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THESIS SUMMARY 

 

The study of family language policy is a significant area within sociolinguistics and 

language policy research, focusing on detailed examinations of how families handle 

multilingualism. In the present thesis, I examine the language practices, beliefs, and 

management methods of Romanian-origin immigrants in Israel, a community managing 

heritage language preservation alongside the dominance of Hebrew. By examining these 

dynamics, I explore how language, identity, and migration interact within the more general 

environment of sociolinguistic and cultural integration. 

The number of Israelis of Romanian descent has been falling gradually over the last 

several years, in spite of their historical significance. In 2022, there were 124,300 Romanian-

born Israelis, or roughly 2% of the nation’s total population, compared to 198,898 in 2017 

(Israel Central Bureau of Statistics). This significant demographic shift begs the question of 

how this community adapts to its linguistic heritage in a society where Hebrew holds such a 

hegemonic role in everyday interactions. 

Regarding the relevance of my research, it derives from its contribution to a less-

explored area of family language policy, specifically concerning Romanian-origin immigrants 

in Israel, addressing a gap in the available literature. Existing studies on family language policy 

have generally concentrated on larger or more widely documented immigrant communities, 

such as Spanish, Arabic or Russian speakers in Israel. Thus, since no family language policy-

specific studies have been published on this overlooked community to the present date, my 

research will attempt to enhance academic understanding of how smaller immigrant groups 

handle linguistic and cultural adaptation while more or less consciously attempting to maintain 

their heritage languages. 

To explore this, I will focus on the following research questions: 

1. How do Israelis of Romanian origin manage the preservation of their heritage 

language in the context of Hebrew dominance? 

2. What are their attitudes and beliefs regarding the use of Romanian and Hebrew 

in familial and societal settings? 

3. How do intergenerational dynamics influence family language practices and 

policies? 

To answer these questions, I will build on Spolsky’s (2004) foundational framework, 

which identifies three components of language policy: practices, beliefs, and management. 

Practices pertain to habitual patterns of language use in everyday life, beliefs encompass the 
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values and attitudes associated with specific languages, and management refers to deliberate 

efforts to influence linguistic behaviours within families. Further, the psychosociological 

dimensions of language policy, including identity formation, social networks, and attitudes, 

supplement the analytical depth of my study. I will also look into patterns of intergenerational 

transmission by combining Fishman’s (1991) theory of language shift and Giles et. al’s (1977) 

notion of ethnolinguistic vitality with Spolsky’s framework. 

My results indicate that Romanian is experiencing a decrease in transmission between 

generations in Israel, but this decline is more consistent with linguistic attrition and domain 

loss than with the paradigm of “language death” (Crystal 2001; Mufwene 2004; Sallabank 

2018). Fishman’s theory provides a useful perspective on how sociocultural and generational 

factors influence the preservation of minority languages, rather than causing Romanian to 

completely disappear in Israel. This heritage language loss is neither uniform nor inevitable, 

being determined by intergenerational agency, educational structures, migration histories, and 

idiosyncrasies. 

The primary aim of my research is to discover how Romanian-origin Israelis manage 

the maintenance of their heritage language while addressing the linguistic demands of 

integration into Israeli society, and to contribute to broader discussions on multilingualism, 

language maintenance, and the role of family in sustaining minority languages. It is my hope 

that this research will offer practical recommendations for language policy in Israel, especially 

with regard to strategies to support Romanian immigrants and their descendants in preserving 

their linguistic heritage. 

Regarding the structure of my thesis, besides the first chapter, where I introduce the 

research topic, its importance, and the objectives of my study, outlining its theoretical and 

methodological frameworks and summarising the structure of my thesis, I have organised it in 

six other chapters, with the final one serving as the conclusion. 

In my second chapter, which acts as the literature review for the thesis, I examine the 

theoretical, psychosociological, and methodological foundations of my research, considering 

concepts such as language policy, identity, and attitudes, and situating my study within the 

broader field of sociolinguistics, drawing on foundational theories and models to frame the 

analysis. Spolsky’s (2004) conceptualisation of language policy as comprising practices, 

beliefs, and management has provided an essential framework for examining how families 

make linguistic decisions. This tripartite model is particularly relevant in studying immigrant 

families who manage both the preservation of their heritage language and the adoption of a 

dominant societal language. Moreover, psychosociological perspectives contribute to 
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understanding how families manage language policies, considering the influence of identity, 

social networks, and attitudes in the development of language behaviours. For example, 

identity is closely tied to language use, as individuals often see their linguistic heritage as a 

core aspect of who they are. Social networks affect language maintenance, with connections to 

heritage language communities providing support for language use. Attitudes towards heritage 

and societal languages can either encourage or hinder efforts to maintain bilingualism. 

Further, in the third chapter, I explore the historical and sociolinguistic contexts relevant 

to my research, focusing on Romanian migration to Israel and Israeli language policies, in order 

to position the experiences of Romanian-origin families within the wider socio-political and 

linguistic landscape of Israel and to provide a suitable context for understanding my findings. 

Over several decades, Romanian-origin immigrants have contributed to the culture of Israeli 

society, bringing with them unique linguistic and cultural traditions. However, the dominance 

of Hebrew as the national language poses risks for heritage language preservation, as Israel’s 

language policies, which have long prioritised Hebrew as a unifying force, leave minority 

languages at risk of decline. 

Regarding the fourth chapter, this is where I discuss my research methodology, 

including the design, data collection methods, and ethical considerations. I have carefully 

designed my study’s methodological framework to align with my research objectives, drawing 

on prior studies in family language policy. Qualitative methods, particularly semi-structured 

interviews, have been widely recognised for their ability to uncover detailed accounts of 

linguistic practices and beliefs. 

In the fifth chapter, I explain the primary findings of my study, discussing themes such 

as family language practices, identity formation, and language maintenance, scrutinising the 

difficulties and strategies involved in maintaining bilingualism and the heritage language 

across generations. In this sense, my participants described a variety of practices, from 

speaking Romanian at home to encouraging younger generations to learn the language. 

However, I also observed challenges, such as intergenerational language shifts and systemic 

social pressures to prioritise Hebrew. 

As we continue with the sixth chapter, I critically and comparatively interpret my 

findings, linking them to Spolsky, Giles et. al and Fishman’s theoretical concepts, and situating 

them within existing literature by comparing them to a 2019 study by Tannenbaum and Peleg 

on the Iranian community in Israel. 

Chapter two situates family language policy within broader sociolinguistic and 

theoretical notions, drawing on Spolsky’s (2004, 2018) tripartite model of language policy, 
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comprising practices, beliefs, and management, as a foundational framework. Additionally, 

Fishman’s (1991) work on reversing language shift provides insight into the conditions that 

facilitate or hinder minority language survival. Ethnolinguistic vitality theory (Giles, Bourhis, 

& Taylor, 1977) offers a complementary perspective, highlighting the role of status, 

demographic strength, and institutional support in determining language maintenance. Finally, 

qualitative methodologies, particularly those informed by Patton’s (1987) general interview 

guide approach, have been instrumental in capturing the nuanced experiences of multilingual 

families. 

Language policy as a discipline emerged in the aftermath of the Second World War in 

response to sociopolitical transformations, including decolonisation and migration. Initial 

efforts at language planning often failed due to unpredictable demographic changes and the 

deep-seated ideological and emotional connections individuals held to their languages 

(Spolsky, 2018). 

Spolsky’s model of language policy, composed of practices (actual language use), 

beliefs (ideological attitudes toward language), and management (deliberate efforts to regulate 

language use), is particularly relevant to family language policy. Families negotiate these three 

elements in response to societal pressures, attempting to manage language maintenance at the 

same time as their integration. Fishman (1991) expands on this by conceptualising language 

shift as a gradual process influenced by intergenerational transmission. His Graded 

Intergenerational Disruption Scale (1991) categorises language endangerment, with heritage 

languages often occupying mid-range stages where transmission is inconsistent, but not yet 

entirely lost. 

Giles et al. (1977) introduce ethnolinguistic vitality theory, which assesses the 

likelihood of minority language maintenance based on status (economic and historical factors), 

demographic strength (speaker population size and distribution), and institutional support 

(representation in education, media, and government). When minority languages lack 

institutional support, their survival often depends on community-level efforts and intrafamilial 

reinforcement. This concept, which integrates social psychology with sociolinguistics, 

provides a structured way to evaluate the challenges faced by migrant families in sustaining 

their heritage languages. Minority languages with low ethnolinguistic vitality face pressures 

from dominant languages, leading to attrition and possible language death (Mufwene, 2004). 

However, some scholars contest deterministic views of language decline, arguing that language 

shift is determined by socio-political and ideological factors rather than being an inevitable 

process (Ricento, 2007).  
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Attitudes toward language significantly influence linguistic behaviours and policies. 

Research in this area, particularly Gardner’s (2002) studies on language attitudes, demonstrates 

how perceptions influence both policy effectiveness and individual language choices. 

Family language policy research engages with a variety of methodologies, from large-

scale quantitative surveys to in-depth qualitative ethnographies. Recent studies have 

concentrated on the interaction between macro-level policies (e.g., government language 

policies, educational curricula) and micro-level family decisions (Curdt-Christiansen, 2014, 

2015, 2016). 

Surveys and census data can provide broad indicators of language health, but they rarely 

manage to record the complexities of language use within families. For instance, language use 

surveys can reveal intergenerational shifts, but they do not necessarily reflect the more subtle 

ideological and emotional factors that can impact linguistic choices. Further, census questions 

on language often conflate proficiency with actual use, leading to potential misrepresentations 

of minority language vitality (Baker, 2001). 

Patton’s (1987) general interview guide approach offers a valuable methodological 

alternative by prioritising in-depth, flexible conversations over rigid questionnaires. This 

qualitative approach allows researchers to explore explicit language policies within families, 

as well as implicit attitudes and shifting practices. By encouraging open-ended responses and 

adapting question phrasing based on participant narratives, Patton’s method allows for an 

improved understanding of how families view and handle language use across generations. 

Lane (2010) examined the long-term effects of Norway’s Norwegianisation policy on 

Kven speakers, revealing how state policies can stimulate rapid intergenerational language 

loss. Similarly, Curdt-Christiansen’s (2014) research on bilingual Chinese families in 

Singapore shows how government focus on English influences parental expectations and 

heritage language support. Therefore, it is reasonable to posit that family language policy is 

not solely a private family matter, due to it being directly influenced by broader socio-political 

and ideological forces. 

A significant aspect of family language policy research is language ideology, or how 

families perceive and evaluate their linguistic choices in relation to the forces of societal 

expectations. Language hierarchies, as observed in multilingual societies like Malaysia (Wang, 

2017) and the United Kingdom (Kirsch, 2012), impact family decisions on which languages to 

prioritise. Quite often, families adjust their linguistic strategies in relation to perceived 

economic or social advantages, frequently at the expense of heritage language transmission. 
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Interactional studies can further reveal how language practices evolve within families. 

Gafaranga (2010) examined Rwandan children in Belgium, showing how they initiated 

language shifts by requesting French over Kinyarwanda. Meyer Pitton’s (2013) study of 

Russian-French bilingual families in Switzerland discovered how daily interactions, such as 

conversations at the dinner table, affect long-term linguistic outcomes. Translanguaging, as 

defined by García and Li Wei (2014), shows how multilingual families fluidly switch between 

languages, reinforcing or altering their linguistic environments in response to social cues. 

Chapter three considers the historical and sociolinguistic aspects that have had an 

impact on the Romanian-origin community in Israel. It explores issues such as migration, 

cultural adaptation, and language policies in relation to identity and heritage preservation. 

Migration has been a defining feature of Israel’s development, yet unlike conventional 

immigration patterns, Jewish migration to Israel was ideologically driven, based on the concept 

of aliyah, literally meaning “ascent”, which denotes a return to the ancestral homeland 

(Halperin, 2015). The earliest cases of Romanian Jewish migration date back to the late 

eighteenth century, when the Chief Rabbi of Bukovina settled in Tzfat (Ioanid, 2005). By the 

late nineteenth century, Romanian Jews were instrumental in early Zionist movements. The 

Focșani Conference of 1881 marked the beginning of organised Zionist activities in Romania, 

leading to the establishment of agricultural colonies in Palestine, such as Rosh Pina and 

Zikhron Yaakov (Ioanid, 2005). 

During the Second World War, Romania’s position on Jewish emigration varied due to 

geopolitical pressures. While Romanian authorities initially viewed emigration as a means to 

resolve the “Jewish question”, the process was complicated by Nazi opposition and logistical 

obstacles (Ioanid, 2021). The events of the Holocaust decimated Romania’s Jewish population, 

prompting many survivors to seek refuge in Palestine. By 1948, Romanian Jews already 

constituted a significant portion of the Jewish population in Palestine, due to earlier waves of 

aliyah driven by Zionist movements. Following the establishment of the State of Israel, mass 

immigration was further emphasised, accelerating the migration of Romanian Jews (Meyer, 

1953). 

Post-war migration policies were shaped by Romania’s communist leadership, which 

alternated between restricting and permitting Jewish emigration. In the early years of 

communist rule, the government allowed large-scale aliyah, but later imposed stringent control. 

Emigration policies became a transactional tool, with the Romanian regime reportedly 

negotiating Jewish departures in exchange for economic or diplomatic advantages (Bines, 
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1998). By the late 1980s, the Jewish population in Romania had significantly declined due to 

successive waves of immigration (Rotman, 2004). 

The Romanian-origin community in Israel represents one of the largest Jewish 

immigrant groups. By 2017, an estimated 198,898 individuals of Romanian origin lived in 

Israel, though numbers declined to 124,300 by 2022 due to demographic ageing (Israel Central 

Bureau of Statistics, 2022). Romanian Jews initially maintained strong cultural ties, with 

Romanian widely spoken in households and community spaces. However, over time, 

assimilation pressures and the dominance of Hebrew led to a significant language shift, with 

younger generations increasingly favouring Hebrew (Herșcovici, 2018). 

The revival of Hebrew as a spoken language was essential to the Zionist project 

(Fishman, 1991). Eliezer Ben-Yehuda’s efforts to modernise Hebrew laid the groundwork for 

its widespread adoption, reinforced by state policies following the establishment of Israel 

(Spolsky, 2014). The Ulpan system, introduced in 1949, was fundamental in the process of 

integrating immigrants through its provision of immersive Hebrew instruction (Shapiro, 1989). 

However, this linguistic unification came at the expense of minority languages, including 

Yiddish, Ladino, and Arabic, which were systematically marginalised (Saban & Amara, 2002). 

These languages, once widely spoken among Jewish immigrants, were actively discouraged in 

favour of Hebrew (Fishman, 1991). Arabic, although historically an official language, has been 

largely symbolic in practice, with legal and educational policies reinforcing its secondary status 

(Yitzhaki, 2011). The 2018 Nation-State Law officially declared Hebrew as Israel’s sole 

national language, even further diminishing the status of Arabic (Jabareen & Bishara, 2019). 

Romanian historically occupied a prominent place among Israel’s immigrant 

languages, particularly between the 1940s and 1970s. Publications, theatre, and community 

events in Romanian were common, with newspapers such as “Viața Noastră” contributing to 

linguistic continuity (Herșcovici, 2018). However, as with other heritage languages, Romanian 

gradually declined due to pressures of assimilation and generational shifts. More recent efforts 

such as the “Școala de limba română din Israel” (The Romanian Language School in Israel), 

supported by the Association of Romanian-Language Writers in Israel and the Romanian 

Cultural Institute, attempt to preserve Romanian, but these initiatives face funding and 

logistical constraints (Airinei, 2023). 

Hebrew’s dominance in schools and public life has led to a generational shift in 

language use among Romanian-origin families. Research on Russian-speaking families in 

Israel indicates similar patterns, where children adopt Hebrew as their primary language 

despite parental efforts to maintain the heritage language (Altman et al., 2013). Among Iranian 
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families, older generations continue using Persian in domestic settings, but second- and third-

generation speakers exhibit declining proficiency (Tannenbaum & Peleg, 2019). 

In recent decades, English has gained prominence in Israeli society, particularly in 

academia and business. English is increasingly perceived as the language of socioeconomic 

mobility, further challenging the position of heritage languages (Reshef, 2008). The 

proliferation of English-language media, alongside the globalisation of education and 

technology, has contributed to shifting linguistic priorities among younger Israelis 

(Tannenbaum & Shohamy, 2023). 

Given these sociolinguistic dynamics, my study adopts a qualitative approach to record 

and examine the lived experiences of Israelis of Romanian origin, and in chapter four I explain 

my preference for such an approach in the form of semi-structured interviews. The qualitative 

approach is well suited to my research, as it prioritises an in-depth exploration of the 

participants’ lived experiences and enables an understanding of the interaction between 

language practices, beliefs, and management within Romanian-origin family settings in Israel. 

In addition to reviewing prior literature, my selection of deductive themes was informed 

by personal correspondence and discussions with Bernard Spolsky, whose extensive work in 

language policy has shaped the study of heritage language maintenance. While Spolsky’s 

theoretical framework underpins my data analysis, his practical guidance also influenced the 

structure of my interviews. Specifically, he advised an open-ended approach focusing on the 

tension between language maintenance and social integration, rather than restricting 

participants’ responses to predefined categories. As he suggested: 

 
“Get their idea of the importance of maintaining language and culture as compared to the 
importance of integrating. Ask them about any differences of attitude and practice among 
members of the family. What language do they use at work? As much as possible, let them 
speak freely rather than answering questions.” 

 

Regarding participant recruitment, I achieved this by using the snowball sampling 

method, first described by Goodman (1961) as a referral-based approach for accessing specific 

or hard-to-reach populations. Snowball sampling involves starting with an initial set of contacts 

who, after agreeing to participate, provide referrals to others within their networks who meet 

the study’s criteria. 

I initiated recruitment through professional and academic contacts, including 

individuals I met during my tenure as a Holocaust museum curator and certain former lecturers. 

These initial participants then referred others, resulting in a diverse sample representing various 
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migration timelines and backgrounds. The referral process also fostered trust, as 

recommendations were facilitated by known and respected individuals within the community. 

Despite its advantages, snowball sampling has inherent limitations. Its non-random 

nature can lead to selection biases, as referrals may favour individuals who are more socially 

connected and exclude those less engaged within the Romanian-Israeli community. 

Consequently, the findings may not fully represent the entire population. Furthermore, the use 

of personal networks may result in a sample composition that reflects particular characteristics 

or viewpoints. 

Participants emigrated at different periods, from the 1960s to the 1990s, providing a 

broad historical and generational perspective on Romanian immigration to Israel. They resided 

in various locations, including Tel Aviv, Haifa, and Jerusalem, adding regional diversity. 

Demographic details of the participants, including gender, year of birth, year of emigration, 

and current residence, are summarised in the table below (see figure 1). Participant 3 and his 

daughter share the same numerical identifier for easier analysis and presentation of data, as 

they belong to the same family and household. 

 

Participant no. Gender Year of birth Year of emigration Place of residence 

1 F 1951 1970 Tel Aviv 

2 M 1947 1972 Jerusalem 

3 M 1946 1988 Haifa 

3’s daughter F 1979 1988 Haifa 

4 M 1967 1999 Tel Aviv 

5 F 1940 1967 Tel Aviv 

6 F 1948 1972 Haifa 

7 M 1947 1986 Haifa 

8 F 1950 1976 Tel Aviv 

9 F 1935 1960 Tel Aviv 

Figure 1. Demographic data of the participants. 

 

Semi-structured interviews were employed to capture participants’ linguistic choices 

and family language use in a flexible yet structured manner. This approach allowed for the 

emergence of unanticipated themes and provided deeper insight into the challenges of 

maintaining Romanian while integrating into Israeli society. Inspired by Patton’s (1987) 
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general interview guide approach, I structured the interviews around key themes while 

allowing participants the freedom to elaborate on their experiences. 

The interview questions focused on the participants’ linguistic biographies, language 

attitudes, and integration experiences. Initial demographic questions eased participants into the 

conversation, while subsequent sections explored their Romanian and Hebrew proficiency, use 

of these languages in different contexts, and the emotional and cultural significance of language 

within the family. Additionally, participants reflected on the transmission of Romanian to 

younger generations and the pressures associated with adopting Hebrew as the primary 

language. 

Interviews were conducted in familiar settings, such as participants’ homes or quiet 

cafés, to create a relaxed environment conducive to open discussion. Sessions lasted between 

one and three hours, depending on participants’ willingness to elaborate. Interviews took place 

between July and August 2019 in Jerusalem, Haifa, and Tel Aviv, primarily in Romanian, 

though participants occasionally switched to Hebrew when discussing aspects of their lives in 

Israel. All interviews were audio-recorded with verbal consent for accurate transcription and 

analysis. 

Thematic analysis was employed to examine the interview data, drawing on Spolsky’s 

(2004) framework of language policy, which comprises three core components: language 

practices, beliefs, and management. Practices refer to routine language use, beliefs encompass 

the values and attitudes attached to particular languages, and management involves efforts to 

influence linguistic choices. 

For coding, I used the qualitative software Delve, which facilitated systematic 

organisation and identification of thematic patterns. The coding process began with an initial 

reading of the transcripts to ensure familiarity with the data. Preliminary codes were then 

assigned to recurring themes, which were iteratively refined to align with the research 

objectives and accommodate emergent patterns. 

Inductive coding was particularly useful in identifying themes beyond the deductive 

categories, such as generational shifts in language use, emotional connections to Romanian 

heritage, and societal perceptions of language choices. This ensured that the analysis remained 

grounded in participants’ lived experiences rather than being constrained by pre-existing 

theoretical constructs. 

Verbal consent was obtained from participants at the beginning of each interview, 

ensuring their understanding of the study’s objectives, scope, and their right to withdraw at any 

time. Given that many participants were elderly, this verbal approach was considered more 
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accessible than written consent forms. Participants were assigned numerical identifiers to 

protect their identities, and all personally identifiable information was omitted or generalised 

in the transcripts and analysis. 

Interview recordings and transcripts were securely stored on a password-protected 

device accessible only to me. I took additional precautions to ensure that direct quotes used in 

this study did not include identifiable details, balancing ethical considerations with the need 

for rigorous academic analysis. It is also for these reasons that I have not included the interview 

transcripts in the appendix of the thesis, so as to avoid the possibility of the participants being 

identified from details disclosed in the interviews. 

As a Romanian-born researcher with cultural ties to Romania and experience as a 

former Holocaust museum curator, my background provided certain advantages, such as a deep 

understanding of the historical and socio-political factors involved in the participants’ 

experiences. The fact that I shared a linguistic and cultural background with the participants 

promoted trust and rapport, particularly among older individuals. 

However, my positionality also introduced potential biases. I remained aware of the 

risk of projecting my assumptions onto participants’ narratives or inadvertently guiding 

discussions towards particular themes. Reflexivity was integral to mitigating these risks, and I 

prioritised an open-ended interview approach to centre participants’ voices rather than my own 

preconceptions. 

Although I initially considered surveys, I ultimately determined that they would not be 

suitable for capturing the depth of personal experiences related to family language policy. 

Surveys impose structured response options, limiting participants’ ability to articulate their 

individual perspectives. 

Ethnographic observation was another approach I considered but decided against due 

to ethical and logistical constraints. Observing participants in their private, familial settings 

could have altered their natural behaviours and posed ethical concerns. Given the geographical 

dispersion of participants, ethnographic observation was also impractical within the study’s 

timeframe. By employing semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis, I ensured that this 

study remained centred on the lived experiences of first-generation Romanian immigrants in 

Israel, capturing the nuances of their linguistic and cultural adaptations. 

 Moving on to chapter five and six, this is where I present and discuss key themes I 

derived through a combined deductive and inductive approach, analysing the participants’ 

strategies for handling bilingualism and cultural identity. I translated the participants’ responses 
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into English while presenting the Romanian originals as footnotes, to maintain linguistic 

authenticity. 

The deductive themes, informed by established theoretical frameworks as mentioned 

earlier in this summary, include language maintenance and cultural preservation, adaptation 

and integration, family language practices, Romanian and Hebrew proficiency, attitudes toward 

language, and generational and societal influences. Inductive themes emerged directly from 

participant narratives, such as historical context and assimilation, social issues and 

marginalisation, nostalgia and language loss, and integration versus resistance. 

To visually represent these themes in a granular manner, I developed a heat map, 

presented below in figure 2, scoring each theme based on its prevalence, emotional intensity, 

and relevance across interviews. Themes scoring higher (e.g., 2.75-3.00) denote frequent and 

deeply felt or discussed subjects, whereas lower scores indicate less central but still significant 

issues. This approach ensures a nuanced representation of linguistic and cultural experiences 

within the Romanian-origin community in Israel. 

 

 

 

Firstly, in terms of deductive themes, regarding language maintenance and cultural 

preservation, the participants exhibited diverse approaches to preserving Romanian, with 

intergenerational transmission emerging as a critical factor. Some, such as participant 3, 

prioritised maintaining Romanian within the home, ensuring children and grandchildren were 

exposed to the language through daily conversation and cultural traditions: “We spoke 

Figure 2. Heatmap of key themes by participants. 
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Romanian at home here in Israel. You can’t forget your own language”.1 Others, such as 

participant 4, expressed resignation about language loss: “Romanian will remain just a vague 

nostalgia that you can cultivate individually, if you choose”.2 This contrast underscores the 

variability in language retention efforts. The absence of institutional support further 

complicates language maintenance. While some participants engaged with Romanian through 

cultural and literary activities, most acknowledged that Romanian’s presence in Israeli public 

life was limited. The findings align with Fishman’s (1991) Reversing Language Shift theory, 

which highlights that minority languages cannot survive solely through family transmission 

but require broader community and institutional reinforcement. 

As regards the second deductive theme, adaptation and integration into Israeli society, 

experiences varied significantly, shaped by socioeconomic status, personal resilience, and 

linguistic competence. Participant 1 recalled the early post-immigration stigma surrounding 

diasporic languages: “Back then, any language [other than Hebrew] was looked down upon.”3 

Participant 2 similarly noted professional barriers due to insufficient Hebrew proficiency and 

a limited understanding of the Israeli mentality: “When I attempted to get work as a school 

teacher, I couldn’t. It was in the early stages, I didn’t know Hebrew that well, and they told me, 

‘You’ve learned Hebrew, but you don’t understand our psychology and mentality’”.4 Some 

participants framed their integration pragmatically. Participant 3 noted that while he learned 

Hebrew for work, he continued speaking Romanian at home. Others, like participant 8, 

struggled with Hebrew acquisition, leading to feelings of alienation: “Even now I can’t speak 

Hebrew well. I feel guilty and, to some extent, illiterate”.5 

Concerning the third deductive theme, family language practices and intergenerational 

transmission, the tension between heritage language maintenance and generational language 

shift was evident. Participant 6 observed that her eldest daughter initially spoke only Romanian 

but, upon entering school, switched entirely to Hebrew: “Until the age of 3, my eldest daughter 

spoke only Romanian. Then one day she started speaking Hebrew. Since then, she hasn’t 

spoken a word of Romanian, but she can understand it very well”.6  Participant 9, however, 

succeeded in preserving Romanian within her family, noting that her children “grew up with 

 
1 “Am vorbit românește în familie aici, în Israel. Nu poți să-ți uiți limba.” 
2 “Româna va rămâne doar o nostalgie vagă pe care, la nivel individual, vei putea să o cultivi, dacă vei dori.” 
3 “Nu numai româna, dar orice altă limbă era privită cu dispreț.” 
4 “Când am încercat să fiu profesor la o școală, n-am putut. Era la început, nu știam încă suficientă ebraică și mi 
s-a spus, ‘ai învățat ebraică, dar nu ne cunoști psihologia și mentalitatea’”. 
5 “Eu nici astăzi nu știu să vorbesc bine ebraica. Simt o senzație de culpă și, oarecum, de analfabetism.” 
6 “Până la vârsta de 3 ani, fiica cea mare n-a vorbit decât românește. Atunci, într-o bună zi, a început să vorbească 
ebraică. Și de atunci n-a mai vorbit un cuvânt în românește, însă înțelege foarte bine.” 
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Romanian and were never ashamed of it”.7 Parental strategies influenced these outcomes. 

Participant 8 enforced strict language rules, refusing to respond to her daughter unless she 

answered in Romanian, leading to resistance: “If I spoke Romanian and she replied in Hebrew, 

I wouldn’t respond until she repeated in Romanian”.8 Her daughter confessed to her mother 

that she felt forced to learn Romanian. On the other hand, participant 7 allowed linguistic 

flexibility, with one son maintaining Romanian fluency while the other gradually transitioned 

to Hebrew. 

Regarding the fourth deductive theme, Romanian and Hebrew proficiency and usage, 

several participants described maintaining Romanian as a cultural and intellectual pursuit. 

Participant 2, an academic, engaged with it for professional purposes, such as archival research, 

which renewed his interest in the language: “While working on my PhD, I discovered 

significant archival material in Romanian, including Cyrillic script. I refreshed my knowledge 

from my university studies and conducted research at the National Archives of Romania and 

at other relevant archives”.9 Meanwhile, others, like participant 5, passively retained Romanian 

through reading, but relied on her husband and his secretary for Hebrew literacy tasks, such as 

filling out forms and other legal documents. Linguistic hierarchies in Israeli society influenced 

participants’ experiences. Participant 4 noted that Romanian’s lower social prestige, as 

perceived at intracommunity-level, might have discouraged active usage: “Romanians 

everywhere in the world, not just in Israel, have an inferiority complex”.10 This aligns with 

Spolsky’s (2004) observations on how societal attitudes influence language retention. 

With respect to the fifth deductive theme, attitudes toward language, several 

participants reflected on linguistic stigmas. Participant 1 criticised past Israeli policies 

suppressing diasporic languages: “Ben Gurion banned Yiddish theatre. History will not forgive 

him that”.11 Similarly, Participant 2 lamented the prioritisation of Hebrew at the expense of 

Romanian: “Those who forget the past have no future”.12 Generational attitudes also diverged. 

Participant 3 identified strongly with Romanian heritage, whereas his daughter balanced dual 

 
7 “Copiii mei au crescut cu limba română și nu au avut niciodată rușine în privința ei.” 
8 “Dacă îi vorbeam în românește și ea îmi răspundea în ebraică, eu nu-i răspundeam. Îi spuneam să repete în 
românește.” 
9 “Lucrând la doctorat, am descoperit o bază documentară semnificativă în română, inclusiv în alfabet chirilic. 
Mi-am reîmprospătat cunoștințele din facultate și am cercetat la Arhivele Naționale din România și alte arhive 
relevante.” 
10 “Românii au peste tot în lume, nu doar în Israel, un complex de inferioritate.” 
11 “Ben Gurion a interzis teatrul în limba idiș. Istoria n-o să-i ierte chestia asta .” 
12 “Cine uită trecutul nu va avea viitor.” 



 18 

identities: “I am Israeli, but I also identify with Romania quite a bit”,13 reflecting a more subtle 

negotiation between her upbringing and the forces of integration. 

As far as the sixth deductive theme was concerned, namely generational and societal 

influences, older participants viewed Romanian as integral to identity, while younger 

generations often prioritised Hebrew for social mobility. Participant 6 noted: “The youth has 

no time or desire to connect with the past here. We live a very hard life in Israel, we are 

surrounded by enemies”.14 Participant 9 described the status of Romanian in Israel as a 

“‘language of cemeteries’, and the enrichment of cemeteries signifies the gradual 

disappearance of the language. Steps could have been taken to prevent this decline, but the 

reality is different”15, also acknowledging its decline among younger speakers. 

Secondly, concerning inductive themes, the first of which is historical context and 

assimilation, my data showed that historical events influenced participants’ migration 

experiences. Participant 1 recalled ideological shifts from communism to Zionism, which 

influenced her subsequent emigration decision. Similarly, participant 7 connected his family’s 

Holocaust trauma to a strong cultural identity: “My parents blamed themselves for not 

managing to fetch my aunt from Oradea, to save her from being deported... This affected me 

deeply”.16 For both participants, their experiences led to the development of an intense 

connection to their heritage, though expressed through separate historical perspectives. 

In terms of the second inductive theme, social issues and marginalisation, participants 

noted social prejudices against Romanians, including stereotypes of dishonesty. Participant 3’s 

daughter recalled hearing: “When they came to Israel, Romanians were stigmatised. G’navim 

romanim, meaning ‘Romanian thieves’. There’s a saying in Israel: ‘Romanians are a happy 

people who steal everything. If they haven’t stolen something, [it’s because] they forgot about 

it’. This is what they say about Romanians here”.17 These biases shaped integration experiences 

and, for some, discouraged Romanian language use in public. However, participant 2 noted 

that such labels were not unique to Romanians, citing examples such as “partner Poles” for 

 
13 “Eu sunt israeliană, dar mă identific și cu România destul de mult.” 
14 “Aici tinerii n-au timp și nici dorința să se conecteze cu trecutul. Ducem o viață foarte grea în Israel, suntem 
înconjurați de dușmani.” 
15 “Cred că limba română se va stinge treptat aici. Este o ‘limbă a cimitirelor’, iar îmbogățirea cimitirelor 
semnifică dispariția treptată a limbii. S-ar fi putut face ceva să se evite acest declin, dar realitatea este alta.” 
16 “Ai mei se auto-învinovățeau că n-au reușit să o aducă pe mătușa mea din Oradea, s-o salveze de la deportare... 
Chestiunea asta m-a afectat foarte mult.” 
17 “Românii, când au venit în Israel, au fost stigmatizați. G’navim romanim – înseamnă ‘hoți români’. Există un 
proverb în Israel care zice că ‘românii sunt un popor fericit și fură tot. Dacă ceva n-au furat, înseamnă că au uitat’. 
Asta se spune despre români aici.” 
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Polish immigrants, the Romanians’ alleged collaborators in crime, “Iraqi pyjamas” for Iraqis 

due to the robes they wear, or “Moroccan knife-wielders” for Moroccans.18 

Nostalgia and language loss emerged as the third inductive theme, with many 

participants expressing nostalgia for Romanian culture. Participant 6 reflected on Bucharest’s 

significance: “I really love Bucharest. It feels good to return there; it reminds me of my 

youth”.19 However, the fading role of Romanian in Israeli society was a source of regret, 

particularly for older generations. 

Additionally, integration vs. resistance arose as the fourth inductive theme, as some 

participants actively resisted linguistic assimilation. Participant 7 is involved in literary 

translation, “I’ve started translating literature, especially poetry, from Hebrew to Romanian 

and from Romanian to Hebrew”.20 Participant 2 was encouraged to speak Romanian in Israel 

despite feeling ashamed at first, recounting being labelled “Good guy, but Romanian” in Israel, 

a phrase that exposes societal biases. Such remarks led him to initially avoid disclosing his 

Romanian roots. However, his discovery of a book by a Romanian rabbi living in the United 

States restored his pride: “Let them be ashamed, not us! Others aren’t more learned. They think 

they know the Torah better than us. We are better than them. Never give up!”.21 

Finally, one of the key findings of this study is the variation in language maintenance 

strategies within Romanian-origin families. While some participants engaged in deliberate 

efforts to sustain Romanian as an active language of communication, others regarded it as a 

symbolic marker of identity rather than a functional means of daily interaction. This 

differentiation highlights the importance of conceptualising family language policy as a 

spectrum rather than a binary process of retention versus loss. Additionally, the study has 

revealed the extent to which generational shifts, migration history, and socio-economic factors 

shape family language practices. Older participants frequently expressed a strong attachment 

 
18 “Era și o glumă, g’navim romanim, adică ‘românii hoți’. Bine, atunci erau însă porecle pentru toate comunitățile, 
iar pentru polonezi era polanim shutafim, adică românii sunt hoți și polonezii sunt colaboratorii, complicii lor la 
hoție. Mai exista despre irakieni, li se spunea iraki pijama, fiindcă umblau în haine lungi. Despre marocani se 
spunea că sunt marokayi sakin – cuțitari.” 
19 “Mi-e foarte drag Bucureștiul. Mă simt bine când mă întorc înapoi acolo, îmi aduc aminte de anii tinereții.” 
20 “În ultimii 10 ani am început să traduc literatură, în special poezie, din ebraică în limba română și din română 
în ebraică, cu un prieten scriitor israelian.” 
21 “Cândva, cineva a spus despre mine: ‘Băiat bun, dar român’ (Bachur tov, aval romani). Auzind astfel de 
remarci, mă gândeam să evit să spun că vin din România. Apoi, la un curs, am descoperit o carte scrisă de un 
rabin român devenit profesor în SUA la o instituție prestigioasă, iar asta m-a făcut să fiu mândru de originile mele. 
Ani mai târziu, când îi traduceam eu o parte din acea carte, autorul însuși m-a încurajat: ‘Să le fie lor rușine, nu 
nouă! Nu sunt alții mai învățați. Ei cred că sunt mai învățați în Torah decât noi. Noi suntem mai mult decât ei. Să 
le fie lor rușine! Niciodată să nu renunți!’”. 
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to Romanian, whereas younger generations often exhibited a preference for Hebrew due to the 

pressures of social integration and educational environments. 

Moreover, my findings indicate that although Romanian is undergoing 

intergenerational attrition in Israel, this process does not equate to total language death as 

defined by Mufwene (2004). Instead, it aligns with Fishman’s (1991) Graded Intergenerational 

Disruption Scale at Stages 6 and 7, where Romanian remains in use among older generations 

and within cultural networks but lacks institutional reinforcement. While Hebrew’s dominance 

in public life exerts significant pressure towards language shift, community-led initiatives, 

cultural associations, and familial efforts continue to support Romanian’s presence within 

specific domains. Participants 7 and 9 who involve themselves in literary translation or 

Romanian cultural activities exemplify how language maintenance extends beyond the home 

and into creative and intellectual spheres. 

These findings reinforce the notion that language retention is not solely an individual 

or family decision but rather a dynamic process shaped by broader socio-political and 

economic contexts. As Ricento (2007) argues, language shift should not be inherently framed 

as a negative phenomenon but rather understood as an adaptive response to integration 

challenges. However, my participants’ concerns about language loss highlight the emotional 

and cultural significance of heritage languages, suggesting that policy interventions could play 

a role in mitigating complete linguistic displacement. 

Given the gradual decline in Romanian language transmission, several measures could 

be considered to support heritage language maintenance. While complete linguistic 

revitalisation may not be feasible, targeted interventions could help sustain Romanian as a 

community and cultural language. The following recommendations outline possible avenues 

for governmental and community-led efforts: 

Firstly, educational programmes, such as incorporating Romanian language courses 

into school curricula, particularly in areas with substantial Romanian-origin populations, could 

encourage younger generations to develop literacy in their heritage language. Similar initiatives 

have been implemented for other minority languages in Israel, so their potential viability has 

been evidenced. 

Furthermore, community-based language activities, such as stablishing Romanian-

language reading clubs, cultural workshops, and intergenerational storytelling programmes 

could strengthen linguistic ties within families while promoting a sense of communal 

belonging. Public libraries and cultural centres could support such initiatives by providing 

Romanian-language books and multimedia resources. 
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In addition, institutional recognition and media representation, specifically increasing 

the presence of Romanian-language content in local media, including radio, television, and 

online platforms, could enhance linguistic visibility. Government-sponsored media channels 

could allocate segments to minority languages, ensuring that Romanian maintains a presence 

within public discourse. 

Finally, parental support and family language policy awareness in the form of providing 

workshops and resources for parents on effective language maintenance strategies could help 

families tackle the challenges of bilingualism. Encouraging consistent use of Romanian within 

households, while acknowledging the realities of Hebrew’s dominance, could offer a balanced 

approach to linguistic socialisation. 

While these initiatives would require coordination between the Israeli government, the 

Romanian community, and educational institutions, they represent feasible pathways for 

fostering linguistic diversity. Moreover, the Romanian government could play a role in 

supporting heritage language maintenance by developing existing bilateral cultural agreements 

and providing funding for community language initiatives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 22 

Selected bibliography 

 
AIRINEI, I., “Familia noastră românească – Școala de Limba Română din Israel”, AFnews, 

2023, Available at: https://afnews.ro/2023/04/19/familia-noastra-romaneasca-scoala-

de-limba-romana-din-israel, Accessed: 13 December 2024. 

ALLARD, R. & LANDRY, R., “Subjective ethnolinguistic vitality: A comparison of two 

measures”, in International Journal of the Sociology of Education, vol. 108, 1994, pp. 

117-144. 

ALTMAN, C., et al., “Family Language Policies, Reported Language Use and Proficiency in 

Russian – Hebrew Bilingual Children in Israel”, in Journal of Multilingual and 

Multicultural Development, vol. 35, no. 3, 2013, pp. 216-234. 

BAKER, C. & Jones, S. P., Encyclopedia of Bilingualism and Bilingual Education, Clevedon, 

Multilingual Matters, 1998. 

BAKER, C., “Bilingual education and assessment”, in Jones, B. M. & Ghuman, P. (eds.), 

Bilingualism, Education and Identity, Cardiff, University of Wales Press, 1995, pp. 

130-158. 

BAKER, C., “Language planning: A grounded approach”, in Dewaele, J.-M., Housen, A. & Li 

Wei (eds.), Bilingualism: Beyond Basic Principles, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 

2003, pp. 88-111. 

BAKER, C., Attitudes and Language, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 1992. 

BAKER, C., Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 3rd edition, Clevedon, 

Multilingual Matters, 2001. 

BARRON-HAUWAERT, S., Language Strategies for Bilingual Families: The One-Parent-

One-Language Approach, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 2004. 

BEN-RAFAEL, E., Language, Identity, and Social Division, Oxford University Press, 1994. 

BERLINSKY-SHAY, O., “TOV, YALLA, BYE: Causes for Codeswitching Between Hebrew-

English and Hebrew-Arabic in the Multilingual Society of Israel”, in International 

Journal of Research in Engineering and Social Sciences, vol. 6, no. 9, 2016, pp. 14-20. 

BINES, C., Din istoria imigrărilor in Israel, 1882-1995, Bucharest, Hasefer, 1998. 

BOURHIS, R. Y., GILES, H. & ROSENTHAL, D., “Notes on the construction of a ‘subjective 

vitality questionnaire’ for ethnolinguistic groups”, in Journal of Multilingual and 

Multicultural Development, vol. 2, 1981, pp. 145-155. 

BRAUN, Virginia, and CLARK, Victoria, “Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology”, in 

Qualitative Research in Psychology, vol. 3, no. 2, 2006, pp. 77-101. 



 23 

BYERS-HEINLEIN, K., “Parental language mixing: Its measurement and the relation of mixed 

input to young bilingual children’s vocabulary size”, in Bilingualism: Language and 

Cognition, vol. 16, 2013, pp. 32-48. 

CALDAS, S., “Language policy in the family”, in Spolsky, B. (ed.), The Cambridge Handbook 

of Language Policy, Cambridge University Press, 2018. 

CALDAS, S., Raising Bilingual–Biliterate Children in Monolingual Cultures, Clevedon, 

Multilingual Matters, 2006. 

CANAGARAJAH, A. S., “Diaspora communities, language maintenance, and policy 

dilemmas”, in McCarty, T. L. (ed.), Ethnography and Language Policy, London; New 

York, Routledge, 2011, pp. 77-97. 

CASTLES, S., & MILLER, M. J., The Age of Migration, The Guilford Press, New York, 1993. 

CRYSTAL, D., Language Death, Cambridge University Press, 2000. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Conflicting language ideologies and contradictory 

language practices in Singaporean bilingual families”, in Journal of Multilingual and 

Multicultural Development, vol. 37, no. 7, 2016, pp. 694-709. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Editorial: Family language policy: Sociopolitical reality 

versus linguistic continuity”, in Language Policy, vol. 13, no. 1, 2013a, pp. 1-7. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Family language policy in the Chinese community in 

Singapore: A question of balance?”, in Li Wei (ed.), Multilingualism in the Chinese 

Diaspora Worldwide, London; New York, Routledge, 2015, pp. 255-275. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Family language policy: Is learning Chinese at odds with 

learning English in Singapore?”, in Curdt-Christiansen, X. L. & Hancock, A. (eds.), 

Learning Chinese in Diasporic Communities: Many Pathways to Being Chinese, 

Amsterdam, John Benjamins, 2014, pp. 35-58. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Negotiating family language policy: Doing homework”, in 

Schwartz, M. & Verschik, A. (eds.), Successful Family Language Policy: Parents, 

Children and Educators in Interaction, Dordrecht, Springer, 2013b, pp. 277-295. 

CURDT-CHRISTIANSEN, X. L., “Visible and invisible language planning: Ideological 

factors in the family language policy of Chinese immigrant families in Quebec”, in 

Language Policy, vol. 8, no. 4, 2009, pp. 351-375. 

DE HOUWER, A. & BORNSTEIN, M., “Bilingual mothers’ language choice in child-directed 

speech: Continuity and change”, in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural 

Development, vol. 37, no. 7, 2016, pp. 694-709. 



 24 

DE HOUWER, A., “Parental language input patterns and children’s bilingual use”, in Applied 

Psycholinguistics, vol. 27, 2007, pp. 411-424. 

DEUTCH, Y., “Language Law in Israel”, in Language Policy, vol. 4, no. 3, 2005, pp. 261-285. 

DORIAN, N., “Language shift in community and individual: The phenomenon of the laggard 

semi-speaker”, in International Journal of the Sociology of Language, vol. 25, 1980, 

pp. 85-94. 

DORIAN, N., Language Death: The Life Cycle of a Scottish Gaelic Dialect, Philadelphia, 

University of Pennsylvania Press, 1981. 

DUMAN, B. L., “The Israeli Kibbutz Ulpan: A Critical Look at a Unique Method of Immigrant 

Orientation and Absorption”, in International Migration, vol. 28, no. 1, 1990, pp. 69-

79. 

EDWARDS, V., “Community languages”, in Price, G. (ed.), Languages in Britain and Ireland, 

Oxford, Blackwell, 2000. 

EVANS, N., “The last speaker is dead – long live the last speaker!”, in Newman, P. & Ratliff, 

M. (eds.), Linguistic Fieldwork, Cambridge University Press, 2001. 

FISCHER, Y., “The Concepts of ‘Religion’ and ‘Secularism’ in the Hebrew Language and 

Their Manifestations in Israel’s Socio-Political Dynamics”, in Religion and Secularity, 

January 2013, pp. 109-129. 

FISHER, N., & SHILON, A., “Integrating Non-Jewish Immigrants and the Formation of 

Israel’s Ethnic-Civic Nationhood: From Ben Gurion to the Present”, in Middle Eastern 

Studies, vol. 53, no. 2, 2016, pp. 166-182. 

FISHMAN, J. A., “Bilingualism and biculturalism as individual and as societal phenomena”, 

in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 1, 1980, pp. 3-15. 

FISHMAN, J. A., Reversing Language Shift: Theoretical and Empirical Foundations of 

Assistance to Threatened Languages, Multilingual Matters, 1991. 

FISHMAN, J. A., “Who Speaks What Language to Whom and When?”, in La Linguistique, 

vol. 1, no. 2, 1965, pp. 67-88. 

FOGLE, L. W., “Parental ethnotheories and family language policy in transnational adoptive 

families”, in Language Policy, vol. 12, no. 1, 2013, pp. 83-102. 

GAFARANGA, J., “Medium request: Talking language shift into being”, in Language in 

Society, vol. 39, no. 2, 2010, pp. 241-270. 

GARCIA, O. & LI, Wei, Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education, 

Basingstoke, UK, Palgrave MacMillan, 2014. 



 25 

GARDNER, R.C, “Social psychological perspective on second language learning”, in R.B. 

Kaplan (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Applied Linguistics, Oxford University Press, 

2002, pp. 160-168. 

GARDNER, R. C., Attitude/Motivation Test Battery: International AMTB Research Project, 

The University of Western Ontario, 2004, Available at: 

https://publish.uwo.ca/~gardner/docs/englishamtb.pdf, Accessed: 25 June 2020. 

GARRETT, P. B., “Language socialisation and language shift”, in Duranti, A., Ochs, E. & 

Schieffelin, B. (eds.), The Handbook of Language Socialization, Oxford, Blackwell, 

2011, pp. 515-535. 

GARRETT, P., COUPLAND, N. & WILLIAMS, A., Investigating Language Attitudes: Social 

Meanings of Dialect, Ethnicity and Performance, Cardiff, University of Wales Press, 

2003. 

GILES, H., BOURHIS, R. & TAYLOR, D., “Toward a theory of language in ethnic group 

relations”, in Giles, H. (ed.), Language, Ethnicity and Intergroup Relations, London, 

Academic Press, 1977, pp. 307-348. 

GILES, H., HEWSTONE, M. & BALL, P., “Language attitudes in multilingual settings: 

Prologue with priorities”, in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 

vol. 4, 1983, pp. 81-100. 

GOLD, D. L., “A Sketch of the Linguistic Situation in Israel Today”, in Language in Society, 

vol. 18, no. 3, 1989, pp. 361-388. 

GOODMAN, L.A, “Snowball sampling”, in Annals of Mathematical Statistics, vol. 32, no. 4, 

1961, pp. 148-170. 

GRINEVALD, C. & BERT, M., “Speakers and communities”, in Austin, P. & Sallabank, J. 

(eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Endangered Languages, Cambridge University 

Press, 2011, pp. 45-65. 

HAGÈGE, C., Halte à la mort des langues, Paris, Odile Jacob, 2002. 

HALPERIN, L., “Origins and Evolution of Zionism”, Foreign Policy Research Institute, 

Available at: https://www.fpri.org/article/2015/01/origins-and-evolution-of-zionism, 

Accessed: 15 December 2024. 

HARKNESS, S. & SUPER, C., “Themes and variations: Parental ethnotheories in Western 

cultures”, in Rubin, K. & Chung, O. B. (eds.), Parenting Beliefs, Behaviors, and Parent-

Child Relations: A Cross-Cultural Perspective, New York, Psychology Press, 2006, pp. 

61-80. 



 26 

HERȘCOVICI, L-Z., “Limba română în Israel: Aspecte istorice și bibliografice”, Baabel, 

2018, Available at: https://baabel.ro/2018/11/limba-romana-in-israel-aspecte-istorice-

si-bibliografice, Accessed: 11 December 2024. 

HOREA, L., “Conflicting Theories of Language Acquisition”, in Proceedings of the 1st ClujLit 

Conference, Cluj, Casa Cărții de Știință, 2016a, pp. 45-50. 

HOREA, L., “Hebrew Linguistics: Between the Spiritual and the Sociocultural”, in Metacritic 

Journal for Comparative Studies and Theory, vol. 2, no. 2, 2016b, pp. 173-188. 

IOANID, R., Holocaust in Romania: The Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu 

Regime, 1940-1944, Chicago, Ivan R Dee, Inc., 2008. 

IOANID, R., Răscumpararea evreilor. Istoria acordurilor secrete dintre România și Israel, 

Bucharest, Polirom, 2005. 

IOANID, R., The Ransom of the Jews: The Story of Extraordinary Secret Bargain Between 

Romania and Israel, Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield, 2021. 

Israel Central Bureau of Statistics, Available at: https://census.cbs.gov.il/en, Accessed: 4 

November 2024. 

JABAREEN, H., & BISHARA, S., “The Jewish Nation-State Law”, in Journal of Palestine 

Studies, vol. 48, no. 2, 2019, pp. 43-57. 

KHUBCHANDANI, L. M., “Linguistic census”, in Mesthrie, R. (ed.), Concise Encyclopedia 

of Sociolinguistics, Amsterdam, Elsevier Science, 2001, pp. 648-650. 

KING, A. & FOGLE, L., “Bilingual parenting as good parenting: Parents’ perspectives on 

family language policy for additive bilingualism”, in International Journal of Bilingual 

Education and Bilingualism, vol. 9, no. 6, 2006, pp. 695-712. 

KING, A., “Language ideologies and heritage language education”, in International Journal 

of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, vol. 3, no. 3, 2000, pp. 167-184. 

KING, A., FOGLE, L. & TERRY, A. L., “Family language policy”, in Language and 

Linguistics Compass, vol. 2, no. 5, 2008, pp. 907-922. 

KIRSCH, C., “Ideologies, struggles and contradictions: An account of mothers raising their 

children bilingually in Luxembourgish and English in Great Britain”, in International 

Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, vol. 15, no. 1, 2012, pp. 95-112. 

KOPELIOVICH, S., “Family Language Policy: A Case Study of a Russian-Hebrew Bilingual 

Family: Towards a Theoretical Framework”, in Diaspora, Indigenous, and Minority 

Education, vol. 4, no. 3, 2010, pp. 162-178. 

LAMBERT, W. E., “Culture and language as factors in learning and education”, in Wolfgang, 

A. (ed.), Education of Immigrant Students, Toronto, OISE Press, 1975. 



 27 

LANE, P., “‘We did what we thought was best for our children’: A nexus analysis of language 

shift in a Kvan community”, in International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 

vol. 202, 2010, pp. 63-78. 

LANZA, E. & LI, Wei, “Multilingual encounters in transcultural families”, in Journal of 

Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 37, no. 7, 2016, pp. 653-654. 

LANZA, E., “Multilingualism in the family”, in Auer, P. & Li Wei (eds.), Handbook of 

Multilingualism and Multilingual Communication, Berlin, Mouton de Gruyter, 2007, 

pp. 45-67. 

LANZA, E., Language Mixing in Infant Bilingualism: A Sociolinguistic Study, Oxford 

University Press, 2004. 

LERNER, N., “Religion and the Secular State in Israel”, International Center for Law and 

Religion Studies, 2014, Available at: 

www.iclrs.org/content/blurb/files/Israel%202014.pdf, Accessed: 19 December 2024. 

LI, Wei, “Moment analysis and translanguaging space: Discursive construction of identities by 

multilingual Chinese youth in Britain”, in Journal of Pragmatics, vol. 43, 2011, pp. 

1222-1235. 

LI, Wei, SARAVANAN, V. & NG, J., “Language shift in the Teochew community in Singapore: 

A family domain analysis”, in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 

vol. 18, no. 5, 1997, pp. 364-384. 

LI, Wei, Three Generations, Two Languages, One Family: Language Choice and Language 

Shift in a Chinese Community in Britain, Clevedon, UK, Multilingual Matters, 1994. 

LINDHOLM-LEARY, K., Dual Language Education, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 2001. 

LO BIANCO, J., “National language revival movements”, in The Cambridge Handbook of 

Language Policy, Cambridge University Press, 2012, pp. 515-517. 

MEYER PITTON, L., “From language maintenance to bilingual parenting: Negotiating 

behaviour and language choice at the dinner table in binational-bilingual families”, in 

Multilingua, vol. 32, no. 4, 2013, pp. 507-526. 

MEYER, P., The Jews in the Soviet Satellites, New York, Syracuse University Press, 1953. 

MOCANU, C., “Limba română – Generația a 3-a din Israel”, Cuget Liber, 2023, Available at: 

https://cugetliber.ro/stiri-cultura-educatie-limba-romana-generatia-a-3-a-din-israel-

466639, Accessed: 10 December 2024. 

MONTAGUE, N., “Critical components for dual language programmes”, in Bilingual 

Research Journal, vol. 21, no. 4, 2000, pp. 409-417. 



 28 

MUFWENE, S., “Language birth and death”, in Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 33, no. 

1, 2004, pp. 201-222. 

PAKIR, A., “Education and invisible language planning: The case of English in Singapore”, in 

Kandiah, T. & Kwan-Terry, K. (eds.), English Language Planning: A Southeast Asian 

Contribution, Singapore, Centre for Advanced Studies and Times Academic Press, 

1994. 

PATTANAYAK, D. P., “Educational Use of the Mother Tongue”, in Language and Education 

in Multilingual Settings, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 1986, pp. 5-15.  

PATTON, Q. M., How to use qualitative methods in evaluation, Sage Publications, 1987. 

PILLER, I., Bilingual Couples Talk: The Discursive Construction of Hybridity, Amsterdam, 

John Benjamins, 2002. 

POTLOG, A., “România și civilizația românească în Israel. Anul cărții în limba română în 

Israel”, Contemporanul, 2022, Available at: https://www.contemporanul.ro/romanii-

de-pretutindeni/romania-si-civilizatia-romaneasca-in-israel-anul-cartii-in-limba-

romana-in-israel-2.html, Accessed: 14 December 2024. 

REN, L. & Hu, G., “Prolepsis, reciprocity and syncretism in early language and biliteracy 

practices: A case study of family language policy in Singapore”, in Language Policy, 

vol. 12, no. 1, 2013, pp. 63-82. 

RESHEF, Y., “English in Israel: Sociolinguistic and Linguistic Aspects”, in Il mio cuore ‘e a 

oriente: Studi di linguistica storica, filologia e cultura ebraica dedicati a Maria Mayer 

Modena, Milano, Cisalpino, 2008, pp. 733-751. 

RICENTO, T., “Considerations of identity in L2 learning”, in Hinkel, E. (ed.), Handbook of 

Research in Second Language Learning and Teaching, Mahwah, NJ, Lawrence 

Erlbaum, 2005, pp. 895-911. 

RICENTO, T., An Introduction to Language Policy, Malden, MA, Blackwell, 2007. 

ROTMAN, L., Evreii din Romania în perioada comunistă, 1944-1965, Bucharest, Polirom, 

2004. 

SABAN, I., & AMARA, M., “The Status of Arabic in Israel: Reflections on the Power of Law 

to Produce Social Change”, in Israel Law Review, vol. 36, no. 2, 2002, pp. 5-39. 

SAFRAN, W., “Language and Nation-Building in Israel: Hebrew and Its Rivals”, in Nations 

and Nationalism, vol. 11, no. 1, 2005, pp. 43-63. 

SALLABANK, J., “Diversity and language policy for endangered languages”, in Spolsky, B. 

(ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of Language Policy, Cambridge University Press, 

2018. 



 29 

SCHWARTZ, M., “Exploring the relationship between family language policy and heritage: 

Language knowledge among second-generation Russian-Jewish immigrants in Israel”, 

in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 29, no. 5, 2008, pp. 

400-418. 

SELONI, L. & SARFATI, Y., “(Trans)national language ideologies and family language 

practices: A life history inquiry of Judeo-Spanish in Turkey”, in Language Policy, vol. 

12, no. 1, 2013, pp. 7-26. 

SENOR, D., & SINGER, S., Start-up nation: The story of Israel’s economic miracle, New 

York, Twelve, 2009. 

SEVINÇ, Y., “Language maintenance and shift under pressure: Three generations of the 

Turkish immigrant community in the Netherlands”, in International Journal of the 

Sociology of Language, vol. 242, 2016, pp. 81-117. 

SHAPIRO, A., “The Role of the Ulpanin the Immigration Process in Israel”, in International 

Journal of Lifelong Education, vol. 8, no. 2, 1989, pp. 151-161. 

SHOHAMY, E., “The Weight of English in Global Perspective”, in Review of Research in 

Education, vol. 38, no. 1, 2014, pp. 273-289. 

SHOHAMY, E., Language Policy: Hidden Agendas and New Approaches, Routledge, 2006. 

SHOHAMY, E., The Power of Tests: A Critical Perspective on the Uses of Language Tests, 

Harlow, Pearson Education, 2001. 

SHUVAL, J. T., “Migration to Israel: The Mythology of Uniqueness”, in International 

Migration, vol. 36, no. 1, 1998, pp. 3-26. 

SIMPSON, J., “What’s done and what’s said: Language attitudes, public language activities 

and everyday talk in the Northern Territory of Australia”, in Journal of Multilingual 

and Multicultural Development, vol. 34, no. 4, 2013, pp. 364-384. 

SPECTOR, G., On being a stranger: language and identity among Argentinian immigrants in 

Israel, PhD thesis, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1997. 

SPOLSKY, B. & SHOHAMY, E., The Languages of Israel: Policy, Ideology and Practice, 

Buffalo, NY, Multilingual Matters, 1999. 

SPOLSKY, B., “What is language policy?”, in Spolsky, B. (ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of 

Language Policy, Cambridge University Press, 2018, pp. 3-16. 

SPOLSKY, B., Language Management, Cambridge University Press, 2009. 

SPOLSKY, B., Measured Words: The Development of Objective Language Testing, Oxford 

University Press, 1995. 

SPOLSKY, B., The Languages of the Jews, Cambridge University Press, 2014. 



 30 

SPOLSKY, Bernard, Language Policy: Key Topics in Sociolinguistics, Cambridge University 

Press, 2004. 

TANNENBAUM, M., “Viewing Family Relations Through a Linguistic Lens: Symbolic 

Aspects of Language Maintenance in Immigrant Families”, Journal of Family 

Communication, vol. 5, no. 3, 2005, pp. 229-252. 

TANNENBAUM, M., & PELEG, G., “Language and Identity among Iranian Immigrants in 

Israel”, in Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 41, no. 9, 2019, 

pp. 764-778. 

TANNENBAUM, M., & SHOHAMY, E., Developing Multilingual Education Policies, 

Routledge, 2023. 

TANNENBAUM, M., et al., “Advocacy Strategies for a New Multilingual Educational Policy 

in Israel”, in Language Policy, vol. 21, no. 4, 2022, pp. 561-573. 

WANG, X., “Family language policy by Hakkas in Balik Pulau, Penang”, in International 

Journal of the Sociology of Language, vol. 244, 2017, pp. 87-118. 

WATERMAN, S., “Hebrew in the Daily Life of Israelis”, in Handbook of the Changing World 

Language Map, Springer International Publishing, 2018, pp. 1-19. 

YITZHAKI, D., “Attitudes to Arabic Language Policies in Israel”, in Language Problems and 

Language Planning, vol. 35, no. 2, 2011, pp. 95-116. 

ZHU, Hua & LI, Wei, “Transnational experience, aspiration and family language policy”, in 

Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 37, no. 7, 2016, pp. 655-

666. 

ZHU, Hua, “Duelling languages, duelling values: Codeswitching in bilingual intergenerational 

conflict talk in diasporic families”, in Journal of Pragmatics, vol. 40, 2008, pp. 1799-

1816. 

ZUCKERMANN, G., Revivalistics: From the Genesis of Israeli Hebrew to Language 

Reclamation in Australia and Beyond, Oxford University Press, 2020. 

 

 

 


