{) reports a case where Greek was used in a
streek prayer there, during a drought where it was customary to ask the
common people to pray in their own language in the streets. He also
points out that the Rabbis often quote or refer to Greek proverbs in their
sermons, without translating, apparently assuming that they would be
familiar to their listeners.

There is of course ne doubt about the importance of Aramaic as one
of the major languages of Jews in Palestine in the first century. Before
the Babylonian exile, while the inhabitants of Judah did not know Ar-
amaic, officials at the court were able to use Official Aramaic, the lan-
guage of diplomacy. In 574 BCE, the king of Assyria sent an army against
Jerusalem. When the emissary started speaking in Hebrew, Hezckiah’s
courtiers replied to him:

Speak, I pray you, to your servants in Aramaic, for we understand it, and
don’t speak to us in the language of Judah (Hebrew) in the hearing of the
people who are on the wall. (2 Kings 18, 26).

During the Babylonian exile, as the Book of Esther attests, knowledge of
Hebrew was maintained for some time at least, but the upper classes at
feast must have learned Aramaic. During this peried, a policy of reset-
tlement of conquered populations anticipatory of the Soviet Union (see
Lewis 1972) brought a great number of foreign settlers into Palestine,
and, just as this population mix has led in the Soviet Union to the
spread and strengthening of Russian, so we can assume that Aramaic
developed first as the lingua franca between groups and then the lan-
guage to be used within the varicus communities.

It is not clear however how fast Aramaic spread among the Jews that
returned from Babylon or among those that had stayed behind. The
earlier citation from Ezra certainly depicts language mixture, but not
rapid language change. The text most often cited in support of a rapid
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.w;ur.h. to Aramaic 1 3 passage from Nehemiah, describing the establish-
nwln]rl in the days of Ezra of the custom of reading the Torah aloud in
r]ll e -

Andd Esra pened the book in the sight of all tle peaple |, and Vel g
inie] the J_.m'!urs caused the people to understand the Torah; and the preople
EFIHIEJ[ in 1J||l*:r places, 8o they read in the ook, in the Torh of Gad dis-
anctiy, and gave the sense, and ciused ] i Jinp
! g : 4 Fused them o undemstand the reading
iNehemiah 8, 5.8, e

In its explanation of this passage (T, B, Nedarim 37h). the Talmud in-
lerprets this last verse to refer o the matitution of the practice of the
1 argum, the reciting of an Aramaic translation after the public reading
of Ieuch Biblical Hebirew verse, (1.8, Nedarim 37h). It is pussible ;hut |L’r
refers to a translation into any language; it mighe also refer (o an inter-
Pretation given in more colloquial language, Even if the practice did nor
i it .sf:m this early, it is certain thay within a few cenripes the :"u.';mm::r
transiation and interpretation that accompanied the public reading ui
[JEE.“ ritten Law was firmly establislisd, making clear that in .ri:-. course
ol time maost of the inhabitants of Palestine. including presumably many
whio spoke Hebrew, ysee Aramaic g4 a lingua franca. .
.--".1';|Im.'1|r was the principal language of 1he fion-Jewish inhabitants of
Palestine—he Nabateans, the Samaritans, the Idumeans (these Iateer
vonverted to Judaism by the Hasmaneans) By the first century Aramaic
biad moved from being an imperial lingua franca 1o being a 1Im"1i 1.':‘|-
nacutar. It remained the official language for commereial and pr:ruunul
contracts, including marrfage and divoree documents), and a numl;r.r o]
Jewish books' (part of Danjel. Taobit, Juhilees, Encch, (he Greek Esther
;uul_l .“w second book of Maceabees) were wrliten initin the first :'-;.mur\?
BCE; others | Josephns® Histary, Baruch, Esdras, and Baruch) were com-
JJII:I.HI'.‘d in ,-'}1'um:u'|.' in the first century of the Common Fra. The virtual
triumph of Aramaic is attested 1o i the second century CE, when, in the
B of dangers of language loss, the Rabbis start i rguim: for the J;:‘t'ff ¥
teach Hebrew (see below), By this period, Aramaic wis the first ]'II'IEI..I‘i e
of the Jewish home; Hebrew had started (o become rr‘.ﬁlr':rlr-d. J'J‘I‘jl'i rlill!:'-c
o Jewish intellectual ane religious life. —
Putting all this together. the picture thay emerges then is thar, ongjl
the end of the Bar Kokhba revols in 135 CE, the Jews N: |Jﬂ-rl‘ﬁlil'|r1' were
mllfl_i]iugunl. using Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek for diﬁl-rc'rl[- pu.r IS
;l_nrl in different parts of the country, Hebirew continued to be jénd :':L Ihc.-
'n.':‘.”:lgl‘.':i of Judea untl then, and continued for a while imu;.rr in the
1.-|_]hgr~:: of Galilee where Jews settled after the Romans drove them out
ol Judea; Greek was the language of many cities and teawtiss aned 4 |'.;1m;1ir.
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was the most common first language. Rabin applies the term “triglossia”
to this situation, deriving it from Ferguson’s original proposal (1959) to
use the term diglossia for situations where two languages, or to be more
precise, two versions of the same language, were in a stable situation of
complementary use, one language being used for one set of public func-
tions and the other for a set private functions. How well, we might ask,
does this this categorization fit our case?

"The variation by region and by class in language use patterns may be

summarized as follows:

Jews in the Diaspora:
a. Egypt, Rome, Asia Minor Greek.
b. Babylon Aramaic and Hebrew.
Non-Jews in Palestine.
a. Government officials Greek and some Latin

b. Coastal cities (Greek colonies)  Greek

c. Elsewhere Aramaic
Jews in Palestine
a. Judean village Hebrew

Aramaic, Hebrew, Greek
Greek, Aramaic, Hebrew
Greek, Aramaic, Hehrew
Aramaic, Hebrew, Greek

b. Galilee

c. Coastal cities

d. Jerusalem i, upper class
1. lower class

The order that languages are mentioned in the right hand column is
significant and represents the probable frequency of use and level of pro-
ficiency. The functional separation is much more complex. In Ferguson's
pattern, the functions in a diglossic situation group into two, a set of H
tor hicher) [unctions such as public life, formal writing, religion, culture,
and education, amd a set of L (or lower functions) such as home, neigh-
bourhood, and work. In first century Palestine, certain functional allo-
vations appeir clear. Greek was the language for government, Hebrew
for prayer and study, Aramaic for rrade, but the functional distribution
1s much more complex, being more than just the addition of one more
language to the normal diglossic pattern. This becomes clearer if we look
specifically at the use of the various languages for literacy functions (see
Spolsky 1984

Let us start with Greek. Greek rather than Latin was the usual lan-
guage of Roman government in Asia Minor (Baron 1957, I 300). There
was a sign in the Temple in Greek advising non-Jews of the penalty for
entering the holy places. Greek was used on many Jewish tombs, and
starts to appear on other synagogue inscriptions later, One of Bar-Kokh-
ba's letters to his captains was in Greek, so we may assume a degree of
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popular literacy in Greek. Even though Greek as a language of literacy
did not have the importance for Jews of Palestine that it did in the [I'id-trtt
pora, especially Egvpy, iis special status 15 in fact noged E.n the Talim ur;
tor whereas some authorides held that the Bible could be u't'il;rn‘in -unj
iunm!nqr (ML Megillah i, 81, Rabbi Simeon said that i1 r..':uld J:r;: W ;r
:mij._' in Hebrew or in Greek (P. T Megilleh i 1). . B
The ﬁ::mmli languige to be considered s Aramaic which, as [ have
:l[r_t'.;‘uly mentoned, had long been established as the official J:;ﬂL;u'l =‘f'
uﬁu?ﬁfi legal and commercil documents. Twa tractates of 1f1c1ﬁ'l"la!fll_:tf";
deal in particular with the writing of marriage contracts 'uu;J' |J:"u+]r "i-
:‘Jncurr_wm.a, both of which were writien in .-'&r:n:;u.ia: ;Ic:'{lr:iim; L) E‘ﬂl'l'rll]J]I
prescribed formulas, Buy although the form of the documene way clea 'I:
laid down, the Rabbis held he written document 1o bhe Jess :-::Jj'w_.hlr- 1]:f :
the wr.nr'lgl of the witniesses who saw it Being written or &:ia\m-r*d -"L:. 1 |':~s|l;:]
e :ipr‘.'f'laj status was attached to the ability 1o 'l.'n.'JiLc'I\l.ll;h-{:Ei .H“un'.r.* rL:1
Seeing that Hebrew had been written in the :.:qulu'c- Aramaiy It‘{l.t'l"‘ﬂiI] H
the return fram Babylonian Exile, anyone who could write r:‘J? I:JE
scroll in Hebrew could presumably wiite g mRErTiage contrac ir; ;‘u'.-u?i]'u' \
anld there is a reference in the Tal mud to schools for seribes whr:'v ':t“
might hear a teache dictating o the class o el el (”WIE':‘;‘ kil . But }JLIL
was not cha;a:r. that writing these Aramaic documents had o :g.]'}FL'J'lJI St
n El_u:[, the Talmud says thar anyone could write such 4 c.lr::'.m:w.n[‘ ::
cluding a woman or g minor, neither of whom vould give r*ridrm.'r 11'11--1
faw court, We learn also that the Talmud ran accept thr. I'|r.:|t.:||r1.1.uf"‘
mnﬁm_her of the Sanhedrin being unable 1o write wihen it rules that lhi']"‘;
are vrcumstances when he must learn o write in order to carry out tiw
request of a dying man o write a bill of divorce for him. One othey kind
il u.l:hn'urn_rnt could be written in Aramaic, the Tarmpum o _‘;'n]‘u.rllil.fl'.[1"1!:*
lation ar tterpretation of the Bible. T haye mrntic:lucrl above the reg 1;1':':.-—
ment that such an interpretation arcompiany all public regdinges -Ef'!h-
Toral, but the Talmud holds that such a Tareum Wils .i]Ft]:L of hlw Clr 'J
LH.“ As sueh, 1t was nog allowed 1o he wr'rLEr;.n down ar rru:i. from d-
written text, but had o be delivered, one verse at a tme, following tf "
I:ED.}JIFIE of the Hebrew verse, from MEemory or t:xtempura‘n:-nuwlr |L.f };‘“
.':m?m':m 39b). The Talmud is clear thar the Holy Seriptures xa'u.m.ufcl Ilm
written down only in Hebrew, and that public readings uy purr.u-.u}'u-nruhi
could only takes place from g Hebrew text. But there is reference :'nhrih!:‘
Talmud to one written Targum, and others probubly existed \."l.'hiiv suech
{]e:wunn:m:: could net be used in SALLIOry services, rllw.i hudlrht* li’ll:!i[il.'»'
of other sacred writings, and could for instince be carried ouf u.!'l: l:t; e
0 IE’H‘ sabbath to save them from a fire (T_B. Shabbath 1135 B
What we seem 1o have here, then, is a kind of casual atiitude .tu. writing

JEWISH MULTILINGUALISM IN THE FIRST GENTURY 43

(except of conrracts) that is not uncommon in diglossic situation: ephem-
eri (personal notes of any kind) may be written in any language. But for
sacred material, the rules are much stricter: in formal situations such as
those to be discussed in the next few paragraphs, there are strict rules
about the choice of language for writing.

The major language for Jewish sacred text literacy was Hebrew. Sa-
cred text literacy was divided between two roles, that of the ordinary
person and that of the scribe. The ordinary educated Jewish man was
expected Lo be able to read a portion of the Written Law aloud, with
correct cantillation, from an unpointed text, as part of a public worship
service. The scribe had a twofold task: first, to train young hoys in the
skill of reading aloud and in the clementary level of interpretation of the
sacred texts, and second to copy and maintain the accuracy of the written
text. The copying was done letter by letter and not from dictation or
memory but from a wrirten moedel. During Temple times, the task of
copying the Holy Scriptures was attached to the Temple; by the first
century there were families and schools of scribes. Some of them became
Rabbis; the ability to write a sacred text was classed, along with the
abilities o perform a circumcision and o slaughter animals in accord-
ance with the religious faws; as the kind of method of serving the public
that was most desivible in a Rabhbi,

To sum up, we are dealing with a period that was multiliterate as well
as multilinguzl. In marked contrast Lo situations where one finds a bilin-
gual but monoliterate community, there was an established role for lit-
eracy in each of the three languages, with Hebrew being the main lan-
guage of the sacred written texts, Aramaic the language for legal con-
tracts and commerce, Greek the language for government weiting and
many public inscriptions; ephemera could be written in any language,
Each Titeracy was maintained by specialists and had its own training
system associated with it. At the time we are concerned with, these
specialises had impartant roles, but their status was nit as high as tha
of scribes in earlier tmes, for the skills of reading and WTTHIE Were start-
g (o b widespread.

The siwation we are dealing with is one that can be called triglossia,
but such a labelling does not do much more than tell us that there are
three languages in use in a recognizable pattern, Whereas the term di-
glossia s used by Ferguson (1959) or even as reinterpreted by Fishman
(1972 was fairly precise in its suggestion of two distinet varieties each
with an appropriate set of functions, later studies have shown the greater
complexity of actual functional distribution. Fishman (1971), for in-
stanee, makes clear that he considers it necessary to re-establish -
cally the domains of language use for each bilingual society studied,
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There is clearly room then for considering what kind of model best ac-
counts for the special kind of language variation that we are looking at
here. The model that 1 want o explore in the rest of this paper iv Hne
lrased on the work of Ray Jackendoff® in preference linguistics, Language
choice, like other sociotinguistic and pragmatic fratures (and SOMme sy

tactie fearures as well), is best deseribed by 2 set of rules only some af

which define necessary conditions of well-formedness; the others ire what
JackendofT ealls preference rules: rules that apply typically but not
necessarily, and the weighting or salience of which is de |.rr*r'|dn.-u.r on giti-
tons and atticndes, While the exact nature of such rules remains to he
established, the preference model seems particularly helplul in clarifvine
the working of the pracesses underlying the case we have been describing
here, Let me first sketch a general set of such rules as they secem 1o app]:
to language choice, then show how they help account for the sociolin-
guistic pattern that we have been looking at ol Jews in the first century,

There appear to be at least two necessary conditians for chojce of lan-
guage for communication:

‘;_.-. etsary orditton 12 Use (spenk, write) n langusce which vou know.
Vecessury condition 2- Use (speak, write)] # language which the person vou
Wt 10 communicate with knows, ' '

‘Nhi.le knowing a language is of course a gradient condition, that is to
say 1t 15 measured on a continuum and not as a binan idecision, the
necessary condition for a well-formed linguistic interaction i that both
speaker-writer and listener-reader can achieve a minimal threshold level
ol understanding. These two conditions explain why one of the first tasks
.””[ parcnts accept with a newborn child s '.-:'.'u.'hi.::_q il their language,
Le. muking sure that it can meet necessary condition 2. Similarly. these
twin conditions explain why the continued presence of a signiiir';]lllf MENGE
lingual in the home will ensure that other members of the family will
knerw that language, We will see that these conditions are sirnificant for
SO LI.-j the facts we have deseribed. In communication with oneself
(counting, dreaming, writing notes!, it is obvious that the speaker/wrirer
hiy the fullest freedom, I

Fhe typicality conditions that [ next list can apply only where the two
necessary conditions have been met, which means when the two inter-
locutors are (or can be expected to be) bilingual in the same two lan-
guages. The first pair relates to a preference according to how well the
language s known by each of them. )

© Bee for instance Jackendo (19831 also for appplicntions of the model oomuasle, Lee-
dabl and Jackendoff ( 1983); to literstupe, Schauber and Spalsks (1981 wnd in presst,
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Typicality condition 1. Prefer to use the language you know best for the topic

concerned.
Typicality condition 2: Prefer to use the language that vou believe the person
you are addressing knows best for the topic being discussed,

Essentially, these two rules fall into two parts. First, they both assume
that choice of language is influenced by amount of knowledge and ease
of expression, which themselves vary from topic to topic (perhaps domain
to domain} depending on the expericnce of the speaker and, at another
remove, on the experience {cultural history] of users of the language as
a whole, The second part, equally pertinent to our concerns, is the ques-
tion of whose preference is to count. Clearly, there will be cases where
each user has (or can be assumed to have) equal and similar control of
the two languages, but there will also be cases in which the two rules
could lead to conflict. The resolution of this conflict is partly to be ex-
plained by the absolute and relative status of the two pecple concerned,
it is partly to be explained by accommaodation theory. The rules them-
selves are simple: the conditions that provide weighting for them are
much more complex (sce for instance Breithorde 1983, Genesee 1983).
The next condition is a conservative factor:

Typicality condition 3. Prefer to use the language you used the last time you
addressed this person.

To switch language use to a person you have regularly spoken to—a
family member, a close (riend—- takes a major effort; thus, the weight of
inertia favors conservatism: parents can be persuaded to speak a new
language to their children more easily thar they can be persuaded to use
1t to each other.

Typicality condition 4 Prefer a language that includes or excludes a third
party.

There are conditions in which it is considered important to make it pos-
sible for a third party to be able to understand what one 1s saying or
writing; similarly, there can be conditions that make it important to pre-
vent a third party understanding. In other cases, this condition has no
weight at all.

The final condition is a complex and important one: I am tempted to
break it down into several, bul prefer to try to treat it as a single rule,
with the complexities in the weightings that determine its salience in a

specific case.

Typicality condition 5: Preler to use a language that asserts the most advan-
tageous social group membership for you in the proposed interaction.
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Assume that both you and your addressee are equally bilingual; that it
i« it person you have not spoken 1o hefore; that thers 15 no third party
involved and that the conversation takes place in a society with a least
two groups of uneven power, each with its associated languare. IF the
interaction is hetween a member of the dominating group and of a dom-
inated group, conditions 1 and 2 suggest that the comfort of the member
of the dominating group will be served by using his/her language, unless
hejshe chooses o accommodate 1o the ather party, Assume however a
conversation between two members of the dominated group: in such a
case, the use of the language of the dominant group will have nothing to
do with comfort but will count as a claim to membership of that group
and so to an advantageous status in the current situation. The working
of conditions like these clearly depends on the ideological values of both
peaple involved and derives from gencral social values.

Before we start discussing the detailed applivation of these rules to the
case of Jewish Palestine in the first century, we need to make clear the

nature of the model we are proposing. [t is a competence model: a set of

rules that underlies the understanding of a competent member of a speech
community, In Chomsky's attempt to explain linguistic competence, this
persan was an ideilized monolingual; in a soiolinguistic description, i
is of neeessity someone who shares not just the community’s rules for
forming sentences (linguistic competence in its narrowest sense) but its
rules for language use (communicative competence). But knowing the
rules is of eourse not the same as using them; there will in practce be
cases where mistakes are made, or where knowledge is imperfect. In de-
seribing the rules of a speech community, there is another complication
in that various members of the community will have different values and
apply the same rules differently. For instance, in the situadon T have
been deseribing, it is clear that Jews from towns in Galilee had different
linguistic competence from Jews from Judean villages. However, is our
point of view is the whole speech community, we are interested not just
in what such a local person does, but in what members of the community
expect people from u certain part of the country to do.

This will help understand how the first two rules (the necessary con-
ditions) work, The facts that emerge from our deseription are that there
are potentially a number of significant monolinguals, or at least prape
with wham s multilingual jew would share only one language. With Jews
from Egypt or Asia Minor, or with Greek colonists, or with the Greek-
speaking government, Greek would be the only possible language for
communication. With non-Jews or other backgrounds, Greek might
sometimes be useful, but the large majority would most probably be re-
stricted to the use of Aramaic as a lingua franca. With a good number
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of Jews, presumably older and vounger, coming mainly from Judean
{and after the destruction of Judea, Galilean and Golan villages), the
only language for communication would be Hebrew. Thus muldlingual
Jews living in Palestine in the frst century who had reason to interact
with any of these named groups would have good reason to bwith main-
tain and use their ability in each of the three languages.

Typicality conditions | and 2 set up conditions [or language chiowe
between hilinguals and deal with topical division on the one hand aned
decision as to whose convenience to [ollow on the other. The Talmudic
citation earlier hints at a topical division when it discusses the suitability
of various languages:

Four languages: are of value Greek for song, Latin for war, Aramaic for
dirges, and Hebrew for speaking, (BT Sotah VI I

The clearest statements of topical prelerences are perhaps the extensive
discussions in the Talniud on the language for writing the Holy Seripiures
(mentioned ahove) and the language to be used for public readings from
the Seriptures, tor prayers (see e.g. T.B. Berakhot 13a), and for citing the
words of & teacher (T.B. Berakhot 47a). Briefly, preference is always
given to Hebrew, with a special provision that wome things should abways
be quoted in the original (e.g. an Aramaic word used i the Bible, or a
teaching from a Rabbi); as we would expect in a preference maodel. how-
ever, this is a typicality condition and can be overwreighed by other pro-
visions (especially the two necessary conditions|, T have not ko far been
able to find evidence for the working af the second part of these condi-
tions, the question of who accommodates when there is uneven language
abiliey,

The way that typicality condition 3 works is well illustrated by the
major reward and punishment cited in the attempts in the second century
to persuade fathers to speak Hebrew to their chilcren:

Rabbi Meir said, he who speaks with his son in the Holy Tongue is guar-
anteed a place in the world to come

Or in more detail:

Rabbi Jose ben Agobiah says, rom here it s said thar as soon as an infani
leging to talk, his father talks o himin Hebirew and tewchey him the Torh
He who falls 1o speak Hebrew with him and teach him the Torah acts like
pne whe buries him. (Sifre on Deuteromomy |

Changing an established pattern of language use certainly calls for strong
persuasion.
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l*?mally, s typicality condition 3 that must be ysed to account for the
major Ia‘nguage changes that did tuke place as sections of the Jewish
community moved to Greek or to Aranmic as thyeir language for intra-

community use. Whether we are talking of the Jewish communities of

.‘tﬁj-‘l Minor, Babylon, or Palestine. we need to account for the ultmate
.fi'-*.':t::h to Greek or Aramaic oy non-religious (or in the case of Egy r.
for all) f'lmclriun'.-:. Part of the explanation might he Inermarriage, lﬂ.l]-:h
Jews marrving cotiverted nomn-Helbirew speakers, but thiy explanation iy
not enough. We must explain why Hebrew speakers who murried other
Hebrew speakers would haye started to speak Aramaic or Greek o each
_othe:' and more importantly to their children And the answer must Tif:‘iil'll:"'
in ]ars_,re Measure in the relative social group membership asserted J:n'-1ht'
ul:n_- u! the non-Hebrew language, In other words, we s ussur‘m- 1
situation in which the status artached to being a Hebrew speaker was lrss
than that atrached 1o speaking the other f.‘|rigmu{r'.
T!IH' PRttern s casy o imagine in the areas whers Greck was the P
dominant language, the language associated with culture as well as gay-
ernment, suchas Egypt. Asia Minor, and the (yreek cities. In such plages
it was obviously the language of the nonsJewish upper class. Within the
Jewish com munity, use of Greek would mark one-as sharing in that stars
so that one would start using it with other Jews and ultimately with one’s
children. This value of Greek 1 recorded in an opinicn in the I]rrua;—:]r'lﬁ

Talmud:

£ an may CaCh hlS dau h Cr re eca eIt a
A T \ a a2 te G ek b Cals
N ) JI-C) 1 8 I ornament, (P T

A similar pattern would account for the move from Hebrew to Greek in
Egpr, and the development of the home use of Greek by :|r'i\'mr. :;.'1tiz'
Jews in Palestine itself Orly a strong teeling of linguistic and -n.'n.imnl.
loyalty I(such as one finds with the Dead Sew sects and with the Ra l:!;ii
al certain periods! would hold oy against this force in those areas where
rhtl"ri' Was any extensive knowledge of Greek, .
he switch to Aramaic i e easy o account for, unless it owed iis
status o the wse of the Inngeape as g Linguage af wider rr_-mmrrnii';rwurl.'
the speaker of Arimaic then was s micone with good connections outsidcl
the community, with extensive trade contacts perhaps, As T have alreads
mentoned, the evidener suggests thay the SIPONEERt move 10 .-"nrumuir". did
in fac E.:lu' place in Galilee, where there was the greatest misture of
population. Speaking Aramaic inside the community there Ve imw‘- Al
one stage signified an identification witk thye wider community rw.'idu*nu;v
perhaps of business success. And ir is revealing thie as the r~;115|::r rl'[-l.rin.::.
made clear, this language change was assumed by rthe Talm.ud. tlo 1.)6
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accompanied by a weakening also of religious traditions. In the villages
of Judea, however, these forces for language change seem to have been
much less operative, so that we assume that Hebrew could have remained
the normal language for home as well as religious use until the physical
destruction and dispersal of the population. A second significant force for
Aramaic must have been the rising status of rabbis from Babylon where
the switch to Aramaic followed the same process as the switch to Greek
in Egypt. As the importance of Babylon grew as a center of Jewish learn-
ing, the status within the scholarly world of speaking Aramaic must have
similarly risen, The combination of these two forces then led to the tem-
porary triumph of Aramaic as the Jewish language of the Talmudic

period.
The preference model of language choice then helps us understand the

complex interplay of forces in a multilingual situation. It will need to be
refined by using it to analyse contemporary communities where survey
and observational techniques will make the search for evidence of its
operation simpler, but even in a historical study like this of the triglossia
of the Jews of Palestine in the first century, it can cast light on the nature
of the situation and the force behind it.
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