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ABSTRACT 

Among a rich variety of studies in second language acquisition research, relatively few have 

investigated the role of textbooks for language teachers and learners, in spite of their nearly 

universal importance in language classrooms (Kramsch, 1988; Plews & Schmenk, 2013). This 

three-article dissertation examines this issue for the context of Hebrew as a less commonly 

taught language (LCTL), through considering the goals and identities of four types of teachers 

(Native, Ethnic Heritage Language [HL], Linguistic HL, and Foreign Language [FL] teachers) 

and three types of learners (Ethnic HL, Linguistic HL, and FL learners). In order to explore these 

diverse goals and identities, this research included a mixed-methods approach in three stages: (a) 

a nationally distributed survey that included 18 teachers and 36 students in first- and second-year 

Hebrew courses; (b) a case study involving surveys, observations, and select interviews with 65 

students and 5 teachers at two universities in the US; and (c) an analysis of the content related to 

goals and identity within five commonly used Modern Hebrew textbooks. Due to this unique 

context and research focus, these instruments are partially homegrown and partially adapted 

from past related studies (e.g. Allen, 2008; Burns Al Masaeed, 2014; Ducar, 2006). The first 

article of this dissertation consisted of a general analysis of these Hebrew textbooks, the second 

article focused on portrayals of pronunciation within Hebrew textbook pronunciation guides and 

explanations, and the third article on multimedia that accompanies Hebrew textbooks. Each of 

these textbook areas was compared to the goals and identities of the Hebrew teachers and 

students involved in the study. Findings included a general consensus that Modern Hebrew 

textbooks were lacking in many ways as far as meeting these goals and identities, although 

diversity in motivations and backgrounds led to a range of responses. Results also present several 

implications to improve the contexts of Hebrew, LCTLs, and language teaching in general. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Many language classrooms rely heavily on textbooks to determine course content and 

pacing. According to Kramsch, textbooks are “the bedrock of syllabus design and lesson 

planning” (1988, p. 63). The way in which these textbooks are implemented, however, is 

dependent on several variables including what values are expressed within them (Bateman & 

Mattos, 2006), how textbook content relates to classroom goals (Bruton, 1997; Cortez, 2008), 

and how well they match the cultural backgrounds of the learners and teachers (Allen, 2008). 

Many of these past studies have presented implications for how well textbooks meet teacher and 

learner needs and goals, how textbooks can be implemented into language programs and 

classrooms, and which textbook content is most effective for each proficiency level (Angell, 

DuBravac, & Gonglewski, 2008; Azimova & Johnston, 2012).  

A common focus in this area is to determine how textbooks portray the issues of culture 

and identity (Bateman & Mattos, 2006; Thompson, 2013). In addition, most research 

surrounding textbooks has focused on primary textbook content, and not supplementary material 

such as multimedia—although multimedia in particular is an important area of research for 

today’s classroom, since it is prevalent and motivating in students’ lives (Askildson, 2008; 

Cresswell, 2008). All of these studies have employed a range of methodologies to address these 

areas. Within textbook research, there is no agreement on one standard type of methodology 

(Bateman & Mattos, 2006). 

Past research on textbooks can be divided into three areas of investigation, namely 

textbook content, textbook consumption, and textbook production (Harwood, 2013). Most 

research about textbooks has been done on the first area of investigation, regarding what 
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textbooks contain. These studies generally only include the perspective of researchers (Bateman 

& Mattos, 2006). A common approach in analyzing textbook content is to employ critical 

discourse analysis or content analysis to identify textbook themes and priorities (e.g. Azimova & 

Johnston, 2012; Cortez, 2008; Ducar, 2006; Gray, 2010). Some studies have employed 

instruments such as surveys, interviews, or classroom observations to examine how teachers and 

students utilize textbooks, within the area of textbook consumption (e.g. Cortez, 2008; 

Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013). Finally—with regards to textbook production—textbook 

designers make decisions about how the first culture (C1) and second culture (C2) are portrayed 

in their textbooks, and these choices influence how well students can relate to the materials. 

Although these areas of investigation complement each other, several studies focus on one area 

of investigation at the expense of other areas. For example, sometimes studies investigate 

textbook consumption with little to no examination of textbook content (Allen, 2008; Guerrettaz 

& Johnston, 2013). As research in this area has evolved, researchers have included more than 

one of these aspects.  

In addition, the majority of research surrounding language textbooks has focused on 

commonly taught languages. Very few studies have examined less commonly taught languages 

(LCTLs) such as Hebrew. The Hebrew context shares several characteristics with other LCTLs 

including a majority of heritage learners who study it, a limited selection of curricular materials 

available that are tailored to the US context, and a large number of native speakers who teach it. 

In addition, Modern Hebrew is surrounded by many ideologies given its complicated and 

unique place within the Jewish world. There is a close connection between Jews and Hebrew, 
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particularly for the State of Israel where Hebrew was revived1 and acts as “the contemporary 

embodiment of the ancient Hebrew culture and civilization” (Brosh, 1996, p. 14). Some of the 

ideologies surrounding Hebrew, such as its cultural and linguistic importance in Israel, can create 

“political landmines” in the classroom as educators and students may clash in their convictions 

and stances (Avni, 2014, p. 262). Due to the complex and intricate relationship between Hebrew, 

Israel, and Judaism worldwide, many scholars have debated about how to best present Hebrew to 

Jews in America and make it relevant to their reality (Pelli, 1995).  

 This research seeks to uncover whether Hebrew textbooks relate to the goals and 

identities of students and teachers in the Hebrew classroom, based on an analysis of five 

commonly used Hebrew textbooks and the perceptions of 101 Hebrew students and 23 teachers. 

In order to address this question, three areas of Hebrew textbook materials were investigated. 

First, the researcher examined primary textbook content to determine the extent and quality of 

any portrayals of students’ first culture (C1) and gathered data from students and teachers about 

their perceptions of this content. Second, there was an analysis of how pronunciation was 

introduced and reinforced in these textbooks and their supplementary materials. This analysis 

was also compared to classroom perspectives on the importance of pronunciation and how it 

related to goals and identity. Third, this examination shifted to multimedia ancillaries that 

accompany textbooks, and whether these multimedia ancillaries added more opportunities for 

teachers and students to reach their goals or for students to explore their identities. All of these 

areas together illustrate a variety of ways in which textbooks can meet student and teacher goals 

and identities, and have potential implications for Hebrew and other language classrooms. This 

																																																								
1 Hebrew was revived at the end of the 19th century, after not being used natively since the second century 

(Avni, 2012). 

2 The Diaspora refers to groups of Jews who are “dispersed” or living outside of Israel.   



	
14	

study also examines a range of teacher identities, including Native Speaker (NS), Linguistic 

Heritage Language (Linguistic HL), Ethnic HL, and Foreign Language (FL) teachers. These 

same identities, apart from NS, are considered for learners. More detail about these identities is 

given in the literature review. 

Literature Review 

Culture in Foreign Language Textbooks 

 Over the past several decades, textbooks have evolved from simple grammar books to 

what Allen (2008) refers to as “extensive textbook ‘packages’” that enrich the learning 

experience through materials such as textbooks, workbooks, companion websites, software, 

audio CDs, and DVDs (p. 6). These extensive materials have come to better reflect evolving 

SLA research and classroom needs, while including technology is more relevant to today’s group 

of learners. Due to this increase in textbook components, researchers need to choose which 

components to examine in their studies. For example, several studies analyze the introductions 

and prefaces to textbooks so that they can compare them to the main textbook content (Burns Al 

Masaeed, 2014; Etienne & Sax, 2009; Leeman & Martinez, 2007). Other studies have included 

multimedia in their analysis of both textbook content and supplementary materials (e.g. 

Askildson, 2008; Cresswell, 2008). In contrast, several opted to not analyze multimedia—such as 

Snider (2005), who did not consider it pertinent since different people created it than the 

textbook authors. 

Alongside other language councils and associations, the American Council on the 

Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) has published language standards to improve language 

teaching since 1996—most recently called the World-Readiness Standards for Learning 

Languages (2015). These standards emphasize both language and culture, and mention three 
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issues that are relevant in the modern language classroom: Technology, longer sequences of 

study to better enable mastery of languages, and opportunities for learners to learn a language. In 

this list, technology is considered to increase opportunities by not having limitations of one time 

or place. Furthermore, there are five areas emphasized within these standards, called the five C’s: 

Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities. 

Two C’s, Cultures and Comparisons, are related to the research questions of this study. 

First, the Cultures standard relates the value of including discussions of the C1 and C2 in the 

language learning experience in order to mitigate or eliminate “simplistic or unexamined” 

perceptions that learners may have about their C1. These perceptions may contribute to 

misguided beliefs about the C2 (National Standards Collaborative Board, 2015, Cultures section, 

para. 7). Second, the Comparisons standard explains the importance of learners comparing the 

C1 and C2. In light of the proficiency levels selected for this study, the novice and intermediate 

range levels are relevant: The Comparisons standard outlines that university students at the 

novice range level have the ability to compare and contrast the C1 and C2’s cultural products, 

their interactional patterns in several situations, any gestures and speech patterns, and recurring 

themes in the “creative works” of both cultures (Comparisons section, para. 14). At the 

intermediate range level, learners expand upon these abilities by examining behaviors in the C1 

and C2 (to include their peers and others) and encounter greater amounts of authentic sources.    

 Also in these standards, there are several mentions of textbooks and how approaches 

within them have changed over the last few decades. For example, these guidelines mention in 

the Cultures Standard that culture was traditionally taught in an offhand way through textbook 

footnotes in a way that learners were mostly “passive observers” who learned about a C2 

“through the lens of” their C1. ACTFL now advocates placing learners in an explorer role, in 
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which they can investigate viewpoints that are portrayed through the practices and products of 

several cultures. 

 Another publication from ACTFL called the 21st Century Skills Map (2011), which 

emphasizes several considerations for today’s classrooms and learners, contains additional 

comparisons between former and current textbook priorities related to textbook consumption. 

This source claims that in the past teachers emphasized covering textbook material, prioritizing 

textbook content as the curriculum, and presenting “synthetic situations” from the textbook. 

Currently, this focus has shifted to backward design with end goals in mind, implementing units 

based around themes and authentic materials, and including “personalized real world tasks” (p. 

4). Technology is also mentioned in this publication as an important aspect of today’s classroom, 

in allowing learners to virtually leave classrooms and experience the world. This opportunity 

through technology enables students to become “productive global citizens” (p. 14). There are a 

variety of technologies that promote this enrichment, and all of them can potentially be tied to 

the structure of a textbook as supplementary material. 

Despite the importance of textbooks in the foreign language classroom—particularly for 

the lower levels of proficiency—there are few studies about them compared to other topics in 

SLA research (Plews & Schmenk, 2013). One common thread in these studies is to examine 

within textbooks to determine how richly cultures are portrayed within them (e.g. Bateman & 

Mattos, 2006; Thompson, 2013). In categorizing textbooks based on how they portray culture, 

Dunnet, Dubin, and Lezberg (1987) separated textbooks into two-dimensional textbooks that 

focus on comparing the C1 and C2 and promoting intercultural awareness, and one-dimensional 

textbooks that only focus on the C2.  

In past research about how culture is portrayed in textbooks, a common criticism from 
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several researchers is that textbooks portray a “monolithic culture” that ignores or downplays 

cultural variation. These portrayals can often limit critical and intercultural development 

(Weninger & Kiss, 2013, p. 712). For researchers interested in evaluating how culture is 

portrayed in textbooks, the most common past approach has been to employ content or discourse 

analysis (e.g. Azimova & Johnston, 2012; Cortez, 2008; Gray, 2010). Content analysis, a largely 

quantitative approach, involves systematic techniques such as counting instances of certain 

themes. Discourse analysis, on the other hand, generally examines social issues such as power or 

gender and how they are portrayed through discourse (Ducar, 2006).  

Past studies have employed a variety of methodologies to determine how culture is 

portrayed in foreign language textbooks. Azimova and Johnston (2012), for example, examined 

nine Russian textbooks published in the US for English speakers. These textbooks were used at 

the university level in beginning, intermediate, and advanced Russian courses. In this analysis for 

any allusions to Russian-speaking ethnic minorities in Russia or the post-USSR states, they 

included maps, photographs, reading passages, and dialogues. Supplementary material, including 

multimedia, was not examined since according to these researchers there was too much variation 

in the availability of these materials across the textbooks. In addition, Azimova and Johnston 

examined the extent to which textbooks presented “imagined learners” and “imagined 

interlocutors”, referring to textbook portrayals of those who studied Russian as an L2 and those 

target speakers who interacted with them (p. 340). Through this analysis, Azimova and Johnston 

reported that these textbooks focused almost exclusively on white Orthodox middle-class ethnic 

Russians—resulting in an erasure or negation of other groups of legitimate Russian speakers, 

which can skew perceptions of a C2 and lead to stereotypes or improper interpretations of it. 

This study added strength to findings from a previous study by Shardakova and Pavlenko (2004), 
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in which they found a biased representation of Russia in the Russian textbooks that they 

analyzed, which they argued adversely affected students’ and their interlocutors’ constructed 

identities. This study included videos, pictures, reading passages, and dialogues. 

Thompson (2013) performed a similar analysis on Swahili textbooks. This study 

employed both content and discourse analysis to find mentions of Swahili speakers and cultures 

in reading passages, dialogues, and image captions. From this analysis, Thompson reported that 

although there was some diversity in portraying both L1 and L2 Swahili speakers, many 

portrayals were one-sided, not complex, and favored a unified culture. According to her, these 

textbooks chose not to focus on communities of practice but rather depictions of an “amorphous 

group” or “imagined homogenous language community” of fluent Swahili speakers (p. 957). A 

few studies have used the ACTFL guidelines in their methodologies: For example, Bateman and 

Mattos (2006) compared the Cultures and Comparisons ACTFL standards to textbook mentions 

of the cultural theme of food in six Portuguese textbooks. Two of these textbooks were published 

in the US and four in Brazil. In their results, Bateman and Mattos conceded that although it was 

problematic to use US standards to evaluate textbooks from Brazil, they opted to include them 

since these textbooks were being used in US-based classrooms. 

Additional studies have examined specific C2s that are more relevant to the US 

classroom. For example, Chapelle (2009) found that French textbooks included in the curriculum 

of university classes in the northern US have a low percentage of Canadian French culture or 

language within them. This culture only made up 15.3% of textbook content, 6.5% of the 

workbook, and 29.9% of the CD-ROMs. Based on these percentages, multimedia appeared to 

give students greater chances to explore the Canadian French C2. In addition, Chapelle claimed 

that results from her study illustrated that students are more attached and interested in textbook 
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materials that are closer to their local reality.  

Some researchers have reported more mixed results. Ilett (2009) found that German 

secondary and postsecondary textbooks portray more ethnic and racial diversity than in past 

years. At the same time, Ilett stressed the need to find a balance between presenting unified and 

diverse cultures so that differences are not overly emphasized and create boundaries or 

stereotypes between groups. This study included tables, culture boxes, drawings, photographs, 

reading passages, and chapter divisions but not supplementary materials because of “practical 

constraints” (p. 51).  

Although most textbook studies did not examine multimedia that supplements textbooks, 

a few did in addition to Chapelle. For example, Askildson (2008) examined how the perspectives 

of learners and teachers compared to textbook content through an online homegrown survey to 

four universities. The areas examined included target culture, authenticity, grammar, tasks, and 

technology. Based on this survey, Askildson reported that many teachers incorporated 

technology that they found outside of textbook resources. For those teachers who did use the 

multimedia that supplemented textbooks, many found that links to websites did not always work. 

These teachers also expressed that they did not find accompanying multimedia to be sufficient to 

promote language skills and thus sought out their own resources. Cresswell (2008) analyzed the 

tasks that were found on websites that accompany Spanish textbooks. She reported that these 

tasks contributed little cultural understanding beyond what the Spanish textbooks offered, and 

did not prioritize deep thinking or authentic engagement with the culture. 

Although there have been significant findings in past SLA research about textbooks, 

there are also some weaknesses. For example, many studies have only investigated one 

perspective on textbooks, such as that of teachers, students, or researchers. In addition, Weninger 
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and Kiss (2013) stated that past studies about foreign language textbooks have often quantified 

and objectified culture in their analysis. To mitigate this problem, they argued that researchers 

could examine text and images through an alternative semiotic framework that focused on how 

teaching materials present concepts and then how learners approach the material to negotiate 

meaning. Finally, Weninger and Kiss recommended employing qualitative and mixed-methods 

approaches to research textbooks in an effort to overcome the objectification of cultures. Ideally, 

researchers should explore cultures in a way that portrays their diversity and the many identities 

within them. 

Identity within SLA research 

 The issue of identity surfaces in many SLA studies due to the importance of 

understanding those involved in the process of learning a language, including language learners 

and teachers. Research approaches toward identity vary because of its complexity and the 

different backgrounds of researchers. For example, some choose to refer to a learner’s identities 

rather than just identity (Menard-Warwick, 2005). Some investigate identity from a broader 

psychological or sociological perspective (Block, 2009), while others look at identity from a 

more societal stance. In language learning specifically, learners need to decide whether they 

desire to redefine and reposition their identities as they explore new aspects of the C1 and C2 

based on how they are portrayed in the language classroom. These choices related to identity 

significantly influence the success of the language learning experience (Menard-Warwick, 2005).  

 As learners make decisions regarding the construction of their identities through the 

language learning process, they are influenced by several factors such as teachers, peers, the 

classroom and home environment, and their own attempts to negotiate meaning. During this 

process, learners can form stereotypes that reinforce notions of an “other” if they are presented 
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with monolithic cultures without complexity (Ricento, 2005, p. 896). These problems can be 

exacerbated if textbooks are not designed to explore complexity, deep thinking, and identity. 

Furthermore, these simplified or limited portrayals of C2s can also negatively affect how learners 

traverse actual communities based on real-life interaction or imagined communities that are 

socially constructed. These portrayals also affect the retention of learners in language classrooms 

(Pavlenko & Norton, 2007), and can even promote opposition and an unwillingness to learn in 

learners (Norton, 2001). 

 Compared to other research that has examined textbooks, only a small group of studies 

has investigated how C1s are portrayed, the issue of identity, or how the C1 and C2 are 

compared and contrasted in textbooks. One study by Arizpe and Aguirre (1987) analyzed first-

year Spanish textbooks to determine how much certain sub-groups of the US culture—namely 

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban ethnic groups—appear in these textbooks. From this analysis, 

Arizpe and Aguirre identified several problems related to how these groups were portrayed in the 

Spanish textbooks. They grouped these problems as stereotypes, inaccurate statements, 

omissions, and oversimplifications. Later researchers found similar results: for example, Ashby 

(2003) investigated culture boxes within German textbooks and found allusions to American 

ethnocentrism, racism, and portrayal of an American "other" (p. 24).  

As mentioned previously, Shardakova and Pavlenko (2004) examined two introductory 

Russian textbooks through critical discourse analysis. Although they found that one of the 

textbooks portrayed several types of learner identities, according to them both books were biased 

and did not present Russia as a diverse modern society. Furthermore, Shardakova and Pavlenko 

argued that not representing the complexities of both the C1 and C2 could negatively impact the 

ability for self-representation through the textbook, and hamper learners’ development of self-
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expressive skills in the L2. In spite of these findings, this study is limited in its implications since 

it only represents the researchers’ intuitions. 

 Among the large body of SLA research devoted to identity, some studies differentiate 

between foreign language (FL) learners and heritage language (HL) learners due to differences 

that often arise between these groups in their backgrounds and goals. Reynolds, Howard, and 

Deák (2009) defined FL learners as those who have generally been exposed to little or none of an 

L2 or C2 when they formally begin to study a language. HL learners, however, are those who 

study an L2 because of their heritage connections to the language. The notion of HL learners is 

more difficult to define given variations in their identities: Valdès (2001) defined HL learners as 

those who spoke or understood an L2 to some extent prior to their formal classroom studies, 

whereas Noels (2005) considered HL learners in her study as those who study a language 

"spoken by previous generations of their families" (p. 289). Reynolds et al. (2009) accounted for 

both of these definitions in their study which examined HL and FL learners: In order to present 

more meaningful results and implications, Reynolds et al. categorized HL learners into two 

groups of broadly defined HL learners and narrowly defined HL learners. In this study, broadly 

defined HL learners were categorized as those learners who had family or heritage connections 

to their HL but little to no exposure to it during their formative years. In contrast, narrowly 

defined HL learners were considered those learners who were exposed to the language 

informally in the home. In addition, this study included non-HL learners, to whom the above two 

categories did not apply. 

A few studies that have investigated textbooks in the foreign language classroom have 

included HL learners in their analyses: Ducar (2006) employed a critical discourse analysis of 

five intermediate university-level Spanish HL textbooks in order to determine how these 
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textbooks portrayed culture and language. Through this analysis, Ducar reported finding a 

dominant "Anglo norm" in these textbooks alongside a theme of subordination for the US Latino 

culture and language (p. 230), and several negative portrayals of the US Latino culture in which 

they were stereotyped and presented as mere numbers. Several students in her study provided a 

further voice on the issue: 29% of them disagreed that the Spanish in their textbook resembled 

the Spanish of their friends and family, 31.5% disagreed or strongly disagreed that the textbook 

portrayed their heritage Spanish in a positive light, and 58.5% agreed or strongly agreed that 

their textbook prescribed which types of Spanish were correct and which were not. Ducar (2009) 

added similar findings in a follow-up study, in which she found that textbooks could be too 

prescriptive and drive away legitimate dialects, including those of HL learners. Based on her 

analyses and student survey data, Ducar concluded that those analyzed textbooks very much 

failed to promote the heritage language and culture of Spanish HL learners. Similarly, Burns Al 

Masaeed (2014) analyzed Spanish textbooks used by both FL and HL learners at a university that 

had separate programs for each of the two groups. In this study she found that US-spoken 

varieties of Spanish were not always given legitimacy in these textbooks, and an ideology of a 

monolithic Spanish prevailed. These studies illustrate a tendency for textbooks to emphasize 

stereotypical and unified cultures, and to downplay nuances that are relevant to different types of 

students. 

 One component of language learning that has often been researched in conjunction with 

identity is pronunciation, especially in studies of ESL (e.g. Marx, 2002; Pullen, 2011; Rindal, 

2010). Students can affect how interlocutors interpret their identities by their L2 pronunciation 

choices. These conscious decisions also impact how learners position their identities in their L2 

(Pullen, 2011). Several other variables influence speakers in why they opt to use a given 
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pronunciation or accent. For example, Labov (1972) reported that some speakers chose to speak 

a certain way because of their social class or they desire to be more prestigious or socially 

appropriate. Rindal (2010) found that a group of Norwegian ESL learners made a distinction 

between British and American English that influenced their pronunciation choices—these 

learners perceived British English to be more prestigious than American English, which they 

viewed as more informal. 

Within SLA research, a large body of studies devoted to pronunciation has investigated 

native speakers and whether their accent should be the model for language students to aspire to 

(Kramsch, 1993). Any choices regarding accent or pronunciation in teaching a language are 

“ideological” decisions (Thompson, 2013, p. 950). Although historically many teachers and 

researchers promoted a native-like accent as the ultimate goal for students, advancements in SLA 

research have argued for merely encouraging intelligibility from learners due to the range of 

legitimate speakers and accents for any language (Hinkel, 2006). This shift in priorities is also 

evident in the most recent ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (2012), which specifically mention 

pronunciation and accent. According to these guidelines, language learners can be considered 

Novice Low in their proficiency level even if their pronunciation renders their speech 

“unintelligible”. Even at the Novice High and Intermediate Low proficiency levels, learners’ 

pronunciation “may be strongly influenced by the first language”, although they should still be 

understandable by most interlocutors used to hearing non-native speakers (p. 9). As learners 

progress to the Intermediate Mid level of speaking, they are said in the guidelines to be generally 

understood despite possible limitations in their pronunciation. Finally, at the Distinguished 

proficiency level the guidelines mention accent rather than pronunciation. At this level non-

native accents “may still be present” (p. 4). 
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The issues of pronunciation and identity are even more complicated when research 

includes heritage learners, since these learners raise additional questions about dialects and 

legitimacy. Valdés (2005) recommended that educators highlight a variety of dialects within 

heritage language communities, and Feuer (2007)—within research regarding heritage learners 

who studied Hebrew—further pointed out that the selection of which dialect or language sub-

group to present in the classroom depends on individual teachers. As mentioned previously, 

these issues have also arisen in research about textbooks, as in Ducar’s (2009) study in which she 

found that textbooks could prescribe certain pronunciations and drive away other legitimate 

dialects, such as those of HL learners. 

Modern Hebrew Textbooks 

 Within the context of Modern Hebrew teaching in the US, the issue of learner and teacher 

identity is multifaceted. Hebrew has long been held as an important language for Jews around the 

world to bind Jews together and aid them in exploring their heritage (Avni, 2014; Schiff, 1981). 

As mentioned previously, Modern Hebrew encompasses many ideologies and backgrounds. For 

those outside of Israel where Hebrew is spoken natively, Hebrew has been argued to possess “the 

inherent potential of uniting Jews throughout the world” (Brosh, 1996, p. 14–15). In the US, 

many Jews descend from Ashkenazi Jews who emigrated from Eastern Europe. These Jews 

mostly spoke Yiddish (Zenner, 1985). Consequently, Yiddish was the main language taught to 

Jews in the US until the influence of Israel and Zionism changed the focus to Hebrew with an 

Ashkenazi accent. This accent was used due to the ideology and background of many American 

Jews (Glinert, 1996). Between 1920 and 1960, Jewish schools adopted a pronunciation closer to 

Modern Israeli Hebrew (MIH)—arguably because of the influx of Zionist notions and Israeli 

teachers (Benor, 2011). Many educators have sought to promote Hebrew as a way to encourage 
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openness to Israel and its culture, rather than focus on Hebrew as a heritage language (Brosh, 

1996). Perhaps due partly to this focus and the ideologies surrounding it, these programs have 

been unable to establish a base of proficient Modern Hebrew speakers in the US, given that only 

a small number of American Jews fluently speak or understand the language (Glinert, 2000; 

Shohamy, 1999).  

 It has also been difficult for researchers to define different varieties of Modern Hebrew, 

at least in part due to arguments surrounding legitimacy. Spolsky, for example, categorizes 

Hebrew speakers into two large groups: (a) those in Israel, where speakers learn Hebrew from 

birth and the language is “official and dominant”; and (b) those in the Diaspora,2 where Hebrew 

is taught because of its dominance in Israel, Jewish education, or religious observance. Spolsky 

also argues that Hebrew education in the Diaspora only survives due to Israeli schools and 

immigrants (2014, pp. 3–4). Glinert (2000) views Hebrew spoken in America as a “quasilect” 

that is limited mostly to religious circles or studied formally to pass college language 

requirements. According to Benor (2011), Hebrew in the US can be considered a “distinctive 

linguistic repertoire”. She uses this term because it considers the range of ways in which 

American Jews use Hebrew to “index their ethnic identities” (p. 142).  

Research has shown that Israelis at times question the legitimacy of any accents or 

pronunciations that differ from MIH. For example, the Ashkenazi pronunciation is sometimes 

stigmatized in the Hebrew classroom (Glinert, 1996)—where many Israeli native teachers opt to 

reinforce textbook choices (Avni, 2012; Brosh, 1996). Furthermore, Kattan (2009) studied some 

Israeli emissaries living on a short-term basis in New York and found that these emissaries’ 

children made conscious accent choices and learned ideologies from their parents toward certain 

Hebrew accents. Some of the children parodied Hebrew spoken with an American accent based 
																																																								

2 The Diaspora refers to groups of Jews who are “dispersed” or living outside of Israel.   
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on their parents’ example, producing a “Mock American Hebrew” (p. 68). These children were 

also able to code-switch between MIH and Mock American Hebrew depending on their 

interlocutors and environment. Kattan further claimed that from a historical perspective, Hebrew 

in the Diaspora has been considered inauthentic, influenced by the L1 of each community, and 

merely a liturgical and heritage language. These attitudes stem from the mindset that the only 

form of Hebrew that is correct and legitimate is that which is spoken by natives in Israel. All of 

these perceptions, according to Kattan, have resulted in language decisions to parody and avoid 

Americanized Hebrew.  

This issue is highly relevant and problematic in the US-based Hebrew classroom. 

American Jews are exposed to a variety of Hebrew accents throughout their formative years, 

including formal pronunciations as they are presented in Hebrew textbooks, MIH accents by 

Israelis, Americanized accents, and Ashkenazi pronunciations often encountered in synagogues 

and American Jewish communities (Benor, 2009). When American Jews begin to formally study 

Hebrew they are faced with the decision of which accent to adopt in their own speech, since this 

will affect how they are perceived in their L2 and position their identities. Furthermore, accent 

choices can be influenced by potential differences between Israeli and American Jews in areas 

such as politics and education. These differences have driven a number of American Jews, like 

some of their Israeli counterparts towards them, to be indifferent to or against Israeli ideologies 

and culture and question the influence of Israeli ideologies on Hebrew education in the US 

(Spolsky, 2009). 

The above factors all contribute to the complexity of the Hebrew classroom in the US, 

where past research has been sparse. Compared to research on the commonly taught languages, 

very few studies have investigated the context of Modern Hebrew as a LCTL—advancement in 
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research for this area has been very gradual (Glinert, 2000; Nahir, 1979; Shohamy, 1999). In 

addition, virtually all of these studies have either been informal and anecdotal or for the Israeli 

context. This limited focus on improving Hebrew research and teaching has also affected 

textbook development, where most textbooks have predominantly focused on Israeli Hebrew, 

ideologies surrounding Israeli society and politics, and emphasized vocabulary and grammar 

over culture. In 1981, Nahir reported that he was not aware of any Hebrew textbook that was 

specifically designed for L2 learners in the US. Seventeen years later in 1998, Katz distributed 

an informal survey to ten universities in the US about their Hebrew textbook usage. During this 

time some of the first Hebrew textbooks were published for the US context. More specifically, 

two textbook series were published in Israel, four were designed for the US context, and several 

consisted of informal packets. Some of these textbooks were published in the 1970s, and others 

in the 1980s or 90s. This survey provides a snapshot of the Hebrew teaching context roughly two 

decades ago, and illustrates that this context is still in its infancy with regards to research and 

curricula as compared to other languages. In addition, Hebrew textbooks designed for the US 

context are also not necessarily tailored to American Jewish HL learners of Hebrew—according 

to Glinert (2000), the number of Hebrew textbooks for HL learners specifically are “few and far 

between” (p. 18). 

The context of Hebrew teaching in the US, as with other language contexts, presents the 

potential for mismatches between teacher goals and identities, learner goals and identities, and 

textbooks. In the case of Hebrew as a LCTL, Israeli instructors that generally learned Hebrew 

natively and English as an L2 most commonly structure their courses around Hebrew textbooks. 

These instructors only sometimes have a background in SLA or teaching second languages. In 

some cases they are even hired as native speakers without any teaching experience (Brosh, 
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1996). Due to differences in backgrounds and perceptions, these teachers are not necessarily 

aware of the identities and goals of their students—given that these students are mostly 

American Jewish HL learners along with a smaller number of FL learners. This ratio of Hebrew 

learners has been reported in past research: A study by Reynolds et al. (2009) included 17 

students who studied Hebrew. This group consisted of 16 broadly defined HL learners, no 

narrowly defined HL learners, and one non-HL or FL learner. Furthermore, the National Middle 

East Language Resource Center reported from their 2011 student survey that 72% of 62 students 

agreed or strongly agreed that Hebrew was important to them because of their ethnic heritage.  

The lack of many textbooks for the Hebrew teaching context in the US has left teachers 

with few structured curricular guides that emphasize their learners' identities, which has arguably 

created a mismatch between the goals of Hebrew programs and the motivations of most of these 

programs’ students. This mismatch may be a significant reason for problems surrounding student 

retention in these language programs (Brosh, 1996). Based on past arguments surrounding both 

Hebrew and SLA research, the ideal Hebrew textbook should integrate a curriculum that 

represents various identities within Israeli, Jewish, and North American culture (Nahir, 1979; 

Shohamy, 1999). 

This dissertation explores the role of these textbooks in the Hebrew classroom through 

three articles about goals and identity, pronunciation, and multimedia. The first article addresses 

teacher and student goals and identities in a general sense, and whether textbooks meet those 

goals and identities. This exploration is accomplished through textbook analyses, surveys, 

observations, and interviews.   
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ARTICLE 1 

ANALYZING HEBREW TEXTBOOKS: 

DO THEY REFLECT CLASSROOM GOALS AND IDENTITIES? 

Introduction 

 Textbooks are an important part of the learning experience in the language classroom and 

strongly influence curricular planning (Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013; Loewenberg-Ball & Cohen, 

1996). How and when these textbooks are used in the classroom is determined by a variety of 

factors, including student and teacher cultural backgrounds (Allen, 2008), teacher and learner 

needs and goals (Bruton, 1997; Cortez, 2008), and the perspectives and viewpoints presented 

within them (Bateman & Mattos, 2006). Both the first culture (C1) and second, or target, culture 

(C2) play an important role in how well students can relate to and understand classroom 

materials. 

Past SLA research has considered textbooks and their role in the language classroom and 

society in a variety of ways. Harwood (2013), for example, outlined a few aspects of textbooks: 

(a) what textbooks contain and portray, (b) how they are used in the classroom, and (c) what 

considerations are made in their production. These aspects are defined by Harwood as content, 

consumption, and production, respectively, and represent the major areas of textbook research in 

the past. Each of these aspects is informative about the role and efficacy of textbooks in the 

language classroom. Many studies have analyzed textbooks and their usage in order to improve 

their design, utilize them more effectively in the classroom, or determine how accurately they 

reflect identities and cultures. These studies employ a variety of approaches to understanding 

textbooks and their place in the second language classroom. There is no consensus about an ideal 

methodology to investigate these textbooks (Bateman & Mattos, 2006). 
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While a number of past scholars within SLA research have examined textbooks for 

commonly taught languages such as English, French, and Spanish, very few have investigated 

textbooks for less commonly taught languages (LCTLs) such as Hebrew. Hebrew is unique in 

that mostly heritage learners study it, it is taught primarily by native Israelis, and there is a 

limited selection of Hebrew textbooks for the US context. In addition, Hebrew is closely tied to 

Judaism and the many ideologies related to it. This context merits investigation since these 

ideologies, many of which stem from Israel due to the prominence of Hebrew there, can generate 

“political landmines” and misunderstandings in the classroom as teachers and students often 

come from different backgrounds (Avni, 2014, p. 262).  

This study aims to advance both general research about second language textbooks and 

Modern Hebrew teaching in the US, a subject that has rarely been studied empirically. More 

specifically, this study seeks to examine how well Hebrew textbooks reflect the goals and 

identities of teachers and learners in first- and second-year Modern Hebrew university courses. 

This is accomplished through analyzing five commonly used Hebrew textbooks and exploring 

the perspectives of Hebrew students and teachers around the US about how well their textbooks 

fit with their goals and identities. Findings from this study aim to inform practice and research 

about textbooks in the world of Hebrew education, the LCTL context, and, by extension, 

language teaching in general. 

Literature Review 

Textbooks in Language Learning 

 In comparison with other research areas in SLA, there are relatively few studies about 

textbooks—in spite of the strong influence of textbooks on the lower-level FL classroom (Plews 

& Schmenk, 2013). The majority of past empirical research about textbooks has examined and 
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critiqued textbooks through content or discourse analysis (e.g. Azimova & Johnston, 2012; 

Cortez, 2008; Gray, 2010). While content analysis is often systematic and quantitative, including 

methodologies such as counting instances of recurring themes, discourse analysis relates to how 

issues such as power and change are manifested in discourse (Ducar, 2006). These methods of 

analysis have often been employed by researchers to examine what types of culture and identity 

are being portrayed in textbooks. 

 One common thread of research relates to how multicultural textbooks are, and how rich 

they are in their portrayals of different cultures (e.g. Bateman & Mattos, 2006; Thompson, 

2013). According to Dunnet, Dubin, and Lezberg (1987), there are two types of textbooks: one-

dimensional textbooks that focus solely on the C2, and two-dimensional textbooks that focus on 

intercultural awareness and the comparison of the C1 and C2. 

A number of studies have analyzed several textbook components: Many studies first 

examine textbook introductions and prefaces, and then compare them to the primary textbook 

content (Burns Al Masaeed, 2014; Etienne & Sax, 2009; Leeman & Martinez, 2007). Azimova 

and Johnston (2012), who examined Russian textbooks, included in their analysis photos, maps, 

reading passages, and dialogues that made any allusion to non-ethnic Russian speakers or ethnic 

minorities in Russia or post-USSR states. As a basis for this analysis, they considered how 

textbooks presented “imagined learners” that were studying Russian, and how they presented 

“imagined interlocutors” to interact with the learners (p. 340). This examination found a 

tendency within these textbooks to ignore ethnic groups and instead focus on a stereotypical 

Russian culture, while also leaving out several C1 and C2 identities. Shardakova and Pavlenko 

(2004) also analyzed several textbook components, including reading passages, dialogues, 

pictures, and videos. This analysis revealed a biased picture of Russia that ignored diversity and 
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was argued to adversely affect students’ perceptions of their own constructed identities and those 

of their interlocutors. Finally, Thompson (2013) researched the content of Swahili textbooks to 

determine how Swahili speakers and cultures are portrayed. In this study, Thompson used both 

content and discourse analysis by identifying relevant mentions of Swahili users in textbook 

reading passages, dialogues, and pictures. She found that while the textbooks portrayed diversity 

among both L1 and L2 Swahili users, this portrayal was not complex and tended to be one-sided 

by presenting a unified culture. In addition, she found that these textbooks depicted an 

“amorphous group” or “imagined homogenous language community” of fluent Swahili speakers, 

rather than a community of practice (p. 957). 

There are both strengths and weaknesses to past approaches to textbook analysis: Often 

these studies have only considered one voice within the issue, such as only that of researchers, 

students, or teachers. Weninger and Kiss (2013) criticized current research studies about culture 

in textbooks, in that they quantify and objectify culture. They argued for the need to understand 

how culture is being presented in teaching materials and how learners approach this material. In 

their study, they presented an alternative semiotic framework for researching culture in textbooks 

through looking at text and images as a process of negotiating meaning. According to them, 

qualitative and mixed-methods approaches are vital components to obtaining a clearer picture of 

this issue. 

    The process of evaluating and selecting a textbook for a specific program or language 

classroom is complex, and there is little consensus around the issue. Teachers in particular have 

an especially difficult job choosing from among the wealth of materials available today 

(Littlejohn, 2010). Several suggestions have been made by past language researchers. One 

argument posits that it is useful to review both global and local considerations. Global 
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considerations take into account the various broad goals for students, such as intellectual 

development or a desire to be a future language professional. Local considerations allow 

program faculty to reflect about a local context and differences in areas such as resources, goals, 

and class sizes (Angell, DuBravac, & Gonglewski, 2008).  

 ACTFL, along with several other councils and associations, has published language 

standards and guidelines to improve language classrooms and programs since 1996. These 

guidelines are based around the importance of both language and culture. The World-Readiness 

Standards for Learning Languages include what they define as the 5 C’s: Communication, 

Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities. Two C’s that are particularly relevant to 

this paper are Cultures and Comparisons.  

The Cultures standard emphasizes the importance of understanding cultures and 

navigating within them. This understanding is needed in order to fully master an L2. There are 

three areas presented within the Cultures standard model, namely perspectives shared by a 

culture like family life and current events, practices related to societal patterns of interaction like 

holidays and work patterns, and products of the culture such as books and music. The 

perspectives within each culture influence its practices and products. The Cultures standard also 

highlights the importance of exploring the C1 and C2 in the classroom, since learners often have 

“simplistic or unexamined” perceptions of their C1 that can lead to erroneous conclusions about 

the C2 (National Standards Collaborative Board, 2015, Cultures section, para. 7). Because of 

this, these standards advocate that “at every stage of language learning, both similarities and 

differences among the students’ own culture and the other cultures should be included in 

instructional opportunities” (para. 9).  

The Comparisons standard expands upon this issue by stressing the importance of 
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comparing languages and cultures. According to past research, learners are better able to 

understand their L1 and C1 as they explore other languages and cultures. This exploration gives 

learners competence to interact in a variety of settings throughout life. Regarding the first- and 

second-year learners in this study, this standard recommends that university students at the 

novice range level be able to compare and contrast several elements of the C1 and C2, including 

each culture’s products (such as food and clothing), interactional patterns across a variety of 

settings, culturally “appropriate gestures and oral expressions” during those interactions, and 

themes arising in their body of “creative works” (Comparisons section, para. 14). Learners at the 

intermediate range level further explore these differences and similarities by analyzing behavior 

among peers and other groups in the C1 and C2, and discovering more authentic materials from 

both cultures.      

In their study, Bateman and Mattos (2006) compared the Cultures and Comparisons 

ACTFL standards to mentions of the cultural theme of food in six Portuguese textbooks—two of 

which were published in the US and four in Brazil. Although Bateman and Mattos indicated that 

it was problematic to use US standards to evaluate textbooks from Brazil, they considered it 

appropriate since the books were being used in US classrooms. Based on this analysis, they 

found that these textbooks made significant mention of products and practices within Brazilian 

culture, but provided insufficient portrayals of cultural perspectives, comparisons, and diversity.  

Although there has been comparatively little research about textbooks in SLA research, 

several studies have reported that textbooks provide inadequate portrayals of culture (e.g. 

Azimova & Johnston, 2012; Shardakova & Pavlenko, 2004; Thompson, 2013).  These portrayals 

include a focus on a stereotypical or monolithic culture (Weninger & Kiss, 2013), 

representations of “imagined” learners and interlocutors (Azimova & Johnston, 2012, p. 340), 
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and a shortage of material that reinforces communities of practice (Thompson, 2013). These 

limitations in cultural portrayals within textbooks have an effect on how students perceive their 

C1 and C2 (Shardakova & Pavlenko, 2004). All of these findings indicate that there is a gap 

between textbooks and current research, and emphasize the importance for educators and 

textbook designers to think critically about how textbooks present culture.  

Identity and Language Learning 

 Few studies have examined portrayals of C1s, learner identity, or cultural comparison in 

textbooks. Among studies conducted over the past few decades, Arizpe and Aguirre (1987) 

examined how well introductory foreign language textbooks reflect the US culture—or more 

specifically how Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban ethnic groups are portrayed in first-year 

Spanish textbooks. Arizpe and Aguirre found a number of problems with how these groups were 

portrayed in these textbooks, and categorized these problems as inaccurate statements, 

stereotypes, oversimplifications, and omissions. Since the publication of this article, additional 

studies have reported similar results (e.g. Ashby, 2003; Azimova & Johnston, 2012; Thompson, 

2013). Ashby (2003), for example, called attention to allusions of racism towards Germans 

through portrayal of a German “other” in culture boxes presented in German textbooks (p. 24).  

 Findings in research analyzing HL learners have often been similar to the general identity 

studies mentioned previously. In a critical discourse analysis of five intermediate university-level 

Spanish HL textbooks and their presentation of both culture and language, Ducar (2006) found 

the dominance of an “Anglo norm” and a subordination of the US Latino culture and language 

(p. 230) to be a recurring theme. She also reported that US Latinos were portrayed negatively, in 

a stereotypical way, and as sheer numbers. Several students in her study added strength to her 

findings: 29% disagreed that the Spanish in their textbook was like the Spanish their friends and 
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family used, 31.5% disagreed or strongly disagreed that the textbook portrayed their heritage 

Spanish positively, and 58.5% agreed or strongly agreed that their textbook prescribed some 

Spanish as correct and some as incorrect. In a follow-up study, Ducar (2009) further reported 

that textbooks could be too prescriptive and drive away legitimate dialects, including those of 

HL learners. Based on this analysis and student survey data, Ducar reported that textbooks were 

highly unsuccessful in promoting HL students' heritage and culture. More recently, Burns Al 

Masaeed (2014) examined textbooks for both FL and HL learners of Spanish, each group 

situated in a separate program at their university, and found an ideology of a monolithic Spanish 

that at times questioned the legitimacy of a US-spoken variety of Spanish. These and similar 

studies illustrate the tendency for language textbooks to place less emphasis on students' identity 

and their C1 and in some cases delegitimize them. 

 The Modern Hebrew context has received far less attention from researchers than 

commonly taught languages in the US such as French or Spanish, and as such the Hebrew field is 

working to apply SLA research to improve and expand curricular materials for the Hebrew 

classroom. This process has been gradual. This area of scholarship is rooted in the ideologies 

surrounding Judaism and Hebrew throughout the world, since any pedagogical considerations are 

heavily influenced by these ideologies. Over three decades ago, Nahir (1981) noted that he did 

not know of any textbook for Hebrew as a second language published in North America. Almost 

two decades later in 1998, Katz distributed an unpublished survey about textbook usage among 

ten universities in the US. Data from this survey indicated that these universities employed a 

range of materials in their programs, including a variety of textbooks that were published 

between the late 1970s and the 1990s and informal packets made up by them or their instructors. 

Two of these textbook series were published in Israel and four others were considered 
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groundbreaking as some of the first textbooks designed by Hebrew instructors to fit the US 

context. This survey illustrates the extent to which Modern Hebrew education in the US (as a 

LCTL) is largely still in its infancy, compared to other languages that have historically received 

considerable attention in both research and curricular materials. In 2000, Glinert noted that any 

Hebrew textbooks designed specifically for HL learners are “few and far between” (p. 18). 

Past Hebrew textbooks have also predominantly focused on the Israeli experience and 

language, and emphasized vocabulary and grammar over culture. This approach largely stems 

from a goal to promote openness to Israel and Israeli culture rather than present Hebrew as the 

universal language of the Jewish people. Furthermore, an absence of material connecting with 

and relating to American Jewish culture has been argued to create a mismatch between the goals 

of Hebrew programs at US universities and the motivations of the majority of these programs’ 

students. This mismatch may also be a large factor behind issues with student retention in these 

language programs (Brosh, 1996). 

This context offers unique insights and implications about potential mismatches between 

textbooks, teacher goals and identities, and student goals and identities—at least in part because 

Hebrew is a LCTL, is connected to deep-rooted ideologies about Hebrew, Israel, and Judaism, 

and presents issues involving multiple teacher and learner types. For example, Hebrew textbooks 

are most commonly used by Israeli instructors, who may or may not have experience in teaching 

second languages—and at times do not have experience in language teaching at all, one problem 

often encountered in the teaching of LCTLs (Brosh, 1996). These teachers may not be aware of 

the needs and identities of their students, who are primarily American Jewish HL learners 

alongside a smaller percentage of FL learners. This ratio appears to be common in surveys of 

Modern Hebrew learners. Reynolds et al. (2009) reported that among the 17 students they 
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surveyed that studied Hebrew, 16 were broadly defined HL learners, none were narrowly defined 

HL learners, and only one was a non-HL learner. In addition, the National Middle East Language 

Resource Center reported that 72% of 62 students either agreed or strongly agreed that Hebrew 

was important to them because of their ethnic heritage in their 2011 student survey.  

Since there are only a few textbooks designed for teaching Hebrew as a second language 

in the US, teachers are largely left without structured curricular guides that emphasize their 

learners' identities. Ideally, there should be a combination of Israeli, Jewish, and North American 

culture included in the curriculum, as this caters to the varied identities of Jews in the US (Nahir, 

1979; Shohamy, 1999). 

Definition of Terms 

Identity Categories 

This study considers three types of Hebrew students—Ethnic Heritage Language (HL), 

Linguistic HL, and Foreign Language learners of Hebrew.3 The decision to consider these three 

learner identities was based partly on pilot responses and partly on the distinction made in 

Reynolds et al. (2009). In addition, in relation to teachers this research investigated these three 

types along with a fourth type, Native Speaker (NS) teachers—which provides greater detail than 

the commonly researched native vs. non-native distinction (e.g. Allen, 2008; Askildson, 2008). 

This study adopted the following definitions for these identity types: 

Ethnic Heritage Language learners. This group consists of those learners with family 

or heritage connections to their target language but little if any exposure to their HL during their 

																																																								
3 Although there are a variety of terms used for these three groups of learners in SLA research, the 

researcher chose the above terms for this study because they appeared to be the most fitting and neutral. Using HL 

and FL also allows the same abbreviation to describe both learners and teachers. 
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formative years. Reynolds et al. (2009) called this group broadly defined heritage language 

learners, and Noels (2005) defined these learners as those who study a language “spoken by 

previous generations of their families” (p. 289). 

Linguistic Heritage Language learners. These learners were exposed to the language 

growing up in the home, and were grouped as narrowly defined heritage language learners by 

Reynolds et al. (2009). Valdès (2001) included these learners in her study as those with some 

degree of experience speaking or understanding an L2 before studying it in the classroom. 

Foreign Language learners. Reynolds et al. (2009) categorized these learners as those 

who do not fall into the two HL learner categories. FL learners have generally encountered little 

to none of an L2 or C2 when they initially begin to study a language. 

Examples of each identity type are given in Appendix G, which provides details about the 

identities and goals for two participants from each category using pseudonyms. 

Research Questions  

This paper explores both the content and consumption of Hebrew textbooks used in the 

Modern Hebrew learning context, including the distinct ideologies and motivations that drive 

Hebrew textbook design and implementation, and the motivations and identities of Hebrew 

teachers and learners that often differ from those who study other languages.4 Findings from this 

study present implications for research and practice with regards to future language textbook 

design and implementation—primarily for the world of Hebrew education, but also for LCTLs 

and language teaching in general. With the purpose of investigating how the goals and identities 

																																																								
4 To the researcher’s knowledge there are no systematic studies that investigate textbook usage for the 

context of Hebrew as a second language in the US. The few insights that exist have been made anecdotally from the 

classroom or informally in other research (Avni, 2014; Glinert, 2000). 
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of Modern Hebrew students and teachers compare with their textbooks, this study aims to answer 

the following research questions: 

1. Do any mismatches between Modern Hebrew teachers and students systematically occur, 

based on their range of classroom goals and identities? 

2. How well are the goals of students and teachers reflected in five commonly used Hebrew 

textbooks? 

3. Are these textbooks representative of the varied identities of Hebrew students and 

teachers? 

These research questions are heavily influenced by the role that ideologies surrounding 

Hebrew, Judaism, and Israel play in Hebrew education in America, since these ideologies have a 

significant impact on curricular choices made by programs, textbook designers, and teachers. 

These questions are also unique to the Hebrew context, given these varied perspectives on the 

place of Hebrew in the Jewish world. Although this is a complex topic that has been taken up by 

many researchers in the past, this study analyzes some of the impact these ideologies have had in 

order to give some context to findings.  

Methodology 

Participants 

This study included 101 students (or 62 Ethnic HL learners, nine Linguistic HL learners, 

and 29 FL learners, made up of 71 females and 29 males), combined from a nationally 

distributed survey and two university case studies. Forty-nine percent of these students were less 

than 20 years old, 48 percent between 20 and 29 years old, two between 30 and 49, and one older 

than 59 years old. Thirty-six of these students responded to the nationally-distributed survey, and 
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included 29 Ethnic HL learners, three Linguistic HL learners, and three FL learners.5 These 

learners were mostly from the Midwest region of the US: 20 from the Midwest, 14 from the 

Northeast, and one from the West.6 Twenty-seven of these respondents were first-year students, 

and eight of them second-year students. 

The remaining learners studied at two universities in the US: 22 students, all FL learners, 

were from a university in the West region of the US (hereafter referred to as University W). 

These students were distributed among two courses of first-year Hebrew and one course of 

second-year Hebrew.7 A second group at a university in the Northeast region of the US (hereafter 

referred to as University NE) included 43 students, consisting of 33 Ethnic HL learners, six 

Linguistic HL learners, and four FL learners.8 These students were enrolled in three courses of 

first-year Hebrew and two courses of second-year Hebrew. 

Eighteen teachers took part in the national survey, including three Ethnic HL teachers, 

one Linguistic HL teacher, two FL teachers, and 12 NS teachers. Six of these teachers were 

situated in the Midwest region of the US, ten from the Northeast, and two from the West. Five 

additional teachers participated in the two case studies: Two FL teachers at University W, and 

three NS teachers at University NE. 

																																																								
5 One student did not provide all demographic information, which is the reason for the mismatch in 

quantities. 

6 These US regions are based on the four statistical regions defined by the United States Census Bureau: 

The Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (United States Census Bureau [USCB], n.d.). 

7 From among the 26 students enrolled in the classes researched at University W, 22 (85%) participated in 

the online survey. 

8 From among the 83 students enrolled in the classes researched at University NE, 43 (52%) participated in 

the online survey. 
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Data Collection 

In order to triangulate findings about the efficacy of textbooks in representing the goals 

and identities of Hebrew teachers and students, this study pulls from a variety of data sources. 

Prior to the main study, a pilot survey was conducted in order to test the validity and clarity of 

survey questions. This pilot survey was distributed to Hebrew teachers and students who were 

not enrolled in first- and second-year Hebrew, in order to not utilize potential respondents for the 

main study. Two students and seven teachers piloted this survey, and several items were 

rephrased or expanded based on their answers and feedback. 

 Following this pilot survey, data sources were gathered in three stages: (a) a large scale 

nationally distributed survey that included teachers and students from first- and second-year 

Modern Hebrew courses; (b) case studies involving surveys, week-long classroom observations, 

and interviews with first- and second-year Hebrew teachers and students at two universities in 

the US; and (c) an analysis of the content related to goals and identity within five commonly 

used Modern Hebrew textbooks. 

During the first stage, 36 Hebrew students and 18 teachers around the US responded to an 

online survey created using Qualtrics (See Appendix A for the student survey and Appendix B 

for the teacher survey). These participants were self-selected in response to emails distributed 

nationwide through mass recruitment emails and snowball sampling. This process involved 

sending these recruitment emails to three nationally distributed mailing lists and nineteen 

teachers who could distribute it to their students. The response rate was low initially, but 

improved through repeated emails and snowball recruiting.9 Criteria for inclusion in the online 

																																																								
9 The response rate was likely low initially since the first wave of emails was sent out in late March, in the 

second half of the Spring semester. Even though this rate improved, it still only represents a small fraction of 
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survey were teaching or being enrolled in university-level first- or second-year Hebrew courses 

at the time of the study. To make results more anonymous, both the teachers and students were 

only asked to specify the US region in which their institution was situated. The goal of this stage 

was to form impressions on the state of the Hebrew context as a whole in the US. 

The teacher and student surveys consisted of four sections: One section requesting 

demographic information and background in Hebrew, including informal and formal study of the 

language, another section about textbooks and how well they reflect participants' stated goals and 

identities, and two more sections that explore research questions beyond this article. In addition 

to a section about Hebrew exposure, the teacher survey asked native Hebrew speakers about their 

English background and exposure to English-speaking cultures. These surveys were constructed 

based on items used in several instruments from past research on textbook analysis and 

implementation (e.g. Allen, 2008; Angell et al., 2008; Askildson, 2008; Burns Al Masaeed, 

2014; Cortez, 2008; Ducar, 2006). The surveys contained items on a 5-point Likert scale, 

multiple choice items, and open-ended responses.10 

The second stage involved three parts. First, the researcher distributed online surveys 

created by Qualtrics to the students and teachers from University W and University NE. This 

survey was slightly modified from the national survey in order to gather specific course details 

and willingness to participate in follow-up interviews. Next, the researcher observed each first- 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Hebrew learners and teachers around the United States. According to the 2013 MLA report on languages other than 

English in the US higher education, there were 6,698 students of Modern Hebrew in the US that year. Although this 

number is not completely accurate, and this study only included students in first and second year Hebrew, these 

numbers indicate a relatively low response rate. 

10 Although there are valid arguments both for and against an odd number of items on a Likert scale, for 

this study a 5-point scale was chosen in order to not force responses from participants who felt neutral about items.  
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and second-year Hebrew classroom at both universities for an academic week, paying particular 

attention to how textbooks were or were not used in the classroom and as homework. Primary 

data was gathered through notes taken during the observations, but there was also an audio 

recording as a secondary source if needed during analysis. This amounted to approximately 35 

hours of recorded data. 

Finally, once data from the observations was collected and analyzed the researcher 

conducted follow-up teacher interviews and select one-on-one student interviews—based on 

participant willingness—over the phone or through Skype. These interviews were open-ended in 

order to clarify survey responses and observation data. Both the timing and length of the student 

and teacher interviews were based on participant willingness and availability. The thirteen 

student interviews lasted around 15–40 minutes (or an average of 25 minutes). The five teacher 

interviews lasted around 25–40 minutes (or 33 minutes average). All of these interviews 

amounted to roughly 8.5 hours of data. These interviews were recorded and selections of them 

were transcribed. In addition, interview notes were sent to the participants afterwards to ensure 

their accuracy through member checking (see the student interview in Appendix C, and the 

teacher interview in Appendix D). 

Finally, the third stage consisted of a textbook analysis of Modern Hebrew textbooks. 

Although seven Hebrew textbooks were listed as choices on the online survey, five of them were 

selected for analysis based on what would present a representative picture of the state of Hebrew 

teaching in the US. Each textbook is unique in its approaches, goals, and audience as they relate 
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to identity and culture:11 

1. Brandeis Modern Hebrew, Ringvald et al. (2005); BMH 

BMH was published in the US for learners of Hebrew outside of Israel, and follows the 

Hebrew Proficiency Guidelines developed at Brandeis University with the support of ACTFL. 

The book presents authentic and semi-authentic content arranged thematically, and introduces 

culture both directly and indirectly throughout.    

2. Brandeis Modern Hebrew: Intermediate to Advanced, Ringvald et al. (2013); BMH Int12 

BMH Int, also published in the US, is a sequel to BMH and is intended for intermediate to 

advanced students. This book also presents content thematically and uses authentic material to 

explore Israeli and Jewish culture.  

3. Hebrew from Scratch part 2, Chayat et al. (2001); HfS2  

HfS2 contains only Hebrew, and has been published across several editions in Israel. This 

textbook aims to continue the goals of its predecessor and to provide students with a broad base 

in Hebrew and its different varieties. It includes both authentic sources and simplified texts, and 

many incidental cultural references and artifacts within it. 

4. Modern Hebrew for Beginners, Raizen (2000); MHB 

MHB was published in the US for English speakers, and is introduced as a workbook to 

accompany a Modern Hebrew multimedia program. Immersion is not assumed in the book, and 

English is often used throughout in order to promote understanding. For example, the book 

																																																								
11 The other two textbooks mentioned in the survey but not included in the analysis were the prequel to 

Chayat et al. (2006) and the sequel to Raizen (2000), which have similar goals and approaches to the other textbooks 

in their respective series.  

12 It should be noted that this is a pilot edition of this textbook, and it is expected that it will be updated 

based on feedback. 
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includes many explicit linguistic and cultural explanations about Hebrew in English. 

5. The Routledge Introductory Course in Modern Hebrew, Etzion (2009); ICMH 

ICMH, published in the US, is designed specifically for English-speaking college 

students but aims to serve learners in a variety of settings including self-study. This book takes a 

communicative approach and seeks to incorporate current research in pedagogy and instructional 

technology. Culture is introduced in the book as it relates to the context. 

The textbook analysis included both quantitative and qualitative information within the 

textbooks: The quantitative information included frequency counts of textbook excerpts relevant 

to the C1 and learner identity, and the qualitative information examined the thoroughness and 

relevancy of direct or indirect mentions of the HL and FL learners’ C1 in the textbook, and 

analyzed how well the textbook aligns with reported teacher and student goals.  

Data Analysis 

This study utilized a variety of methods to analyze the quantitative and qualitative data 

collected: First, the researcher performed statistical analyses on quantitative items from the 

student and teacher surveys, including: ANOVAs to compare FL learners, Ethnic HL learners, 

and Linguistic HL learners, and several independent sample t-tests to assess the relationship 

between the entire student group and the entire teacher group. These tests were chosen in order 

to highlight differences and provide means for otherwise discrete number responses. Both types 

of test examined six items from the online survey: (a) how well the textbooks enable teachers 

and students to achieve their goals for studying Hebrew, (b) how well the textbooks represent the 

identity of Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners, (c) how well the textbooks represent the identity of 

FL learners, (d) whether Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in a way that American Jews can 

understand, (e) whether Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in a way that those who are 
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largely unfamiliar can understand, and (f) whether the textbooks provide opportunities for 

students to compare their culture with the Israeli culture. 

Since there were only 23 teachers that were divided between four different identity 

categories, they were determined to be too small of a sample and analyzed as a whole. In 

addition, the t-tests for all three groups of students (n=101), made up of 29 FL learners, 62 

Ethnic HL learners, nine Linguistic HL learners, and one unspecified learner, were combined to 

increase the statistical power. Although these groups were combined in order to calculate 

inferential statistics, descriptive statistics will be provided for the individual groups later in the 

results. 

This study utilized a unique method for analyzing five Modern Hebrew textbooks, by 

both adopting some elements from past research and utilizing a homegrown approach. In past 

research analyzing language textbooks, a variety of methodologies have been used to search 

textbook content. Chapelle (2009), for example, counted how many textbook sections presented 

Canadian content. Thompson (2013) manually scanned textbooks for qualitative excerpts 

relevant to her research questions, and Azimova and Johnston (2012) counted the number of 

pages in textbooks with instances of non-ethnic Russian items and compared this with the total 

number of pages.  

This study adopted an approach similar to Azimova and Johnston by recording pages 

with instances around five coding categories related to the research questions, namely “Outside 

of Israel”, “Cultural Comparison between the US and Israel”, “US Culture”, “American 

Judaism”, and “Identity Exploration”. During the coding process, a rubric needed to be created in 

order to minimize subjectivity (as in Chapelle, 2009). See Appendix E for examples of these 

rules. Two other types of information were recorded along with these relevant instances: (a) the 
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type of textbook content in which these instances occurred (passages, dialogues, exercises, 

explanations, lists, and images),13 and (b) the level, or length/thoroughness of each instance (1 = 

One relevant statement or sentence; 2 = 2–3 sentences; 3 = 4–8 sentences; and 4 = 9+ sentences). 

The textbook analysis was carried out through an initial scan of every textbook page to mark and 

categorize relevant instances, a second scan of these identified pages to measure the extent of 

each instance, a final scan to focus solely on images, and an examination of select pages for 

qualitative analysis. 

Second, the qualitative data—consisting of a portion of the survey, notes and select 

transcriptions from the interviews and observations, and textual examples from the textbook 

analysis—was gathered around the research questions in this article. These questions became 

more specific and pointed during data collection as the researcher identified patterns and 

divergences in classroom goals and identities. Finally, the data was analyzed and coded for 

emerging patterns and categorized through employing inductive data analysis (Mackey & Gass, 

2005). The coding was broad initially around themes such as “Linguistic HL identities” and 

“teacher goals”, and became more specific to include categories like “ways in which goals 

clashed with the textbook” and “the influence of prior experiences with Hebrew”. These patterns 

were catalogued and explored through the Dedoose software (Dedoose, 2015), an online tool 

designed for mixed-methods research, and word processors and text editors for deeper textual 

analysis. These tools allowed the researcher to pinpoint relevant data and categorize it through 

coding and regular expressions. One insight that emerged from this process was that the data was 
																																																								

13 “Explanations” in this study refer to instances found in grammatical or side explanations. “Lists” here 

refer to words in isolation, such as in vocabulary lists. The type “Images” includes both images and the captions 

explaining them, and the type “Passages” also includes sideboxes that explain each passage, such as vocabulary 

glosses. 
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rich and varied and did not always allow for clear-cut categorization. Although the number of 

participants in the study appeared most suitable for a mixed-methods study, many qualitative 

details were left out and could be pursued in future studies. 

 

Results 

Research Question 1: Do any mismatches between Modern Hebrew teachers and students 

systematically occur, based on their range of classroom goals and identities? 

Students. Data from this research revealed both similarities and differences in the 

identities and goals of each defined group of learners. One of the major areas between student 

groups that illustrated differences related to when they began learning Hebrew. Combining the 

national and case study participants, 81% (50/62) of Ethnic HL learners and 78% (7/9) of 

Linguistic HL learners started learning Hebrew at an age younger than 10, as opposed to only 

14% (4/29) of FL learners. The opposite trend was apparent for the age brackets of 14–21 and 

21+, which included 55% and 31% of FL learners, respectively, but only between 3–11% of 

either type of HL learner. These percentage differences are apparent in Figure 1 below. 

 In their qualitative comments, 81% of Ethnic HL respondents in this study explicitly 

mentioned being exposed to Biblical and/or Modern Hebrew formally between preschool and 

high school through Jewish or Hebrew schools, often for several years. These schools differed in 

their religiosity and Hebrew focus, but many of their Hebrew curricula only focused on 

vocabulary, reading, and writing. Thirty-four percent of Ethnic HL learners also mentioned 

exposure to Hebrew at Jewish camps, where Hebrew vocabulary was generally presented outside 

of conversational contexts. One experience mentioned by six Ethnic HL learners was the bar 

mitzvah or bat mitzvah, a Jewish rite of passage that required these students to learn to read  
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Figure 1. Ages that FL, Ethnic HL, and Linguistic HL learners began learning Hebrew, by percentage 
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Hebrew without necessarily understanding it. Ten others were exposed to Hebrew through 

prayers or at synagogues. 

 Four Ethnic HL learners were exposed to spoken Hebrew in additional ways, such as 

through Israeli grandparents or relatives. Five others, however, reported having no friends or 

family who spoke Hebrew. Two Ethnic HL learners stated that their families do not speak 

Hebrew “often” or “regularly”. This mixture of experiences gave nearly all Ethnic HL learners 

some exposure to reading and writing Biblical and Modern Hebrew, alongside only a few who 

began Hebrew at the university level with little to no speaking experience. 

 Ethnic HL learners shared a variety of responses about why they considered themselves 

heritage learners. For example, one student responded that “Hebrew and Judaism are inherently 

connected” and another that Hebrew is “part of Jewish religion”. One remarked that “Hebrew is 

our language, even if we do not speak it”. Finally, as a student described it, “most [Ethnic HL 

learners] are connected to Hebrew indirectly, meaning their parents aren't necessarily speakers”. 

 The Linguistic HL learners in this study reported having experiences similar to Ethnic 

HL learners growing up—for example in Hebrew and Jewish schools—but with the addition of 

repeated exposure to spoken Hebrew. Four of the nine Linguistic HL learners reported that this 

exposure to Hebrew input came from one or both parents. One student reported speaking fluently 

but having difficulty reading and writing. These strengths in the language are nearly the opposite 

of what one Linguistic HL learner observed about most of her Ethnic HL classmates, who she 

felt were “extremely comfortable with grammar but not with independently forming sentences”. 

 These experiences were echoed during observations at University NE, where 91% of 

those students who participated were HL learners. In one class there, the NS teacher used an 

image of a family tree on p. 204 of BMH as a springboard to ask students where their 
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grandparents were from. In reply, the students listed countries that are often associated with the 

Jewish Diaspora, such as Poland, Germany, Ukraine, and Romania. Another NS teacher at 

University NE asked students when they began to learn Hebrew, and the majority answered that 

they began in grade school—along with a few who began at a younger age or that same year. 

These discussions allowed students to explore their identities in class beyond what their textbook 

presented.  

 In contrast to these backgrounds, 52% of FL qualitative respondents indicated that their 

university classes represented the very first time they were exposed to Hebrew, and 38% 

reported only a few previous experiences with the language.14 In addition, only five of these 

students had friends or family (outside of other university students) that spoke Hebrew. 

Furthermore, five students began studying Biblical Hebrew due to their Christian background 

and that interest expanded to Modern Hebrew, and two students specifically reported that they 

chose to study Hebrew “on a whim” because they love studying languages in general. An Ethnic 

HL learner described this group as “students who have no former connection and just have an 

interest to learn the language”.  

 Although most FL learners reported that they had little to no exposure to Hebrew prior to 

the college or university classroom, a few deviated from the norm. For example, one student at 

University W went to a Jewish school for several years and while there opted to take Hebrew 

instead of Spanish. Another student attended bar mitzvahs and bat mitzvahs and heard Hebrew 

there. One FL learner reported that her unique experiences, preceding formal study of the 

language, sparked her interest in Hebrew and led her to formally study it. 

																																																								
14 Only two FL learners reported several experiences with Hebrew before their university studies, and one 

of them appeared to be an HL learner who selected the incorrect learner type. 
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Another survey question that separated these identity groups related to time spent abroad 

in Israel: 79% (23/29) of first- and second-year FL learners reported never being in Israel, 

compared to only 19% (12/62) of Ethnic HL learners and no Linguistic HL learners. On the other 

hand, only 15% of FL learners indicated that they had been in Israel for over a month, compared 

to 64% of Ethnic HL learners and 100% of the Linguistic HL learners (as shown in Figure 2). 

Thirty-two Ethnic HL learners specifically reported traveling to Israel for trips of short 

duration with family or through structured Jewish programs such as the Birthright trip.15 Another 

experience that seven Ethnic HL learners mentioned was the gap year program.16 The amount of 

Hebrew that students were exposed to during these trips varied, but both the prevalence of 

English in Israel and the purpose of these trips often limited Hebrew acquisition. Due to more 

direct connections to Hebrew, as a whole Linguistic HL learners spent more time in Israel than 

Ethnic HL learners as they visited their Israeli family. Two Linguistic HL students mentioned 

being born in Israel and living there for two years before coming to the US. Although these 

students continued to be exposed to Hebrew somewhat at home and during visits to Israel, one of 

them found that their proficiency level “faded” over time. Only 24% of FL learners, however, 

reported having any ties with Israel by their first or second year, including through short trips to 

Israel or by befriending Israelis who at times helped with Hebrew. 

 These students also reported a variety of motivations around why they studied Hebrew: 

Qualitatively, 46% of Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners indicated that heritage language was a   

																																																								
15 The Birthright trip is an organized effort to give Jewish youth free ten-day heritage trips to Israel. 

16 The gap year program is designed to give students enriching and character building experiences 

immediately after high school, before moving on to college or other pursuits. In the case of this study, full or partial 

gap years were spent in Israel.	
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Figure 2. Lengths of time FL, Ethnic HL, and Linguistic HL learners have spent in Israel, by percentage 
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motivation, but Linguistic HL learners rated this 11% higher than Ethnic HL learners. In 

addition, Linguistic HL learners rated the desire to communicate with friends and family at 67%, 

a much higher percentage than all of the groups. All of the responses concerning love of Israeli 

culture were fairly similar, although the FL learners rated this the lowest at 38%.  

Furthermore, 45% of FL learners reported a desire to follow current events in the Middle 

East as a motivation for studying Hebrew, higher than the other groups’ ratings by 20% or more. 

FL learners also had the highest percentage of motivation, 28%, for taking Hebrew because it 

would help them obtain a job. This instrumental motivation was much less common among the 

other categories, including 0% of Linguistic HL learners. The above trends are shown in Table 1. 

In addition to these six basic indicators of motivation towards learning Hebrew, students 

were given four additional options in order to highlight other common reasons for language 

study. Among these additional options, the most common motivation for studying Hebrew was 

the language requirement. This motivation was especially important for HL learners: 78% of 

Linguistic HL learners and 73% Ethnic HL learners indicated this as a reason for their Hebrew 

study, whereas only 28% of FL learners selected this. A higher proportion of FL learners also 

indicated that they were studying Hebrew because they wanted to study literature in Hebrew 

(45%) or it was their minor (31%), as opposed to only around 10% of Linguistic or Ethnic HL 

learners selecting literature or a minor as reasons. Only 3% or less of learners within each group 

reported studying Hebrew because it was their major. 

In some cases specific goals were shared among an identity group, and in other cases they 

were very distinct. Sixty-three percent of Ethnic HL respondents identified their goal as a desire 

to improve their speaking skills. A third of this group specifically mentioned this goal in the 

context of speaking with Israeli natives. Four others mentioned that their Hebrew had advanced   
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Table 1 

Types of motivation for studying Modern Hebrew, by percentage 

 Love of 
Hebrew 

Love of 
Israeli culture 

Heritage 
language 

Communicate with 
friends/family 

Help 
obtain job 

Follow current events 
in the Middle East 

Eth HL 63% 50% 45% 34% 15% 18% 
Lin HL 56% 44% 56% 67% 0% 11% 
FL 76% 38% 3% 14% 28% 45% 
All Learners 66% 46% 34% 31% 17% 25% 
Teachers 91% 48% 22% 4% 9% 9% 
 

quite well in the past, but their university studies offered an opportunity to “brush up” or build 

upon prior knowledge of the language. In addition, six Ethnic HL learners reported wanting to 

connect with their “roots” or gain a deeper connection with Judaism—sometimes through 

prayers and religious texts, and sometimes through songs and traditions. Other goals students 

listed were more idiosyncratic, such as wanting to do academic research, understand the Israeli 

culture better through the language, or make aliyah to Israel.17  

 Eight of the nine Linguistic HL learners, on the other hand, stressed the importance of 

communicating with family as a specific motivation. Five of these learners also sought 

improvement in reading, writing, grammar, and vocabulary. One Linguistic HL learner 

mentioned a desire to “fill the gap that was created by a poor Hebrew program at my Jewish day 

school back home”, and another to feel more comfortable in the language.  

FL learners appeared to have the largest variety of goals for studying Hebrew: 34% of 

them included specific instrumental motivations such as to conduct business negotiations, 

“become an interpreter for the UN or the government”, translate from English to Hebrew, or to 

analyze the Bible or ancient Israel. Four FL learners wanted to integrate or “be a part of” the 

culture by touring Israel, interacting with Israelis, or in one case even living in Israel, while two 

																																																								
17 This term is used to refer to immigrating (lit. going up) to Israel. 
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were drawn to the language because they found it intriguing or loved language learning in 

general. Many of these goals illustrated a desire to grow close to the L2 and C2 as a perceived 

“outsider”. In the words of one FL learner, “I want to do more than just read the scriptures in 

Hebrew. I plan on going to Israel, and I want to be able to speak the language. I may not be the 

best at it, but I want to be able to speak some of the basics. I do love the culture, and to be a part 

of it means a lot for me.” 

 In summary, the Hebrew learners in this study exhibited several trends among the Ethnic 

HL, Linguistic HL, and FL identity groups. These trends included general differences in when 

each group was initially exposed to Hebrew and how much time each spent in Israel—namely, 

the HL learners were usually exposed to Hebrew by family and friends at a young age, and made 

more trips to Israel than FLs. These identities further impacted the classroom experience and the 

goals of each group: Whereas most HL learners viewed their Hebrew learning as an opportunity 

to connect with their heritage and enrich encounters with Jewish friends and family, FL learners 

generally approached Hebrew as an exotic language with an intriguing culture. 

Teachers. The majority of teachers (67%) were distinct from all of the learners in their 

identity as NS teachers of Hebrew. These teachers, as second language learners of English, were 

exposed to English during formal education in Israel where it is commonly spoken. They then 

continued this exposure to their L2 in the US or other countries where English is widely spoken.  

FL Hebrew teachers shared their students’ experiences: Three of the four FL teachers 

began studying Hebrew at the university level and took time in Israel to immerse themselves in 

the language and culture. One FL teacher spent the last two years of high school on a kibbutz,18 

																																																								
18 Kibbutzim are collective communities in Israel that have evolved from socialistic to more industrial and 

economic in recent years.  
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and another commenced studying Biblical Hebrew and that interest grew into Modern Hebrew as 

well. The Ethnic HL teachers were also like their student counterparts, and all three of them 

reported deep ties to Judaism. Only one of them, however, studied Hebrew in a Jewish school 

growing up and the other two began at a later age. Likewise, the one Linguistic HL teacher in 

this study had an Israeli father and spoke Hebrew in the home.  

These teachers exhibited a variety of approaches to connecting the C1 with the C2 in 

their classrooms beyond textbook offerings: In one class at University NE, the NS teacher sang 

the notes to “Yesterday” by the Beatles as a hint when one student forgot the word for yesterday 

in Hebrew. Several students laughed in response, and they appeared to engage in a way they had 

not previously after hearing an aspect of their culture in a foreign classroom. Another teacher at 

University W explained how a formal expression in Hebrew seemed like Shakespearean English 

to Israelis, and a third teacher explained how visits to the doctor differed in Israel and the US. 

Finally, one of the FL teachers at University W used a reading passage on p. 232 of HfS2 to 

discuss how the concept of stupidity differs between Israel and the US. The teacher asked her 

students why such a comparison was important, and a student replied, “So we don’t act stupid in 

Israel”. This discussion provided students with an opportunity to reflect about how other value 

systems can differ from theirs, and how these comparisons can make them more aware world 

citizens. 

On other occasions NS teachers at University NE were able to draw upon learner 

experiences to expand on preexisting knowledge. For example, in introducing a discussion about 

the Passover one teacher asked HL students how their Passover went. The students then 

explained using key vocabulary they were already familiar with in English, which gave the 

teacher an opportunity to tell them the Hebrew pronunciation or unique word for that thing. This 
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allowed students to relate the lesson to their daily lives.  In contrast, observational data suggested 

that at University W the FL teachers approached Hebrew teaching as something exotic and 

distinct from the learners’ C1, which made it more difficult to draw parallels between the C1 and 

C2.  

Regarding their motivations, teachers indicated a stronger love for Hebrew than their 

students at 91% (15% more than any group of students)—as shown previously in Table 1. In 

addition to the six motivations chosen as survey items for both students and teachers, teachers 

were presented with three additional options for teaching Hebrew, including due to a love of 

teaching (selected by 91% of teachers), in order to maintain skills in Hebrew (26%), and because 

they were native speakers and saw the job as logical or fitting (39% out of 67% of NS teachers). 

 Other goals mentioned by teachers were almost exclusively linguistically oriented—

including the four modalities of speaking, listening, reading, and writing, in addition to grammar 

and vocabulary. Seven of them, however, mentioned a desire to instill within their students a 

love or connection with the Israeli culture. Furthermore, one teacher added the goal to overcome 

past negative experiences with Hebrew or language teaching prior to university studies, and 

another to “introduce and provide personal information about oneself and others”. A third 

teacher mentioned a desire to open students’ minds to an “everyday understanding of the greater 

world”. 

 These findings indicate that 65% of the Hebrew teachers in this study were NS teachers 

who were exposed to English as an L2 in Israel. The rest of the teachers exhibited identities that 

were similar to their learner counterparts. Most of these teachers reported higher motivations 

than their students toward Hebrew, and a love of teaching. These teachers, regardless of their 

identity, employed various strategies to connect with their students and make the material 
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accessible and relevant to them—including bringing in the C1 beyond textbook offerings.  

Research Question 2: How well are the goals of students and teachers reflected in five 

commonly used Hebrew textbooks? 

On the whole the student and teacher participants used all of the textbooks mentioned in 

this study, as determined by snowball recruitment among teachers and learner self-selection. The 

group of nation-wide students used a variety of textbooks: 18 students used BMH, three students 

used ICMH, two used MHI, and one student each used BMH Int and MHB. Six additional 

students designated “other” for their textbook, which included instructor-designed textbooks and 

lesser-known titles. In addition, at University W, the two first-year courses used BMH and the 

second-year course used HfS2. At University NE, the three first-year courses used BMH and the 

two second-year courses used BMH Int after the first part of their semester. 

For the 18 teachers around the US (who generally used more than one textbook across 

their courses), seven teachers used HfS1, five teachers used HfS2 and another five BMH, two 

teachers used BMH Int and another two ICMH, and one teacher MHB and another MHI. Five 

teachers indicated textbooks within the “other” category, including their own course packets, 

unpublished textbooks, or additional textbooks published in Israel. 

 A series of statistical tests on the quantitative data from these surveys uncovered these 

groups’ perceptions about how well the textbooks listed above met their goals. First, the 

researcher performed a series of ANOVAs to analyze differences between the three student types 

in their perceptions. There were no significant differences among the three student types in their 

perceptions about whether the textbook met their goals, F(2, 91) = .78, p = .46, η2 = .02. These 

three groups on average reported that their textbooks fell slightly below “Well” in how closely 

they met their goals (as outlined in Table 2 below; M= 2.29, SD= 1.07). Second, a group of t-
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tests investigated differences between students and teachers in their responses. As related to this 

question, there was no significant difference between teachers and students in their perceptions 

on how effective their textbook was at meeting their goals (t[115] = .45, p = .65, d = .11). 

 For those students and teachers who responded to qualitative questions about how well 

their textbook met their goals, nearly all of the responses related to language development or 

textbook organization. Fifty-seven percent of the students felt that their textbook was ideal, 

referring to it as helpful, logical, interesting, concise, ideal, objective, and organized, among 

several other things. In contrast, 43% of students expressed sentiments like their textbook was 

expensive, not relevant, frustrating, “often with inadequate instructions”, or difficult to 

understand. One student mentioned using the textbook little and mostly relying on the teacher, 

and another did not use it at all.  

In addition, in their qualitative responses 53% of teachers reported that their textbooks 

generally matched their goals. Forty-seven percent reported that their textbooks were 

problematic, and for example expressed that the textbooks were too dated, irrelevant to students 

in the US, or in need of additional materials to supplement them. One teacher mentioned wanting 

“more materials about other Hebrew cultures . . . before and outside Israel”. 

In other words, Hebrew learners and teachers used a variety of Hebrew textbooks and 

held mixed views about their efficacy. Both teacher and learner responses varied widely about 

how well textbooks met their goals, and this range of perceptions obscured any statistical 

differences. In addition, learners usually focused on the linguistic aspects of their textbooks and 

exhibited less interest in how the C1 and C2 were portrayed. Teachers, on the other hand, 

appeared to be more cognitive of the extent to which textbooks approached culture. 
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Research Question 3: Are these textbooks representative of the varied identities of Hebrew 

students and teachers? 

As mentioned previously, a series of ANOVAs investigated trends in responses from 

each of the three student types: There were no significant differences in how well each student 

type perceived textbooks to meet HL learners’ identity, F(2, 92) = .60, p = .55, η2 = .01, nor were 

there in how students perceived textbooks meeting FL learners’ identity, F(2, 92) = .35, p = .71, 

η2 = .01. Regarding student perceptions on how well textbooks presented culture to American 

Jews, there were significant differences with a medium effect size, F(2, 92) = 7.02, p = .001, η2 = 

.13. This survey item was presented to both HL learners (generally American Jews) and FL 

learners, in order to see both of their perceptions on this issue. A Tukey post hoc test revealed 

that FL learners were statistically different from Ethnic HL learners (p < .00) and Linguistic HL 

learners (p = .01), but Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners were not statistically different from 

each other (p = .62). Linguistic HL learners rated textbooks most highly in this regard as roughly 

between “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” that their textbook does this well (M= 1.67, SD= .87).  

Likewise, there were no significant differences in learner perceptions about how well 

textbooks presented the culture to those who are unfamiliar with the C2, F(2, 92) = 2.95, p = 

.057, η2 = .06, although the differences were nearly significant. Linguistic HL learners also gave 

this item the most positive rating and on average responded “Agree” that their textbooks are 

understandable for those unfamiliar (M= 2, SD= 1). Textbooks were deemed on average to be 

more understandable to American Jews than FL learners (M= 2.17, SD= 1.01 compared to M= 

2.63, SD= .99). Finally, there were no significant differences between the groups in how well 

they felt the textbook compared US and Israeli culture F(2, 92) = 1.82, p = .17, η2 = .04, 

although these groups on average rated their textbooks as making this comparison just above 
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“Neutral” (M= 2.88, SD= 1.04).  

Regarding the t-tests that compared learners with teachers, there was no significant 

difference between the two groups in how effective they perceived their textbook to meet the 

identity of HL learners (t[115] = -.49, p = .62, d = .11), or the identity of FL learners (t[114] = 

.64, p = .52, d = .16). Likewise, there was no significant difference between teachers and learners 

in their perceptions on how well their textbooks presented the Israeli and Jewish culture so that 

American Jews could understand, t(42.44) = .66, p = .52, d = .14, or so that those unfamiliar 

could understand, t(116) = .84, p = .40, d = .19. Lastly, there was no significant difference 

between the two groups in how many opportunities the textbook presents to compare the first 

culture with the second culture, t(116) = .41, p = .69, d = .09. Table 2 presents a complete list, 

for each group of students and all of the teachers, of means and standard deviations for the six 

quantitative survey items related to goals and identity. 

In addition to these findings, there were some differences in teacher and student 

perceptions on how much textbooks were used in class and as homework. Students on average 

perceived a greater amount of in-classroom textbook usage than teachers by ten percent 

(students: M=60.32, SD=29.47; teachers: M=50.48, SD=22.80), but there was no significant 

difference between the two groups, t(42.65) = 1.74, p = .09, d = .37. This difference was more 

pronounced for out-of-classroom textbook usage by twelve percent (students: M=81.74, 

SD=21.38; teachers: M=68.57, SD=25.62), and this difference was significant with a medium 

effect size, t(115) = 2.55, p = .01, d = .56. 

 Qualitative responses varied widely on how well Hebrew textbooks reflect classroom 

identities. Eleven FL learners, for example, viewed their textbook as relatable to them—such as 

when they include instances of students traveling from the US to Israel or included global 
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Table 2 

Mean responses to survey items related to goals and identity, with standard deviations in 

parentheses 

 Item 1: 
Goals 

Item 2: 
HL 

Item 3: 
FL 

Item 4: 
Amer Jew 

Item 5: 
Unfam 

Item 6: 
Cult Comp 

FL 2.46 (1.07) 2.64 (.91) 2.46 (.96) 2.71 (1.01) 2.89 (.96) 3.18 (1.09) 
Eth HL 2.18 (1.05) 2.41 (1.04) 2.62 (1.18) 1.98 (.93) 2.60 (.97) 2.79 (1.02) 
Lin HL 2.44 (1.24) 2.33 (.87) 2.78 (.67) 1.67 (.87) 2.00 (1.00) 2.56 (.88) 
All Stud 2.29 (1.07) 2.47 (.99) 2.59 (1.08) 2.17 (1.01) 2.63 (.99) 2.88 (1.04) 
All Teach 2.17 (1.07) 2.59 (1.10) 2.43 (.87) 2.04 (.77) 2.43 (1.08) 2.78 (1.20) 
Items 1–3: 1=Very Well, 2=Well, 3=Somewhat Well, 4=Not Very Well, 5=Not Well At All 

Items 4–6: 1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Neutral, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 
Note. As presented in the student survey in Appendix A, these are items 1–6: 

Item 1 (Q18): How well does/do the textbook(s) enable you to achieve your goals for studying Hebrew? 

Item 2 (Q20): How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of students who 

study Hebrew as an ethnic or linguistic heritage language? 

Item 3 (Q21): How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of students who 

study Hebrew as a foreign language? 

Item 4 (Q23): Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that American Jews can 

understand. 

Item 5 (Q24): Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that those who are largely 

unfamiliar can understand. 

Item 6 (Q25): You receive many opportunities in the textbook(s) to compare your culture with the Israeli 

culture. 
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examples. This finding suggests that Hebrew textbooks often focus on students with tourist 

relationships to their C2 rather than exploring the role of the L2 or HL in their lives. 

Furthermore, seven FL learners found the textbooks generally clear and understandable, although 

at times their professor needed to clarify or add material. In contrast, nine learners reported too 

little explanation or background in the textbook on Israeli or Jewish concepts, places, or people. 

These issues sometimes became exacerbated as FL learners progressed from semester to 

semester. 

 The other groups also had mixed opinions about how effective their textbook would be 

for FL learners: 52% of Linguistic and Ethnic HL learners considered their textbook to be 

written for learners with no experience in the Israeli or Jewish culture, and any new concepts to 

be explained well (with occasional scaffolding needed from teachers). Thirty eight percent, 

however, expressed that FL learners would find the material difficult to relate to and lead to the 

development of “skewed opinions”.19  

 HL learners also reported both positive and negative aspects of Hebrew textbooks in 

relation to their identity. Forty-seven percent of Ethnic HL learners felt that their textbook 

represented them well. Fifty-three percent, in contrast, found their textbook difficult to relate to, 

for reasons such as being too Israel-centric and political rather than focused on heritage learners 

and the US. Three Linguistic HL learners found the material to be understandable and engaging, 

but two struggled particularly due to a lack of grammar, explanations in English, or reading and 

writing practice within their textbook. In their qualitative responses, eight FL learners stated that 

their textbook “doesn’t try to represent anyone” and focuses little on culture—although to them 

																																																								
19 Three HL learners expressed that they did not feel comfortable or qualified to rate how well the textbook 

related to FL learners. 
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their HL classmates generally seemed fine with it.  

Finally, there was a range of perceptions on how often Hebrew textbooks compare the 

Israeli culture with the US culture. While 23% of students saw opportunities for comparison in 

their textbook, 77% reported rarely or never encountering these comparisons in their books. Four 

students said that their professor made these comparisons—beyond what the textbook presented. 

In contrast, two students expressed that comparing cultures is out of place in the language 

classroom: According to one, for example, “sometimes the material is irrelevant to a particular 

culture”.  

Teachers expressed similar sentiments in this regard. Seventy percent of the teachers 

knew of some cultural comparisons in the textbook, but most felt that these were rare and not a 

focus of their book. Most of these comparisons, according to them, are made in the form of basic 

questions—such as, what one would recommend others to do in Tel Aviv, and how that 

compares with recommendations about one’s home town. Only one teacher, who had designed 

an unpublished textbook, felt that it made strong comparisons. In addition, in their qualitative 

responses half of the teachers felt that their textbook catered to FL learners, while the other half 

disagreed—and three teachers saw their FL students struggling to understand and perceived the 

need for outside material to aid in understanding. 

In summary, learners differed in their perceptions on how effective textbooks were in 

representing their identities. An analysis generally yielded insignificant results due to a range of 

responses. The three identity groups also tended to be more positive about how well textbooks 

met their own identity as opposed to that of their peers, although with regards to culture 

Linguistic HL learners were the most positive. Qualitative responses also exhibited this mixture  

of perceptions and generally agreed with the quantitative results. However, students reported a 
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greater lack of cultural comparisons in their textbooks through the qualitative responses. 

Teachers generally agreed about a lack of opportunities for cultural comparison, and like 

students held a range of opinions about how well textbooks met each identity group. 

Textbook analysis. The last phase of this study was to perform a textbook analysis, in 

order to triangulate with responses from the nationally distributed survey and case studies and 

verify how much of the C1 is found in five commonly used Hebrew textbooks. As mentioned 

earlier, the five textbooks chosen for the analysis were BMH, BMH Int, HfS2, MHB, and ICMH. 

These textbooks or others from the same series accounted for 94% of the textbooks used by the 

student participants and 86% of the textbooks used by teacher participants. 

Figure 3 presents the primary results from the quantitative textbook analysis through 

descriptive statistics, as the percentage of textbook pages that fall within each of the coding 

categories. The majority of textbook instances for each coding category fell into “Outside of 

Israel” (within 30% on average of the textbooks’ total pages), which included any mentions of 

people, places, or products from outside of Israel—with coding rules and exceptions outlined in 

Appendix E. Following that, the category “US Culture” was often found in the textbooks (or 

20% on average). This category included instances of the word “English” unless the context 

clearly delineated somewhere outside of the US, which accounted for 18% of the instances of 

“US Culture” in ICMH, 45% in MHB, 14% in BMH Int, 10% in BMH, and 11% in HfS2. The 

remaining categories, “Identity Exploration”, “American Judaism”, and “Cultural Comparison”, 

respectively made up on average 6%, 4%, and 1% of textbook content. 

The top graph in Figure 4 presents the percentage of instances within every textbook 

location type selected for this study. This chart indicates that the majority of relevant instances 

occurred within reading passages and exercises, and much less within images, lists, and 
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Figure 3. Results from the textbook analysis, representing the # of pages for each research category 
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Figure 4. The location types and level or amount of detail for each instance, by percentage. In this case, 

instance refers to a statement, sentence, or group of sentences that meet the criteria for inclusion into one 

of the coding categories. 
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dialogues. Very few instances occurred within explanations, with the exception of MHB where 

several paragraphs are dedicated to explanations in English. The bottom graph depicts the level 

for each relevant instance, or the length of each excerpt (as described in the Data Analysis 

section). Results from this analysis indicate that over 50% of the instances in every textbook 

were level 1, or consisted of only one relevant statement or sentence. For each level after this, the 

number of instances decreased from one level to the next—such that only a few were level 4. 

 The qualitative analysis drew out specific examples of these relevant instances in order to 

determine both the extent to which the first culture was presented and how it was portrayed. For 

example, instances of “Outside or Israel” and “US Culture” on p. 54 of MHB illustrate what the 

majority of relevant instances look like across all five of these textbooks. On this page there are 

short passages introducing different people, including two from Brazil, one from America, and 

one from Canada. All of these instances span a statement or two. On this same page, there are 

illustrations of the two tourists from America and Canada, one of whom is dressed like a fairly 

regular person and the other with a stereotypical tourist look—including a camera and a Mickey 

Mouse hat. See Appendix E for additional examples of these instances for each coding category, 

which also provides a better sense of what each coding category includes. 

One prominent example of the coding category “American Judaism” is found in ICMH 

through the character Suzie. Although Suzie is never mentioned as Jewish in the textbook, while 

visiting Israel she recounts participating in Shabbat at her house in America and wanting to make 

aliyah in the future.20 Suzie is found mainly in dialogues and exercises on forty one pages, and 

makes up 93% of the “American Judaism” instances in ICMH. Within some of these dialogues 

students can indirectly observe how a typical American Jew may experience Israel, such as when 

Suzie was confused by what Israelis have for breakfast. Similarly, a student at the University of 
																																																								

20 The phrase make aliyah means to immigrate to Israel. 
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Texas at Austin is counted under “American Judaism” because she is learning Hebrew and is 

named Meirav (a Hebrew name) in an exercise on page 10 of MHB. 

The category “US Culture” in one example is presented in the song “When the Saints go 

Marching In” on pg. 295 of ICMH, translated from English to Hebrew. This translation is 

modified to present several aspects of Israeli culture, but the tune is familiar to students from 

their C1. These song lyrics are followed by an exercise with comprehension questions about 

Israel and the Middle East. In BMH, several names and places are mentioned that fall under 

“Outside of Israel” and “US Culture” in exercises on pp. 31–32, but these again are simple 

mentions—similar to most relevant instances in the five textbooks analyzed. 

In HfS2, students are asked to explore their own identity on p. 23 where they are asked in 

two open questions to write about how their life compares to life on a kibbutz and whether they 

would want to be a kibbutz member. On p. 341 in BMH students are asked to offer advice, first to 

a couple in the book and then their friends, on where to go on vacation. The majority of instances 

of “Identity Exploration”, which allow students to reflect on elements of their identity or view, 

are similar to these examples. Finally, the category “compare cultures” was found in instances 

such as on pp. 289–290 of BMH, where students observe the difference between Israeli, 

European, and American shoe sizes, and p. 155 of HfS2, which includes a sentence within an 

exercise comparing American and Israeli fashion. 

This data illustrates that these Hebrew textbooks portray cultures outside of Israel on 

about a third of their total pages. The US culture made up a prominent part of these mentions, 

although opportunities for exploring learner identities or American Judaism were rare. Likewise 

very few instances were found in which learners could compare their C1 with their C2. On 

average, most of these relevant instances were found within reading passages and exercises 
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rather than images, lists, and dialogues. In addition, most of these instances are brief and consist 

of only a statement or sentence—although the qualitative analysis indicated that the quality of 

these excerpts can differ.  

Discussion 

Perhaps the most salient finding in this research is that the Hebrew classroom is complex, 

and represents several identities coming together. This range of identities impacts how learners 

and teachers perceive and utilize their textbooks. The textbook analysis and responses from 

students and teachers also illustrated the range of ideologies and backgrounds that influence the 

Hebrew classroom and curricular materials. These ideologies, especially those relating to Israel, 

are so prevalent in Hebrew classrooms and textbooks that it is possible that there was not 

sufficient time or space to explore learner identities or allow for comparing the C1 and C2. 

There was a range of responses about textbooks and their efficacy in meeting student and 

teacher goals and identities—while some students and teachers found their Hebrew textbooks 

highly effective and relevant, others noted many problems with them. This range of responses 

may have been due to the complexity of Hebrew and the difficulty in presenting all of the facets 

that different students desire, or it may have related to the ideologies and concepts chosen by 

textbook designers. While this range obfuscates any statistical differences, this variety of 

identities and perceptions regarding textbooks informs the Hebrew, LCTL, and general language 

classroom. 

 Two quotes from Ethnic HL learners, the most common group studying Hebrew in the 

US, illustrate these mixed perceptions about the ideal textbook approach to identity: 

 

The textbook seems geared toward helping students understand Israeli culture. But I don't 
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think most students care that much about that. It would be better to help a student 

understand the role and potential role of Hebrew in the student's own life. 

 

The textbook has passages that have to do with Israeli culture so that we can learn more 

about the country and its people while learning its language. I don't think it necessary 

[sic] represents our identity, as students who grew up in Jewish (not Israeli) households, 

however I think that it doesn't need to. 

 

 Findings about the backgrounds of Hebrew learners reaffirm past research that has 

investigated FL and HL learners (Noels, 2005; Reynolds et al., 2009; Valdès, 2001), while 

expanding on it and enriching it through a context that is laden with ideologies and history. This 

includes the categorization of these learners based on their previous exposure to their L2, and the 

limitations of textbooks in portraying these identities (Ducar, 2006, 2009). Although identity 

categories between these learners are imperfect and may overlap, background variables such as 

the amount of Hebrew spoken by friends and family and time in Israel illustrate trends within 

each group. These students also brought different skills and experiences to the classroom: the 

majority of Ethnic HL learners, for example, had been exposed to reading and vocabulary and 

wanted to improve their conversational skills, and many Linguistic HL learners were proficient 

speakers but lacked grammatical knowledge. Furthermore, a larger number of Linguistic HL 

learners reported studying Hebrew due to it being their heritage language, perhaps because of 

their closeness to the language from a young age. Teachers can account for these general 

differences in order to better understand learner needs and goals.   

Another finding relates to the priorities of Hebrew students and teachers. Most students 
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focused on their linguistic goals and expectations, and several showed evidence of not 

considering the place of their own cultural identity in the classroom in spite of some of their 

reported motivations. Teachers, on the other hand, for the most part indicated a greater level of 

awareness with regards to the different facets of linguistic and cultural awareness. This finding 

suggests that teachers can promote critical thinking in their students surrounding the 

complexities of learner identities and those of their interlocutors (Shardakova & Pavlenko, 

2004). In addition, there were several calls for more cultural content—whether around the C1 or 

C2—from both students and teachers. 

The textbook analysis provided further data and reinforced many student and teacher 

responses. For example, the Israeli culture or C2 represented the majority of each textbook’s 

content. The C1 held a comparatively small place in each book—indicating that these textbooks 

are more one-dimensional (Dunnet, Dubin, & Lezberg, 1987) and less reflective of ACTFL’s 

Cultures and Comparisons standards (Bateman & Mattos, 2006). Furthermore, the data 

uncovered several instances in which the C1 was presented in stereotypical ways or as 

oversimplifications, questioning its legitimacy in the classroom (Arizpe & Aguirre, 1987; Ducar, 

2006). In addition, most instances of the C1 in these books were incidental, consisting of one 

statement or sentence, or did not encourage critical thinking (Thompson, 2013).  

This study indicates that Hebrew textbooks regularly place the C1 in the background—

which not only puts into question the C1’s legitimacy in the classroom (Burns Al Masaeed, 

2014), but can also affect how learners construct their own second language identities and 

perceive their interlocutors (Shardakova & Pavlenko, 2004). In addition, these shortcomings can 

result in a disconnect between teacher and learner goals and their curriculum, and adversely 

impact learner motivation and retention. Both the lack of material for the C1 and insufficient 
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introductions to the C2 led several teachers to add their own material to provide scaffolding to 

their students—particularly for their FL learners.  

Implications 

 This study, which is intended to bridge the gap between research and textbook 

implementation and design for the context of Hebrew, LCTLs, and language teaching in general,  

has many implications. First, it is important for Hebrew textbooks to align to student and teacher 

identities and goals, along with Hebrew program goals. Textbook authors need to take into 

consideration the many teachers, students, and contexts for which they are creating their 

textbook (Angell, DuBravac, & Gonglewski, 2008). Properly aligning these variables can have a 

positive impact on student motivation and retention (Brosh, 1996). Understanding the role of 

Hebrew in HL learners’ communities can also aid in this endeavor (Avni, 2014). Given the many 

cultural and linguistic complexities that exist in Hebrew education, teachers can also consider the 

ideologies and stances that they and their textbooks are conveying to their students. Textbook 

designers, for their part, can incorporate more of the C1 and heritage culture in order to give 

space for the identities of Hebrew learners in the US. 

Second, this research has shown that there are many types of teachers and students in the 

Hebrew classroom, with their own views on what constitutes an effective textbook. As such 

textbooks should be adaptable and cater to as many student and teacher perceptions and goals as 

possible. Although teachers often bring in outside resources to supplement their textbooks, there 

is presumably less of a need if these textbooks are adaptable and provide a variety of content. 

The ideal textbook would also include many types of identities within the C1 and C2.  

Third, teachers should become acquainted with their students. This can be done during 

class, with surveys at the beginning of semesters, or through homework such as essays or 
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portfolios. Since many Hebrew teachers are native speakers of Hebrew, this can give them 

unique insights into their HL and FL learner students and the ideologies that influence their 

worldview. With this knowledge they can more effectively adapt these textbooks to them. A 

greater percentage of teachers indicated loving Hebrew than students in this study, and the most 

common motivation for students was the language requirement. A concerted effort to make 

textbooks even more relevant and aligned with goals, along with why learning Hebrew is 

valuable to the US context, may improve these figures and keep students in their programs.  

Finally, it is not only important for textbook designers to consider Hebrew teachers and 

students in the US contexts, but for teachers to become trained on how to adapt these textbooks 

to the classroom based on their goals and their students’ goals. Teachers can also test students to 

see where they are proficient in Hebrew to shift their priorities, since textbooks generally teach 

all four skills. Factors such as a student’s networks for using the language, time in Israel, and 

previous formal education can all influence this. 

Limitations and Future Research 

In the past, there have been many approaches and methodologies to understanding 

textbook content and consumption (Bateman & Mattos, 2006). This study presents one approach, 

and examines two factors that influences the classroom experience through teacher and student 

goals and identities. Future research can consider additional classroom factors, such as anxiety, 

willingness to communicate, or the political views of students. In addition, future research can 

delve more deeply into the ideologies, history, and politics behind Hebrew, in order to provide 

greater context to design choices and classroom practices. 

Furthermore, a large portion of this study relied on the self-reporting of students and 

teachers in the surveys and interviews. The other portion relied on the researcher alone, without 
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inter-raters or others to code data. Future research can include additional voices such as greater 

amounts of teachers to compare their identities, researchers of different backgrounds, and 

textbook publishers and designers who have insights and goals of their own (Harwood, 2013). 

In spite of corrections made during the pilot study, responses to some survey questions 

indicate a further need for improvement in survey design. For example, age categories were not 

specific enough to tease out differences between Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners in when they 

began learning Hebrew. A few students also appeared to misunderstand identity categories, 

including an FL learner who marked Hebrew as a heritage language. 

In addition, teachers and students were not all from the same classrooms, which may 

have led to some discrepancies in comparisons. This was partially controlled by also including 

large case studies involving teachers and students from the same classroom. These case studies, 

however, took place at different points of the semester and affected the depth of student 

responses. Finally, there is still much research needed on the linguistic aspects of Hebrew 

textbooks, the portrayal of the C2, and a deeper history of Hebrew textbooks in America. Many 

teachers, for example, appear to follow historical trends in which Hebrew textbooks are seen as 

tools for conveying Israeli culture. Future research could also draw from a larger pool of 

students, so that students can be selected by the researcher rather than self-selected. 

Conclusion 

This paper has explored both what Modern Hebrew textbooks contain and how they are 

used in relation to teacher and student backgrounds. The data indicates that Hebrew teachers and 

students possess diverse goals and identities that influence perceptions on what constitutes an 

ideal Hebrew textbook. In some cases the Hebrew context is similar to other contexts in which 

languages are taught, particularly for LCTLs or other languages where heritage speakers are 
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prevalent, and in other ways distinct as a language surrounded by strong ideologies and diverse 

cultural practices. 

Both the participants in this study from the field of Hebrew education and this textbook 

analysis suggest that there is still much to be done to foster the exploration of the C1 and learner 

identities within Hebrew textbooks, including making them more complex in how they portray 

multiple cultures (Thompson, 2013), adding more legitimacy to learners within the C1 (Burns Al 

Masaeed, 2014), and bringing them more in line with ACTFL’s Cultures and Comparisons 

standards (Bateman & Mattos, 2006). 

As textbooks are improved in this area, both for Hebrew and languages in general, it is 

anticipated that textbooks will move further from presenting imagined learners and imagined 

interlocutors and closer to reflecting authentic speakers within the C1 and C2 and fostering 

multicultural awareness (Azimova & Johnston, 2012). Such efforts can contribute to learners 

feeling more connected to their C1 and C2, opting to remain in language programs, and deciding 

to become autonomous learners of their L2s within their communities. 
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ARTICLE 2 

EXAMINING PRONUNCIATION AND IDENTITY 

IN HEBREW TEXTBOOKS AND CLASSROOMS 

Introduction 

        Although textbooks have a significant and pervasive impact in curricular design and 

implementation within language teaching, comparatively few studies within the field of second 

language acquisition (SLA) research have examined textbooks and how effective they are in 

meeting teacher and student needs (Azimova & Johnston, 2012). Past research in SLA has been 

done about how textbooks are designed, what they contain, and how they are used (Harwood, 

2013). The majority of research, however, has focused on textbook content. Many of these 

analyses only consist of the researchers' perceptions and observations, providing no evidence 

about how textbooks are used by educators or what opinions others have about this content 

(Azimova & Johnston, 2012; Bateman & Mattos, 2006).  

 Other research has investigated textbook consumption—or how textbooks are actually 

used in language classrooms—by inquiring from students and teachers about textbooks' efficacy 

and appropriateness, using instruments such as surveys, interviews, and classroom observations 

(e.g. Cortez, 2008; Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013). These studies are vital to improving textbook 

design and implementation, determining why particular programs select certain textbooks for 

each proficiency level, and measuring how effectively they factor into students and teachers' 

goals (Angell et al., 2008). Like studies that focus completely on textbook content with little to 

no regard for textbook consumption, some studies that examine textbook consumption pay little 

attention to textbook content (Allen, 2008; Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013). A large number of 

studies regarding textbooks have focused on issues surrounding culture and identity (Bateman & 
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Mattos, 2006; Thompson, 2013).  

Literature Review 

Textbooks, Culture, and Identity 

 The concepts of culture and identity are complex and often discussed in SLA research. 

This study approaches culture as an idea that attempts to describe a group of people along with 

their beliefs and practices. Each of these people has his or her own identity. Cultural identity is 

one form of identity, among other types such as language identity, gender identity, and 

professional identity (Milner, 2010). Past studies have sought to gauge how culture and identity 

are portrayed in textbooks in a number of ways: For example, some researchers have chosen to 

focus on a specific cultural topic and see how it is portrayed, such as food in Portuguese 

textbooks (Bateman & Mattos, 2006), or social verticality and in-group/out-group distinction in 

Japanese textbooks (Suzuki, 2001). Other researchers have examined mentions of different 

ethnic groups within textbooks (Azimova & Johnston, 2012), or compared content to established 

standards such as the Cultures and Comparisons goal areas of the Standards for Foreign 

Language Learning (Bateman & Mattos, 2006; Ferch, 2005).21 In this process, many researchers 

code textbooks for cultural themes (Gray, 2010). Studies in this vein have generally found that 

language textbooks give unequal power to certain cultures and under-represent other legitimate 

language speakers and cultures. Some research has tracked these ideologies longitudinally: 

Leeman and Martinez (2007), for example, reported that Spanish Heritage Language (HL) 

textbooks moved from more personal and identity-based to more broad and globalized over the 

																																																								
21 ACTFL’s Cultures standard describes why students should understand cultures and how teachers can 

help them understand them, which is important for complete competency in an L2. The Comparisons standard 

expands upon this issue by stressing the importance of comparing languages and cultures. 
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course of 30 years from 1970–2000. There have been advantages and disadvantages to each 

approach. 

 Identity is a recurring issue in SLA research, at least in part due to its importance in 

understanding language teachers and learners. This construct is multi-faceted, controversial, and 

often seen in different lights depending on each context—for example, some examine identity 

from a psychological or sociological stance (Block, 2009), and others based on the surrounding 

culture (Milner, 2010), among other things. When learners begin to learn a new language and 

culture, they find their identity challenged and must decide if and how they want to redefine and 

reposition these identities based on how the first and second culture (C1 and C2) are portrayed 

and perceived during the language learning experience. Their identity, perhaps more 

appropriately labeled as identities due to its complex nature, has a powerful impact on the 

language learning experience (Menard-Warwick, 2005). 

  Several conceptions of identity in applied linguistics view identity construction as an 

ongoing process during which learners are affected by several factors including teachers, other 

learners, their surroundings, and their attempts to negotiate meaning (Kinginger, 2008). In light 

of these views, notions of monolithic, homogeneous cultures can obfuscate these complexities, 

create stereotypes, and perpetuate notions of an "other" (Ricento, 2005, p. 896). If learners are 

given limited or overly generalized views of C2s, as is often the case through textbook 

portrayals, this adversely impacts how they navigate within actual or imagined communities and 

persist in studying a target language (Pavlenko & Norton, 2007).22 These generalizations and 
																																																								

22 For the purposes of this study, imagined communities refer to the L2 speakers that authors “imagine” 

when they write textbooks for their context of learners (Pavlenko & Norton, 2007, p. 670). These communities differ 

from the actual communities that learners would encounter if they interacted with L2 speakers in real life. 

Consequently, these choices by textbook designers influence how learners perceive the L2 speakers’ identities.  
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misconceptions can also lead to resistance and non-participation from learners (Norton, 2001). 

        Not simultaneously representing the many sides of both C2s and C1s has also been 

argued to affect students’ identity. Teachers often find themselves needing to present the right 

balance of the C1 and C2 so that students feel that the C2 is less of an “alien culture” 

(Canagarajah, 1993, p. 615). In one study on this issue, Shardakova and Pavlenko (2004) used 

critical discourse analysis to examine two commonly-used introductory Russian textbooks, and 

focused both on learner identities targeted by the textbooks (imagined learners) and the types of 

target language speakers represented in them (imagined interlocutors). One of these textbooks 

was reported to have several types of student identities portrayed. However, neither book was 

unbiased or presented Russia as a diverse modern society. This finding was argued to adversely 

affect learners' ability for self-representation through the textbook, and impede their 

development of self-expressive skills in the L2. Although this article presents several insights 

into this area, it is limited in that it only reflects the intuitions of the researchers. 

Pronunciation 

 Pronunciation is one element of language learning that in the past has been investigated 

alongside identity, particularly within the context of ESL (e.g. Marx, 2002; Pullen, 2011; Rindal, 

2010). Students often make conscious decisions about their L2 pronunciation in deciding how 

they want to position their identities in an L2, and this also affects their perceived identity by 

interlocutors (Pullen, 2011). There are also many factors in why native speakers employ certain 

pronunciations or accents, including social class or the desire to sound more prestigious or 

socially appropriate (Labov, 1972), and these factors have been found to affect second language 

learners as well (Adamson & Regan, 1991; Regan, 2013). For example, Rindal (2010) found that 

Norwegian ESL learners perceived British English as more prestigious and American English as 
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more informal, which influenced these learners' choices with pronunciation. 

 Past research in SLA has devoted a large amount of studies to the issue of pronunciation 

as it relates to native speakers, and whether language teachers should view native speech and 

accents as the ideal for their students to attain (Kramsch, 1993). According to Thompson (2013, 

p. 950), making any type of accent or pronunciation a model for teaching a language is an 

“ideological” decision. As research has advanced and illustrated that there are a variety of 

legitimate speakers for any given language, the ultimate pronunciation goal has shifted for many 

from promoting a native-like accent to encouraging intelligibility (Hinkel, 2006).  

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (National Standards Collaborative Board, 2015) 

address pronunciation and accent within them, and specify the following for speakers at various 

levels: Speakers at the Novice Low level “may be unintelligible” due to their pronunciation. The 

pronunciation of speakers at the Novice High level “may be strongly influenced by the first 

language”, but they can still be understood by most interlocutors who are used to non-native 

speakers (p. 9). This ability is also said of speakers at the Intermediate Low proficiency level. 

Speakers at the Intermediate Mid level, however, are considered in the guidelines to be generally 

understood despite possible limitations in their pronunciation. Finally, the terminology in the 

guidelines for the Distinguished proficiency level change from pronunciation to accent: Non-

native accents “may still be present” at the Distinguished level (p. 4). 

Identity and Pronunciation in the Hebrew Context 

        Identity within the context of Modern Hebrew is complex, and in need of more research. 

Throughout the Jewish world, there has long been a strong link between Hebrew and Judaism 

(Avni, 2011). Because many Jews in the US descend from Yiddish-speaking Ashkenazi Jews 

who emigrated from Eastern Europe (Zenner, 1985), Yiddish was the primary language taught in 
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Jewish circles within the US until the emphasis changed to Hebrew as Israel and Zionism grew 

in relevance in the Jewish world. Following this between the 1920s and 60s, schools shifted from 

Ashkenazi pronunciations of Hebrew brought by Yiddish-speaking immigrants to a 

pronunciation closer to Modern Israeli Hebrew (MIH)—presumably due to increases in Zionist 

ideals and a larger number of Israeli teachers (Benor, 2011).23 Despite efforts to produce 

proficient speakers of Hebrew, relatively few American Jews can speak or understand Modern 

Hebrew (Glinert, 2000; Shohamy, 1999). Furthermore, there can be deep-seated differences 

between Israeli Jews and American Jews in areas such as politics and educational priorities. 

Some American Jews are even apathetic or opposed to Israeli ideologies and culture. Due to 

these differences, some American Jews question the prominent place of the Israeli culture and 

language in US-based Hebrew classroom instruction (Spolsky, 2009). All of these issues are 

relevant in the Modern Hebrew classroom, where many teachers promote an understanding of 

Israel and the Israeli culture—often with little to no explorations of the C1 and heritage identities 

(Brosh, 1996).   

 In research involving heritage learners, the issues of identity and pronunciation raise 

several questions surrounding legitimacy and dialects. Valdés (2005) stated that educators need 

to account for varied dialects within heritage language communities. Feuer (2007), in researching 

heritage learners within the Hebrew context, further pointed out that teachers need to decide 

which dialect or language sub-group they will present as the main variety to their class. These 

concerns have been raised within research on textbooks as well: Ducar (2009), for example, 

found that textbooks can be too prescriptive and drive away legitimate dialects, including those 

																																																								
23 Primary differences in pronunciation between MIH and Ashkenazi Hebrew are outlined in Appendix E. 

Apart from pronunciation, these forms of Hebrew are nearly identical. 
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of HL learners. 

 There has been much discussion about different groups of Hebrew speakers. Spolsky 

(2009) mentions two broad categories of Hebrew speakers: Those in Israel, where Hebrew is the 

“official and dominant” language that is transmitted from birth, and those in the Diaspora,24 who 

emphasize Hebrew due to its ties with Israel, Jewish education, or religious observance. Spolsky 

further argues that throughout the Diaspora the survival of Hebrew depends on schools and 

immigrants from Israel (2014, pp. 3–4). According to Glinert (2000), Hebrew spoken in America 

can be considered a “quasilect” since it is mostly only used in religious circles or to pass college 

language requirements. Benor (2011) referred to the type of Hebrew found in the US as a 

“distinctive linguistic repertoire”, in order to account for the fluidity with which speakers can use 

the language to “index their ethnic identities” (p. 142). One form of Hebrew pronunciation used 

in America is Ashkenazi Hebrew, which can be found in orthodox circles in the US and is related 

to the ideologies and backgrounds of many American Jews (Glinert, 1996). As explained 

previously, the majority of American Jews are Ashkenazi Jews whose ancestors came from 

Central and Eastern Europe. They vary greatly in the extent to which they identify with cultural 

or religious Judaism, and hold a range of stances toward Israel and Zionism (Spolsky, 2009). 

A study by Kattan (2009) followed a group of Israeli emissaries or shlichim who were 

living temporarily in New York. As the author argues, the children of these emissaries were 

socialized to acquire ideologies behind different Hebrew accents and make conscious accent 

choices. Some of these children followed their parents’ lead to parody Hebrew that is spoken 

with an American accent, in what Kattan refers to as “Mock American Hebrew” (p. 68). This 

study also shares examples in which these Israeli children are able to code-switch between MIH 

and Americanized Hebrew depending on their interlocutors and context, which is common in 
																																																								

24 This term refers to Jews who are “dispersed” or living outside of Israel. 
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bidialectal situations. Kattan further argues that in the Diaspora—where Hebrew exhibits some 

importance as a liturgical and heritage language—Hebrew has historically been considered 

inauthentic and similar in phonology to those speakers’ L1. These stances have contributed to a 

view that Americanized Hebrew is to be avoided and mocked.    

Students' choice of pronunciation in Hebrew classrooms is particularly controversial 

since American Jews find the need to choose between MIH accents as they are taught and 

reinforced in Modern Hebrew textbooks, Americanized accents, or Ashkenazi pronunciations 

that are often found in synagogues and Jewish communities in the US (Benor, 2009). Not only 

does this decision affect how learners position their identities, but it also carries ideological 

weight along with it and can influence how family and friends perceive these learners. This 

Ashkenazi pronunciation has at times been stigmatized (Glinert, 1996), and teachers—who are 

primarily native speakers—often reinforce the textbook norms (Avni, 2012; Brosh, 1996). 

Vowelization is one area of pronunciation that impacts the Hebrew classroom, since its 

presence or absence differentiates between a shallow and deep orthography for Modern Hebrew 

(Frost, Katz, & Bentin, 1987).25 In the L1 context of Israel, vowelization is employed while 

Israeli children are learning to read so that they have more phonetic information than just the 

consonants to help them. This vowelization is gradually phased out starting in the second grade, 

which causes Hebrew to shift from a shallow to a deep orthography. This deep orthography 

challenges readers to identify previously unknown words and clarify ambiguity (Bar-On, 2010), 

and causes readers to depend on morphological, syntactic, and semantic processing while reading 
																																																								

25 The majority of texts in Hebrew are presented with just the consonants and as such are mostly ambiguous 

to inexperienced readers (presenting a deep orthography, like English or French). Diacritics that indicate 

vowelization are included alongside Hebrew letters in places such as the Hebrew Bible, poetry, and children’s books 

(presenting a shallow orthography where pronunciation is clear, as in Spanish). 
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instead of largely just phonological processes (Ravid, 2005). In the L2 context, students often 

receive very little exposure to vowelization in Hebrew—often only viewing a vowelized word 

one or two times before encountering it in unvowelized text and being expected to produce it, 

which is a unique challenge for Hebrew L2 learners (Everson, 2011). This pedagogical decision 

can be argued to prevent students from mastering the phonological aspects of Hebrew and the 

proper decoding of words (e.g. Schiff, 2012; Shany, Bar-On, & Katzir, 2012). 

Definition of Terms 

Identity Categories 

In order to identify relationships among Hebrew students, this research examined three 

groups of Hebrew students—Ethnic Heritage Language (HL), Linguistic HL, and Foreign 

Language learners of Hebrew.26 Furthermore, this research considered four types of teacher 

identities, including Native Speaker (NS) teachers and the three previous identity groups. These 

categorizations move beyond examining the native vs. non-native distinction for teachers (e.g. 

Allen, 2008; Askildson, 2008). For the first three identity types, the following definitions were 

employed: 

Ethnic Heritage Language learners. Ethnic HL learners are the identity group with 

family or heritage connections to their L2 but little to no exposure to it growing up in their home. 

In her study, Noels (2005) addressed this group as learners that study a language “spoken by 

previous generations of their families” (p. 289). This group has also been called broadly defined 

heritage language learners (Reynolds et al., 2009).  

																																																								
26 These distinctions between learner groups were created for the purposes of this study based on previous 

research on heritage and non-heritage learners (Reynolds et al., 2009), responses to the pilot survey, and 

considerations about this particular context. 
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Linguistic Heritage Language learners. Linguistic HL learners encountered the 

language during their formative years. Valdès (2001) in her study referred to this group as 

learners with some experience speaking or understanding their HL before studying it in an 

academic environment. This group has also been called narrowly defined heritage language 

learners (Reynolds et al., 2009). 

Foreign Language learners. Generally the most common identity category in SLA, FL 

learners have usually been exposed to an L2 or C2 minimally or not at all when they first study a 

language. In Reynolds et al. (2009), these learners were categorized as those to which the two 

HL learner categories did not apply. 

Profiles including the goals and identities for two participants from each group are 

provided in Appendix G, employing pseudonyms to not reveal their identities. 

Research Questions  

 This study examines the issue of how pronunciation is addressed in Hebrew textbooks, 

and how Hebrew teachers and students perceive this portrayal. The Hebrew context presents a 

variety of considerations related to identity and pronunciation due to the complex ideologies 

surrounding Hebrew, Israel, and Judaism. Pronunciation is an important aspect of SLA research 

since it closely relates to the identities of language learners and affects how other speakers 

perceive these learners. Hebrew is vital and closely connected to Jews for both exploring their 

heritage and binding them together (Avni, 2014; Schiff, 1981), and yet many students without 

such ties study it. This study attempts to examine both what Modern Hebrew textbooks contain 

and how they are used (i.e., their content and consumption) as relating to L2 pronunciation, 

along with attempting to offer implications and directions for future research about how 

pronunciation as it is presented in textbooks relates to the L2 pronunciations of Hebrew teachers 
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and students. This review includes research about language textbooks and pronunciation 

published within the last ten years.27 This examination includes how pronunciation is taught and 

reinforced in each textbook, as exemplified through the use of vowelization, formality vs. 

informality, and dialectal variation. Each of the three identity groups in this study have been 

exposed to different pronunciations: Ethnic HL learners have generally encountered Ashkenazi 

Hebrew and Americanized Hebrew, Linguistic HL learners have often been exposed to both of 

these types along with Modern Israeli Hebrew, and FL learners whatever they are exposed to in 

the classroom. The textbooks that were evaluated do not necessarily make claims to address 

Hebrew learners’ identity and C1. Consequently, this study is less of a critique and more of an 

exploration of classroom perceptions on potential mismatches between the goals and identities of 

teachers and students and their textbooks.  

 This second article proposes to examine how depictions of pronunciation in Hebrew 

textbooks relate to the pronunciations of Hebrew by teachers and students, through the following 

research questions: 

1. How do five Hebrew textbooks treat pronunciation through the areas of vowelization,28 

formality, and dialectal variation? 

																																																								
27 Although there are a few important studies about cultural content in textbooks that are from more than 

ten years ago, this review focuses primarily on the most recent studies in order to present findings that closely relate 

to current textbooks. In general, studies in this area are also becoming less anecdotal and more based on empirical 

data (Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013). 

28 One theory posits that Hebrew has three graphemic components: Eighteen consonants, four letters that 

denote both consonants and vowels (A, W, H, and Y), and diacritics that primarily indicate vowels and alternations 

between stops and spirants (Shany, Bar-On, & Katzir, 2012). These diacritics have been called several things, 

including pointing, diacritics, and vowelization. This study will employ the term vowelization.	
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2. Are the pronunciations presented in these textbooks representative of the identities of 

Hebrew teachers and students in the US? 

3. Are there mismatches between these textbook pronunciations and the pronunciation goals 

and practices of the Hebrew classroom? 

 

Data collected for this research aids in examining any correlations between how 

pronunciation is taught and reinforced in Hebrew textbooks and real-life teacher and learner 

pronunciations. This approach provides clues about how effectively Hebrew textbooks reflect an 

aspect of Hebrew students and teachers’ identity—namely, their pronunciation. These questions 

are also explored in light of the ideologies and backgrounds held by Hebrew teachers and 

students. 

The findings of this study have the potential to affect future textbook design and 

implementation with the aim to create textbooks that explore diverse student identities and goals 

in the US, while meeting varying teaching goals. This in turn may affect student retention in US-

based Hebrew programs, which has been expressed as a concern by some. Although this issue is 

unique to the Hebrew context, many other language programs—especially those centered around 

less commonly taught languages and those with many heritage learners—encounter similar 

issues, and it is hoped that they can also draw on applicable findings and implications. 

Methodology 

Participants 

Data from this study was gathered from 101 students (including 62 Ethnic HL learners, 

nine Linguistic HL learners, and 29 FL learners) and 23 teachers (or one Linguistic HL teacher, 
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four FL teachers, and 15 NS teachers).29 These participants included both respondents from a 

nationally distributed survey and the teachers and their students from two universities in the US.  

The group of student participants consisted of those that responded to the nationally 

distributed survey (consisting of 29 Ethnic HL learners, three Linguistic HL learners, and three 

FL learners), 22 case study participants from a university in the West region of the US (hereafter 

referred to as University W), and 35 from a university in the Northeast region (hereafter referred 

to as University NE). The majority of these nationwide learners reported studying in the Midwest 

region of the US, including 20 from the Midwest, 14 from the Northeast, and one from the 

West.30 Furthermore, twenty-seven of these respondents were first-year students and eight of 

them second-year students. 

The group of 22 students from University W were all FL learners. These students came 

from two courses of first-year Hebrew and one course of second-year Hebrew, from a total of 26 

students enrolled (or 85% participated in the survey). The third group of students at University 

NE consisted of 43 students, or 33 Ethnic HL learners, six Linguistic HL learners, and four FL 

learners. This group represented 52% of the enrollment in first- and second-year Hebrew classes 

there, or 43 out of the 83 students enrolled (meaning there was a 52% rate of participation in the 

survey). These students were enrolled in three courses of first-year Hebrew and two courses of 

second-year Hebrew. 

Finally, the 23 teachers in this study included eighteen teachers who responded to the 

national survey, representing three Ethnic HL teachers, one Linguistic HL teacher, two FL 
																																																								

29 There is a mismatch in the breakdown of student types and the total number because a few students did 

not provide all of their demographic information. 

30 These US regions are based on the four statistical regions defined by the United States Census Bureau: 

The Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (United States Census Bureau [USCB], n.d.). 



	
93	

teachers, and 12 NS teachers. In addition, six teachers came from the Midwest region of the US, 

ten from the Northeast, and two from the West. Five of these 23 teachers taught at the two 

universities: Two FL teachers at University W, and three NS teachers at University NE. 

Data Collection 

This study employs four instruments in order to triangulate the data about how well 

textbooks represent the pronunciations of Hebrew students and teachers. These data sources 

include both the self-perceptions of Hebrew teachers and students, and textbook content that 

relates to pronunciation. Data was gathered from a survey distributed nationally, a close-up 

investigation of textbook usage within first- and second-year Hebrew courses at two universities 

in the US (which involved surveys, observations and follow-up interviews), and a qualitative 

analysis of textbook sections that related to pronunciation. The learner survey was divided into 

four sections about learners’ personal and Hebrew background, their perspectives on the efficacy 

of textbooks in meeting their goals and identities, the role of pronunciation in their lives and 

textbooks, and the extent and quality of multimedia usage alongside the textbook. This study 

specifically addresses the third section of the survey relating to pronunciation, along with other 

sections as responses may be relevant to pronunciation and identity. The teacher survey 

resembled the learner survey, but was tailored to the unique role of teachers in the classroom (see 

Appendix A for the student survey and Appendix B for the teacher survey). Both of these 

surveys were checked for clarity and usefulness prior to the study through a pilot survey, which 

involved two learners and seven teachers who were not enrolled in first- or second-year Hebrew. 

During the first phase, the researcher distributed online surveys that were created using 

Qualtrics to students and teachers at University W and University NE. These surveys were 

designed based on relevant items from instruments used in past research on textbook analysis 
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and implementation (e.g. Allen, 2008; Angell et al., 2008; Askildson, 2008; Burns Al Masaeed, 

2014; Cortez, 2008; Ducar, 2006). They included items on a 5-point Likert scale, multiple choice 

items, and open-ended responses. Following this were observations of first- and second-year 

Hebrew classes for an academic week. In these classes student and teachers’ speech was audio-

recorded and compared to a list of pronunciations that deviated from Modern Israeli Hebrew, as 

given in Appendix F. The researcher also took handwritten notes during the observation with the 

recording as a backup for further analysis. Third, select students and teachers from both of these 

contexts were interviewed over the phone or Skype, on a one-on-one basis. These interviews 

were open-ended in order to allow for adaptations to questions based on the observations and 

survey responses. In total, there were thirteen student interviews that lasted between 15–40 

minutes (on average 25 minutes), and five teacher interviews that were 25–40 minutes long (33 

minutes average)—amounting to approximately 8.5 hours of data. Each interview was audio-

recorded and then sent to participants in order to verify its accuracy through member checking 

(see the student interview in Appendix C, and the teacher interview in Appendix D). 

In the second phase of the study, the researcher sent out a nationally distributed survey to 

three national mailing lists and nineteen teachers.  Teacher and student participants were 

requested to specify the US region in which their institution was situated, in order to promote 

anonymity and openness. Participants for this phase responded through mass recruitment emails 

and snowball sampling, and as such were self-selected. This survey differed from the case study 

in that it did not ask students about their class information or whether they wanted to participate 

in interviews. 

Finally, during the last phase there was an analysis of five textbooks that are commonly 

used within the Modern Hebrew context: Brandeis Modern Hebrew (BMH), Brandeis Modern 
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Hebrew: Intermediate to Advanced (BMH Int), Modern Hebrew for Beginners (MHB), The 

Routledge Introductory Course in Modern Hebrew (ICMH), and Hebrew from Scratch part 2 

(HfS2). The first four of these books were published in the US for English-speaking learners of 

Hebrew, and the last one was published in Israel. These five textbooks were chosen from among 

the seven listed on the survey in order to provide a comprehensive picture of the range of 

Hebrew textbooks used for teaching Hebrew in the US context.  

Data Analysis 

 This mixed-methods research included both quantitative and qualitative data. First, the 

researcher performed statistical analyses on quantitative survey items related to pronunciation. 

These analyses included ANOVAs that compared the student groups of FL learners, Ethnic HL 

learners, and Linguistic HL learners, and independent sample t-tests to investigate differences 

between the students as a whole and teachers as a whole. Although the survey itself 

differentiated between four teacher identity types, due to the number of respondents the 

quantitative portion of this analysis considered all teachers as one group to increase statistical 

power. 

        Second, the researcher analyzed and coded qualitative data using the Dedoose software 

(Dedoose, 2015), word processors, and text editors for deeper textual analysis. The Dedoose 

software allowed for detailed coding of the data and advanced filtering of results to highlight 

relevant data. This data included qualitative survey responses related to identity and 

pronunciation, notes and select transcriptions from the interviews and observations, and relevant 

textual excerpts from the textbook analysis. 

Finally, there was an analysis of the five Hebrew textbooks mentioned previously for 

content related to pronunciation. This analysis resembled that of Thompson (2013), who 
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manually scanned textbook sections for content relevant to her research questions, and included 

introductions, pronunciation guides, grammatical explanations, and any incidental mentions of 

pronunciation in these textbooks—including within any written or spoken materials on 

accompanying multimedia. During this analysis, pronunciations listed in Appendix F were used 

as a reference to guide the scan for pronunciations that deviated from MIH, although any other 

such pronunciations were also noted. 

Results 

Research Question 1: How do Hebrew textbooks treat pronunciation through the areas of 

vowelization, formality, and dialectal variation? 

The five Hebrew textbooks analyzed in this study emphasize pronunciation to varying 

degrees. Part of this emphasis depends on the proficiency level of the students targeted in each 

textbook. The textbooks used in first-year Hebrew, BMH, MHB, and ICMH, devote a few pages 

at the beginning to explain Hebrew letters and pronunciations to them. BMH presents Hebrew 

consonants and vowels over 25 pages in order to allow students to practice each sound within 

exercises. This book generally teaches these pronunciations using English letters, and explains 

that the Hebrew vav ו acting as a vowel corresponds to the mid back rounded vowel [o] or the 

close back rounded vowel [u], khaf כ to the voiceless velar stop [k] or the voiceless uvular 

fricative [χ] represented as “kh”, the glottal stops alef א and ayin ע to [a],31 resh ר to [r],32 and 

chet ח [χ] represented as “ḥ”. More specific information about these letters is given as the book 

																																																								
31 Alef and ayin act as placeholders for vowels, and [a] is only one of the vowels they can carry.  

32 Representing resh as “r” is misleading since many students will equate this with an English r, even 

though it is often represented as a voiced uvular fricative [ʁ]. This letter’s pronunciation is controversial, however, 

and Kreitman and Bolozky (in press) argue that it should be represented as [я] to indicate it being a uvular 

approximant.  
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progresses. Although there is no section on the accompanying DVD with pronunciations for each 

letter, there are several exercises for practicing sound combinations.  

MHB introduces the pronunciation and rules behind each letter using a detailed linguistic 

approach in English. Here also pronunciations are explained in terms of English letters, including 

vav as [v], chet and chaf sofit as [ch], and resh as [r]. Accompanying multimedia includes a 

native speaker’s pronunciation of these letters for further help. Finally, ICMH also presents 

extended explanations on pronunciation and compares Hebrew to the English alphabet—

comparing chet and kaf sofit to [ch] as in “bach”, vav as [v], [o], or [u], and reish as [r]. A few 

pages later, reish is explained as either back trilled “somewhat like the French [r]” or front trilled 

as in the Spanish [r] (p. 9). ICMH also has accompanying multimedia with each letter sounded 

out. On the other hand, the two second-year textbooks—BMH Int and HfS2—rarely discuss 

pronunciation.  

Aside from general explanations about the pronunciation of Hebrew letters, 

pronunciation is generally taught and reinforced through one of the three areas of pronunciation 

that this study emphasizes: vowelization, formality, and dialectal variation. The three textbooks 

used primarily in first-year Hebrew all use vowelization to reinforce pronunciation. 

Vowelization, however, is far less common in the intermediate textbooks BMH Int and HfS2. In 

BMH, vowels are regularly included in dialogues and passages at the beginning, but then are 

gradually phased out. By the end of the book only a few vowels are included to emphasize 

proper pronunciation. Apart from this measured approach, BMH presents full vowelization in 

certain literary passages, when presenting most new words, and within headlines and grammar 

discussions. In MHB, vowelization is presented for most new vocabulary,33 in grammatical 

explanations, and in literary texts, but only sporadically in texts and exercises. Towards the end 
																																																								

33 MHB is also unique in that stress marks are given for new vocabulary with unusual stress. 
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of the book there are only a few vowel marks within each passage or exercise. Finally, ICMH 

begins in the first dialogue with only partial vowelization, and very little vowelization is 

included throughout the exercises and passages. Nearly all new vocabulary, however, is 

presented as fully vowelized. Within the textbooks used in second-year Hebrew, vowelization is 

rarely found outside of grammatical explanations and some literary passages. Whereas HfS2 

presents vowelization for most new vocabulary, BMH Int generally only provides a few vowels 

in vocabulary lists. 

Formality is also handled differently in each textbook. Each first-year textbook’s 

approach to formality in pronunciation can be seen in how they address the variants for the 

conjunctive vav (a word that means “and” that serves as a prefix to words in Hebrew). In BMH, 

the variant ְו   [ve] is introduced as the basic vocalization, followed by three other variants that 

change depending on the following consonant or vowel. These alternations are fully used in 

formal Hebrew such as books, speeches, news reports, and newspapers. As a footnote, this book 

mentions that “many users” of Israeli Hebrew today always use [ve] in speech (p. 33). MHB 

introduces [ve] first as the common pronunciation. After this, variants are explained. This section 

closes by mentioning that native speakers “rarely make such distinctions” (p. 24). Lastly, ICMH 

mentions that there are variants for the vav conjunctive, but limits the discussion to [ve] as the 

way it is “most commonly pronounced” (p. 20). It is unclear whether these variants are still 

reinforced in the second-year textbooks, since instances of vav conjunctive are unvowelized in 

them.   

   Finally, these textbooks also discuss pronunciation by addressing some dialectal 

variation. The vast majority of these five textbooks focus exclusively on Modern Israeli Hebrew, 

but dialectal variation occasionally appears within them. On p. 30 of BMH, for example, there is 
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an explanation that the distinction between alef vs. ayin and chet vs. chaf is still preserved by 

some speakers—the majority of whom grew up in countries where Arabic is spoken. MHB 

explains that a distinction between chet and chaf occurs in “Middle Eastern variants”, and a 

difference between alef and ayin can still be heard in the speech of “many Israelis” (p. 3). In 

ICMH, on the other hand, the alef/ayin distinction is said to have “become much less 

pronounced” (p. 8). In addition to brief explanations about Mizrahi Hebrew,34 there are some 

mentions of Ashkenazi Hebrew: One of the more direct mentions is in BMH, where students are 

given an exercise in which they hear a poem by Bialik in both a Sephardic (Modern Israeli) and 

Ashkenazi accent (p. 130). BMH Int also presents a passage about Tchernichovsky, and how he 

switched from writing in an Ashkenazi accent to a Sephardic one. A few pages later, there are 

exercises in which students can read the poem אומרים ישנה ארץ (They Say There is a Land) with 

Ashkenazi and Sephardic accents and decide which of three melodies best suits the original 

Ashkenazi stress of the poem (pp. 305, 308, & 314). In both of these books, only the stress is 

emphasized as a difference between the two accents. 

The multimedia that accompanies these textbooks represents another potential resource 

for students to be exposed to Hebrew pronunciation. Nearly all of the speech in the 

accompanying multimedia of these textbooks is in Modern Israeli Hebrew by NS Israelis: On the 

website that accompanies ICMH, all of the audio is in Modern Israeli Hebrew, other than one 

character in a few dialogues who speaks with a Mizrahi accent (on pp. 145, 148, and 151). There 

is also a recurring character in the textbook dialogues named Suzie who is a Jew visiting Israel 
																																																								

34 Mizrahi Hebrew generally refers to the form of Hebrew spoken by Jews in Middle Eastern countries 

where languages such as Arabic and Persian are spoken. Often Mizrahi carries sounds that resemble the languages 

these Jews are exposed to outside of Hebrew. Examples of how this variety differs from MIH are given in Appendix 

F. 
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from America, but a NS Israeli reads her part.35 Outside of primary multimedia that is integrated 

into the textbook, there are two additional resources on the ICMH website that present the 

American accent in Hebrew, including a song performed by Nina Simone and another by 

university students in the US. On the DVD that accompanies BMH, a NS Israeli reads the poem 

mentioned previously using both a Modern Israeli Hebrew and an Ashkenazi stress (p. 130). On 

this DVD there are also characters in dialogues that have a MIH accent but appear to have 

different identities, including a Druze (p. 144), a character named Forsan (p. 211), and two 

people who were born in Manhattan and Brooklyn (p. 213). Finally, there is a Texan character 

named Mike in a play called I Like Mike towards the end of the book, and a NS Israeli with a 

feigned American accent reads his part.  

There is a set of audio CDs that accompany HfS2, but all of them contain speech by NS 

Israelis in a Modern Israeli Hebrew accent. On the website for MHB, all of the passages and 

dialogues (for both genders) are read by the NS textbook author and represent no variety in 

pronunciation. There are, however, additional resources on this website not formally connected 

with the textbook that contain additional pronunciations. For example, there is a video clip 

featuring a travel agent and a woman with an American accent and a few videos with speakers 

who have Mizrahi accents. In addition, there are several videos featuring second language 

learners of Hebrew from 6 different countries, and others that include students and teachers at 

Ulpan Akiva.36 

																																																								
35 This website used to include Mizrahi pronunciations for the letters ayin and chet, but this was in older 

recordings that were removed from the site due to their sound quality. The author also chose for Suzie not to have an 

American accent in order to reinforce proper pronunciation (G. Etzion, personal communication, October 27, 2015). 

36 An ulpan is a school in Israel where Hebrew is taught intensively, largely to immigrants who are being 

assimilated into the culture. 
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 In summary, data from the textbook analysis suggests that none of these textbooks place 

a strong emphasis on pronunciation. All of them use the English alphabet as a point of 

comparison with Hebrew sounds. These English representations, however, differ across the first-

year textbooks. These textbooks adopt various approaches to teaching pronunciation: For 

example, they all include vowelization to some extent, but in different textbook elements. This 

vowelization is phased out as students progress in their language acquisition. In addition, these 

textbooks vary in how formal or informal they are—as exemplified through the conjunctive [ve] 

and its variants. Finally, these textbooks focus almost exclusively on Modern Israeli Hebrew, 

with a few mentions of other dialects or accents. 

 

Research Question 2: Are the pronunciations presented in these textbooks representative of 

the identities of Hebrew teachers and students in the US? 

In two survey items, Hebrew students and teachers provided quantitative responses about 

how both their pronunciations and those of their friends and family compared to the 

pronunciation taught in their textbook. First, two ANOVAs tested for differences between FL 

learners, Ethnic HL learners, and Linguistic HL learners in their responses. Based on this 

analysis, there were no significant differences between the three groups in how closely they 

perceived their formal and informal pronunciation to match the pronunciation in their textbook 

and supplementary materials, F(2, 84) = .77, p = .47, η2 =.02. The most positive response to this 

item was from Linguistic HL learners, who on average indicated “Agree” that their accent 

resembled the textbook. This was followed by Ethnic HL learners. FL learners, on the other 

hand, responded the lowest—on average between “Agree” and “Neutral”. In addition, 

differences between these groups in how they rated the pronunciation of their friends and family 
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against the textbook were also not statistically significant, F(2, 83) = 1.45, p = .24, η2 =.03. 

Linguistic HL learners rated this item the most highly (M= 2.14, SD= 1.07), and responses from 

Ethnic HL learners and FL learners were similar.  

Second, t-tests were used to compare the perceptions of students and teachers: In relation 

to the survey question about whether pronunciation as presented in textbooks and supplementary 

materials reflected learner and teacher pronunciations in formal and informal situations, there 

was no significant difference between teachers and students, t(107) = 1.58, p = .12, d = .35. In 

response to this survey item, teachers on average reported that their accent was closer to the 

textbook pronunciation (M= 1.95, SD= 1.13) than students did (M= 2.31, SD= .89). There was, 

however, a significant difference with a large effect between students and teachers in how 

similar they thought their textbook pronunciation was to the pronunciation of their friends and 

family, t(107) = 3.60, p < .01, d = .86. This difference was illustrated in the average rating of 

teachers (M= 1.91, SD= .85) compared to students (M= 2.67, SD= .91). These results can be seen 

below in Table 1. 

 In their qualitative responses, students provided further details about how their identities 

impact their pronunciation. These students differed in the Hebrew pronunciations they are 

exposed to by their family and friends, who represent communities of practice for them. Eighty-

three percent of first- and second-year FL learners had no family or friends who spoke Hebrew 

outside of the classroom context. The 17% that did reported that their friends’ pronunciation of 

Hebrew was the same as in the textbook. Linguistic HL learners who responded also felt that 

their friends and family had the same pronunciation. Responses from Ethnic HL learners were 

more mixed, however: 37% had friends and family with a variety of accents including Ashkenazi 

and Mizrahi, 19% exclusively had connections who spoke Hebrew with American accents, and   
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Table 1 

Mean survey responses related to pronunciation, with standard deviations in parentheses 

Identity Types Textbook vs. Self Textbook vs. 

Fam/Friends 

FL Learners 2.46 (.66) 2.64 (.70) 

Eth HL Learners 2.29 (.95) 2.76 (.97) 

Lin HL Learners 2.00 (1.15) 2.14 (1.07) 

All Students 2.31 (.89) 2.67 (.91) 

All Teachers 1.95 (1.13) 1.91 (.85) 

Likert scale choices:  

1=Strongly Agree; 2=Agree; 3=Neutral; 4=Disagree; 5=Strongly Disagree 

 

22% had no friends or family who spoke Hebrew. One Ethnic HL learner further stated that the 

pronunciation presented in his textbook was different from that of his Israeli friends. 

In addition to these outside influences on their pronunciations, learners were conscious 

about their own accents: Five Ethnic HL learners reported having thick American accents. One 

of them explained making a conscious decision to not use an Israeli accent. Another Ethnic HL 

learner specifically attempted to erase the accent but found certain letters “very hard to replicate” 

as a non-native. Forty-four percent of FL learners, with little to no exposure to Hebrew before 

their university studies, explicitly mentioned looking to their textbooks or their teachers for 

direction in pronunciation. Seventy-one percent of Linguistic HL learners reported that they 

already had Israeli accents or something close to it. One of these Linguistic HL learners 

mentioned that his Hebrew was not “as robotic or mechanical” as in the book. 

 Data collected during the classroom observations at University W and University NE 

reinforced these pronunciation differences between students, teachers, and their textbooks, as 
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exhibited through both pronunciation errors and conscious pronunciation choices. For example, 

in a first-semester class at University W, a group of students asked their teacher if she 

pronounced the resh correctly, since to them it was nearly imperceptible. The FL teacher 

responded that she did but not quite like an Israeli. One student then asked if an American accent 

was “sexy” or “exotic” to Israelis. The teacher replied with a smile that for her it was not nor 

would it be for Israelis, and recommended that they keep practicing and the accent would 

improve over time. Following this, the teacher purposely uttered a Hebrew sentence with an 

American accent for comedic effect, and the class laughed. Later during this class and a 

subsequent one, one student laughed when another student pronounced the resh with an 

American accent. 

 Further examples arose during the observations of these deviations from standard Israeli 

Hebrew as taught in Modern Hebrew textbooks. Examples of these differences can be seen in 

Table 2. Based on these examples, one of the most common deviations was pronouncing the resh 

as the English [ɹ] rather than the Israeli [я]. Other deviations include aspiration after consonantal 

stops, converting the vowel [e] into the diphthong [eɪ], and pronouncing the consonant [χ] as [h]. 

Potential patterns in these pronunciations will be addressed in the Discussion section. 

Teachers had their own perceptions about student pronunciation choices. One teacher at 

University NE stated that about 60–70% of the students in his intermediate class skipped over 

the first semester of Hebrew due to past experiences with the language—thus they brought 

accents that they were exposed to or taught in the past. According to him, these accents are often 

from previous teaching, how they heard grandparents pronounce things, reading the bible, or 

similar experiences. Their accents also at times included words from Ashkenazi pronunciations, 

such as [ˈʃɑbos] or [ʃəˈvuʔos] rather than the Israeli [ʃɑˈbɑt] or [ʃɑvuʔˈot]. 
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Table 2 

Examples of pronunciations observed that deviate from MIH 

Examples of Observed Classroom Pronunciations 
University W University NE 
 Israeli Classroom  Israeli Classroom 
1 aяχeiʔoˈlogjə ‘archeology’ ɑɹkhiʔoˈlogijə 26 aяχenˈtinə ‘Argentina’ ɑɹdʒənˈthinə 
2 pяoˈfesoя ‘professor’ pɹəˈfɛsəɹ 27 ˈhalo ‘hello’ həˈloʊ 
3 ˈdoktoя ‘doctor’ ˈdɒktəɹ 28 ˈsedeя ‘seder’ ˈseɪdəɹ 
4 libeяˈman ‘Lieberman’ libəɹˈmɛn 29 jeʃ ‘there is/are’ jeɪʃ 
5 kiloˈmeteя ‘kilometer’ khɪˈlɒmɪthəɹ 30 aяbaˈʔim ‘forty’ ɑχbɑˈɹim 
6 inteliˈgentsjə ‘intelligence’ ɪnthɛlɪˈgɛntsijə 31 ˈnifʔal ‘niphal’ ˈnɑfʔɑɫ 
7 χaˈяiʃ ‘Charish’ ˈχoяɛʃ 32 yekaˈяa ‘expensive (f.)’ yʌkhɑˈɹɑ 
8 sliˈχa ‘excuse me’ sɛliˈχɑ 33 ˈgaяa ‘she resides’ ˈgɑɹə 
9 ɑχɑˈяei ‘after’ ɑˈχɑяeɪ 34 aяuˈkot ‘long (f.p.)’ ɑɹukhot 
10 sɑˈχiti ‘I swam’ ʃɑˈχɑti 35 omˈяim ‘they say’ oʊmˈɹim 
11 zman ‘time’ zɛˈmɑn 36 jaяˈgiʃ ‘he will feel’ jɑɹˈgiʃ 
12 tɑχˈʔiv ‘she will hurt’ tɑkˈʔiv 37 hiяˈgaʃti ‘I felt’ hiɹˈgɑʃti 
13 leveiˈna ‘between it (f.)’ lebeɪˈnɑ 38 яoˈʔa ‘I see (f.)’ ɹoʊˈʔɑ 
14 uˈvein ‘and between’ uˈbeɪn 39 haχaˈяoset ‘the haroset’ hɑhɑˈɹosɛt 
15 sleng ‘slang’ ˈslɛnɛg 40 toˈda яaˈba ‘thanks much’ toʊˈdɑ ɹɑˈba 
16 betsuˈяa ‘in a . . . way’ bɛtsɔəˈяɑ 41 saˈgяu ‘they closed’ sɑˈgɹu 
17 kaяˈjeяa ‘career’ kɑˈяiяɑ 42 nisgeˈяot ‘they close (f.)’ nisgɛˈɹoʊt 
18 ʃeʔeˈla ‘question’ ʃɑʔɑˈlɑ 43 moˈяei ‘teacher’ moʊˈɹeɪ 
19 maˈχaя ‘tomorrow’ mɑˈχɛɹ 44 ɑяuˈχɑt ‘the meal of’ ɑɹuˈχɑt 
20 baˈяa ‘he created’ bɑˈɹɑ 45 ˈfloяida ‘Florida’ ˈfloʊɹɪdə 
21 hahisˈtoяjə ‘the history’ hɑhisˈtoɹijə 46 ˈbafelo ‘Buffalo (NY)’ ˈbʌfələʊ 
22 tsiˈpoя ‘bird’ tsiˈpoʊɹ 47 χaveˈяim ‘friends’ hɑvɛˈɹim 
23 gaˈmaя ‘he ended’ gɑˈmɑɹ 48 naˈχon ‘that’s right’ nɑˈhoʊn 
24 ˈяefet ‘cowshed’ ˈɹɛfɛt 49 miʃpaˈχa ‘family’ miʃˈpɑhɑ 
25 kaяˈʔa ‘she called’ kɑɹˈʔɑ 50 χaˈmeʃ ‘five’ haˈmeɪʃ 

 

In response to the second research question, only the difference between students and 

teachers in how the pronunciation of their friends and family compared to their textbooks was 

found to be statistically significant. In addition, FL learners generally had little to no 

communities of practice for speaking Hebrew, whereas Linguistic HL learners generally did. 

Responses from Ethnic HL learners were mixed in this regard, and those with connections 

reported being exposed to a variety of Hebrew accents. These differences led to FL learners 

generally following the pronunciation of their teacher or textbook, Linguistic HL learners an 
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Israeli pronunciation, and Ethnic HL learners a range of pronunciations. All of these choices 

were affected by the learners' surroundings or due to a conscious positioning of their identities. 

Research Question 3: Are there mismatches between these textbook pronunciations and the 

pronunciation goals and practices of the Hebrew classroom? 

Students. Students reported a range of goals with regard to pronunciation. In response to 

the survey item asking students how important it is for them to acquire the Modern Hebrew 

pronunciation outlined in their textbooks, there were significant differences with a small effect, 

F(2, 85) = 3.97, p = .02, η2 =.09. FL learners indicated the highest average desire to acquire a 

pronunciation like the textbook (M= 1.80, SD= .91). A Tukey post hoc test revealed that FL 

learners were significantly different on this item from Ethnic HL learners (p = .02), but not from 

Linguistic HL learners (p = .53). Ethnic HL learners and Linguistic HL learners were not found 

to be statistically different from each other (p = .84). Means and standard deviations for these 

results can be seen in Table 3 below.  

In their responses, 61% of students indicated that learning the Israeli accent and 

pronunciation was their goal (rating it on a five-point Likert scale as “important” or “very 

important”). These students listed various reasons for aspiring to this accent, including that the 

Israeli accent is “proper” and “right”, the “main form of the language”, an integral part of 

fluency or proficiency, and something that helps them to “attain authenticity” and be understood 

by native speakers. One Ethnic HL learner reported that while most of the Hebrew speakers she 

knew spoke “an Israeli-like” Hebrew with somewhat of an American accent, she wanted to 

sound very much Israeli. Twenty-one percent of learner respondents mentioned that one’s accent 

in Hebrew impacts the way that NS Israelis react to your speech, and can even affect their 

willingness to “take you seriously” or to converse with you in Hebrew as opposed to English. Six 
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Table 3 

Mean survey responses related to accent importance, with standard deviations in parentheses 

Identity Type Accent Importance 

FL Learners 1.80 (.91) 

Eth HL Learners 2.52 (1.11) 

Lin HL Learners 2.29 (1.11) 

All Students 2.30 (1.10) 

All Teachers 2.35 (1.19) 

Likert scale choices: 

1=Very Important; 2=Important; 3=Somewhat Important; 

4=Not Very Important; 5=Not Important At All 

 

students described the perceived stigma associated with sounding like an American in Hebrew, 

including that having an American accent gave the impression of being a tourist, a “stupid 

American”, someone “who had just picked up Rosetta Stone”, or the singled-out person who 

“fumbles through r”. 

 Five students, on the other hand, explicitly mentioned not being worried about acquiring 

an Israeli accent. One Ethnic HL learner felt that although an Israeli accent aided in integrating, 

he did not feel it was important enough and speaks according to “whatever comes out”. Another 

Ethnic HL learner felt that an American accent was adequate since native speakers could still 

understand him. Likewise, a Linguistic HL learner stated that he knows that his native 

pronunciation “is fine”. Three other students felt that pronunciation was far less of a priority than 

learning vocabulary, reading, or other non-spoken aspects of Hebrew, and one FL learner rated 

the acquisition of an Israeli accent as “not very important” since “all dialects and variations of a 

language are equally valid and useful”. 
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Along with these findings, students shared additional perspectives on how their textbooks 

addressed pronunciation and where they could improve. Four Ethnic HL learners and one 

Linguistic HL learner mentioned that their textbook presented mostly formal Israeli Hebrew 

pronunciation, and one stated that she sometimes pronounces words differently in informal 

situations. Furthermore, 16% of students mentioned that vowelization was the primary or only 

method for teaching pronunciation. Two Ethnic HL learners reported that vowelization in their 

textbooks served to initially teach proper pronunciation of new vocabulary. Three students 

reported that there was enough vowelization in their textbook for them to learn to pronounce 

Hebrew well, but four others felt that there was insufficient vowelization in it. One first-year FL 

learner indicated that vowelization was only in the first few pages of the first chapter before it 

“subsides” after that, which caused her difficulty in reading and speaking. An Ethnic HL learner 

also found the texts hard to read without vowels. Finally, four students pointed out that their 

textbook included vowelization in certain grammatical explanations such as verb structures and 

when introducing new vocabulary, but not in passages. 

 Two students, an Ethnic HL learner and an FL learner, indicated that their ideal textbook 

would emphasize Hebrew vowelization more than their current one, in order to allow them more 

time to become familiar with pronunciation. One FL learner suggested that vowelization be 

“slowly transitioned” to words without vowels within textbook passages. A Linguistic HL 

learner requested more vowelization at the beginning of textbooks and expanded explanations 

about vowels to ensure that students have mastered them. An Ethnic HL learner also felt that 

vowels are important when first learning Hebrew, but had difficulty deciding when to phase 

these vowels out, since she had been exposed to both vowelized and unvowelized Hebrew 

growing up and learned them intuitively. 
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 Regarding dialectal variation, one Ethnic HL learner thought that her ideal textbook 

would not present a prescribed Hebrew pronunciation, but rather different dialects in order to 

show the validity of all of them. She also stated that she personally would have found it valuable 

to learn the rules behind the traditional Ashkenazi pronunciation when she first started learning 

Hebrew, but she acknowledged that not everyone would feel the same way. Another Ethnic HL 

learner perceived some bias in how Hebrew is presented in her textbook, and if she were 

designing a textbook she would present different forms early on before students get settled into 

one way. 

Teachers. In this study, some teachers commented on how they perceived their students’ 

pronunciation choices: One NS teacher at University NE reported that many learners in first-

semester Hebrew show more excitement than advanced students about trying to imitate an Israeli 

accent and “love to pronounce” letters such as ayin, chet, and resh. He guesses that this may fade 

as students progress because they do not desire to be seen as “goofy” or take as many risks as 

beginners do. Another teacher at University NE remarked that some students try to sound like 

Israelis and others do not. A few students have said that since they are Americans that they want 

to sound like Americans in Hebrew, which to that teacher is surprising. 

An analysis of survey responses revealed that Hebrew teachers, like their students, held a 

variety of perspectives about the importance of learners acquiring the pronunciation of their 

textbooks and supplementary materials. A t-test revealed no statistically significant difference in 

the average rating of students and teachers about the importance of learners acquiring the 

pronunciation in the textbook and supplementary materials, t(109) = -.20, p =.84, d = .35. For 

this item, the average ratings of these two groups were nearly identical (All Students: M= 2.30, 

SD= 1.10; All Teachers: M= 2.35, SD= 1.19). Among these responses, 27% of teachers indicated 
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on the online survey that it is “very important” to them that their students acquire an Israeli 

accent, and another 32% indicated that it was “important”. In contrast, 27% of teachers 

considered teaching this prescribed accent “not very important” (the option following “not 

important at all”, which no teacher selected).  

Several teachers provided reasons for their responses. For example, one NS teacher made 

the Israeli accent a priority so that students would “feel more comfortable in the presence of 

Israelis”, another NS teacher because students express that desire, and an FL teacher because it is 

a strong priority for her. On the other hand, one NS teacher explained that she responded that 

teaching the textbook accent is “not very important” because there are many acceptable forms of 

pronunciation in Israel, and that corrections which do not affect intelligibility “take too much 

time and effort”. Another NS teacher, whose class was composed primarily of Ethnic HL 

learners, expressed that it is unrealistic to force students to be “perfect” in their accents when he 

has an imperfect English pronunciation after decades of living in the US. Consequently, he only 

corrects their pronunciation if it is “ridiculous” or sounds like another word, such as the 

pronunciation by many of his students of the female third person verb as היא גרה    [hi gaˈяa]37 

“she resided” rather than [hi ˈgaяa] “she resides”. He does not correct students, on the other 

hand, when they pronounce resh as the English [ɹ]—which he mentioned his students are 

“apparently” incapable of pronouncing.  

In addition, teachers employ a variety of approaches to adapt textbook content to their 

goals. For example, one teacher chooses to emphasize both the formal Hebrew found in her 

textbook and the informal variants that she uses in her own speech, so her students understand 

																																																								
37 This study adopts the IPA symbol [я], in following the arguments within Kreitman and Bolozky that this 

sound in MIH is a uvular approximant (in press). 
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the different options and their appropriateness in Hebrew pronunciation. This includes the 

previously discussed distinction between [ve] and other variants for the vav conjunctive. Another 

mentioned correcting student pronunciation at the onset of learning vowels in their textbook in 

order to reinforce that learning. A NS teacher of second-year Hebrew responded that he warns 

students about the formality of some of the Hebrew in their textbook that “nobody would use” 

and avoids it in class. Finally, one FL teacher at University W tries to clarify to her class that her 

textbook is “a little bit formal” in not including how Hebrew differs “on the street”, such as when 

the hey is not fully pronounced. When listing their goals, only two teachers mentioned 

vowelization. One of the teachers, who taught first-year Hebrew, stated as a goal for students to 

be able to “read and write, print and cursive, without vowels”. The other teacher of second-year 

Hebrew mentioned that his students should be able to recognize the Hebrew letters and vowels. 

This partially echoed one FL first-year student’s goal, who stated that she wanted to improve in 

reading and understanding unvowelized Hebrew. 

Further examples of adapting textbook content include one of the teachers at University 

NE, who reported in her interview that she models formal pronunciation beyond the scope of the 

BMH textbook to promote her students’ understanding. During her class observation, she brought 

up words affected by affixes and vowelization rules such as [lixˈʔev яoʃ] (for a headache) as 

opposed to the more informal [leˈkeʔev яoʃ]. In this case, she stressed that in Hebrew there 

cannot be two schwas at the beginning of a word outside of informal Hebrew. This teacher did 

not require students to memorize these explanations for future tests—rather she found that these 

explanations help the students recognize these constructions when they encounter them, without 

feeling the anxiety of knowing that they have to remember them for a test. She has also explored 

some differences in the past such as the tav with or without a dagesh (which would change the 
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sound of the letter from a [t] to an [s]), as you might hear it in a synagogue, and she sometimes 

points out the ayin/alef distinction and makes sure to pronounce hey to help students make less 

spelling mistakes. 

This teacher also uses שיר הפלאפל (The Falafel Song) by a Yemenite singer, found on p. 

197 of BMH, to help her students hear different pronunciations. She does this to emphasize that 

her NS accent is not the only possibility in Hebrew, and other accents are still legitimate. 

Another teacher at University NE uses the same song, and in his interview expressed that 

students love to hear it and have been “amazed” at the singer’s Mizrahi pronunciation. A third 

teacher from University NE endeavors to stress vowels beyond what the textbook offers by 

allowing students additional time to practice them. 

 In sum, Hebrew students and teachers hold a range of perceptions about how 

pronunciation is presented in their textbooks. This range includes some who feel that the ideal 

pronunciation can be found in their textbook and others who prefer exposure to a variety of 

Hebrew dialects and registers. One facet of pronunciation that several mentioned was 

vowelization, which many agreed was an important ingredient to improved pronunciation. In 

addition, teachers utilized their own strategies to adapt their textbooks and teach pronunciation 

according to their goals. Students chose to react to these strategies based on their own goals. An 

example of this is shown in Table 4, in which a student pronounces Seder with an accent that is 

likely influenced by an American accent or Ashkenazi Hebrew (as highlighted in bold), and the 

teacher recasts the student’s utterance using the Israeli pronunciation. This exchange provides 

clues about where the identities and goals of this student and teacher may differ: 
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Table 4 

Example of classroom exchange at University NE highlighting pronunciation differences 

Student 
Hebrew …עשיתי סדר, ו 
Transcription asiti seɪdəɹ, ve 
Translation I had Seder, and 

Teacher 
Hebrew ?מה אתה הכי אוהב בסדר 
Transcription ma haχi ahavta basedeя? 
Translation What did you most love at the Seder? 

 

Discussion 

In relation to the first research question about how pronunciation is presented in these 

textbooks, textbook pronunciation choices greatly influence each learner’s development of their 

Hebrew pronunciation—particularly if they come to the Hebrew classroom with little to no prior 

experience with Hebrew, or decide to abandon previous language habits. This potential impact 

can be seen, for instance, in how all of these textbooks present Hebrew characters through 

English letters. Since these alphabets do not always have equivalent sounds (such as the letters 

chet and resh), this can confuse students if there is inadequate teacher guidance. Teachers can 

decide the extent to which they implement these textbook approaches, and this is often based on 

how experienced teachers are or how comfortable they feel deviating from textbook content. 

Each first-year textbook differs in how pronunciation is initially presented, which 

influences how students perceive each sound. Many teachers do not follow these prescribed 

pronunciations exactly, but rather follow their native intuitions. Due to the varied approaches in 

these textbooks and how teacher choices influence learning, based on survey and interview 

responses it would be helpful if there were exercises and multimedia to introduce these sounds 

and remove some of the barriers to Hebrew’s exotic nature. This would be beneficial for students 

who are working to learn these sounds, where teachers may or may not emphasize them. 
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Pronunciation is barely a focus in the second-year books, although its presence could help 

students feel less foreign and more comfortable with the language. 

Deeper insights about pronunciation were uncovered through the three areas chosen for 

this study. For example, vowelization is handled very differently across these textbooks—in 

some cases it can be very sparse—despite responses from several students indicating that the 

presence of vowelization plays a significant role in their development of pronunciation and they 

would provide a longer exposure to vowels in their ideal Hebrew textbook. This desire is in 

keeping with past research about the problems related to phasing out vowelization too quickly in 

Hebrew classrooms (Schiff, 2012; Shany et al., 2012). While all of the first-year textbooks 

present vowelization to some extent, they differ in where and when they begin to phase out this 

vowelization scaffolding. In second-year textbooks, vowelization is nearly dropped. In addition, 

based on past research these textbooks approach vowelization in a way that differs from L1 

Hebrew textbooks where the language learning environment is much more favorable to 

acquisition (Ravid, 2005). Regarding formality, both the textbook analysis and survey 

respondents provided evidence that these textbooks do not always present Hebrew as it is spoken 

by the majority of Israelis but rather as a formal MIH pronunciation. This can be seen, for 

example, in the primary focus on formal prescribed pronunciations of the vav conversive, with 

brief mentions of informal variants. The exception to this is ICMH, but there is not enough 

vowelization in the book to determine whether this approach is reinforced later. In addition, 

based on their responses teachers vary in whether they follow their textbook’s approach. 

Although some speakers reflect the formality in these textbooks, in general this finding 

reinforces the concept of imagined interlocutors (Shardakova & Pavlenko, 2004). 

 Finally, very little dialectal variation was found across any of these first- and second-year 
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Hebrew textbooks apart from some brief mentions of Hebrew with Mizrahi or Ashkenazi 

accents. Americanized Hebrew is not represented in the textbooks. A few less common dialects 

are found on accompanying multimedia but they are not integrated into the textbooks. Without 

this integration teachers are less likely to find and incorporate these resources into their lessons.  

In addition, some opportunities to present this dialectal variation were lost, as when textbook 

authors opted to give American characters MIH accents in order to reinforce this accent. In other 

cases American characters were given mock Americanized accents, which provides comic relief 

but marginalizes the accent. As discussed in the literature review, these design choices in 

limiting or engineering the pronunciations of textbook characters can contribute to overly 

generalized views of the C2 (Pavlenko & Norton, 2007). 

Regarding the second research question about how well Hebrew textbooks meet student 

and teacher identities, findings from the textbook analysis provide evidence that the Hebrew 

textbooks chosen for this study focus largely on the Israeli culture and only offer a few 

opportunities for learners to explore their own identities or compare the C1 and C2. These 

opportunities generally consist of short excerpts that do not encourage critical thinking. This 

suggests that these textbooks focus too much on one culture and minimize other dialects 

including those related to the HL culture (Ducar, 2009). 

In addition, scripted dialogues and pedagogical decisions around textbook content affect 

portrayals of textbook characters—such as the American Jew Suzie in ICMH which was read by 

an Israeli in the accompanying audio, or Mike from Texas in BMH which was also read by an 

Israeli but in a Mock American Hebrew dialect (Kattan, 2009). These design choices lend 

support to Shardakova and Pavlenko’s (2004) findings regarding the portrayal of imagined 

learners and imagined interlocutors in textbooks, and also limit the range of pronunciations to 
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which learners are exposed. 

The identities of the students and teachers in this study had a significant impact on how 

they perceived their textbooks and by extension their learning experience (Menard-Warwick, 

2005). Although there was much diversity in student responses about how their pronunciations 

compared to the textbook, trends arose among each learner identity type: Linguistic HL learners 

rated their accent to be closest to the textbook pronunciation, followed by Ethnic HL learners, 

and then FL learners came in last with responses between “agree” and “neutral”. This finding 

bolsters past claims that Linguistic HL learners have the most time to develop their accents from 

being exposed to the language at a young age, and FL learners come to the classroom with 

virtually no exposure (Reynolds, Howard, & Deák, 2009). These numbers were nearly the same 

for friends and family of learners. Linguistic HL learners reported the highest correlation, 

followed by nearly equal responses from Ethnic HL learners and FL learners. 

In spite of these trends, several responses illustrated the complexity of learner identities: 

These pedagogical choices impacted the way in which learners consciously positioned their 

identities (Pullen, 2011). Based on the observations and qualitative responses, a number of 

Linguistic HL learners reported that they already had Israeli accents due to their backgrounds, 

and some Ethnic HL learners openly resisted acquiring this accent due to the many accents they 

encountered. Data from the observation indicated that in general FL learners approach Hebrew as 

typical language learners might, as a unique phonological system to master. Some of these 

variations in pronunciation also depended on the group of interlocutors (Benor, 2011), 

suggesting that students were aware of their perceived identities. 

Other deviations from the textbook pronunciation appeared to arise from unfamiliarity or 

linguistic difficulty. This was especially apparent in the case of FL learners: At University W, 
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where all 22 students surveyed were FL learners, most instances in which resh was pronounced 

as a retroflex English /r/ occurred in contexts where non-natives seem to have the most difficulty. 

Based on observations, this difficulty appeared to arise most often when the English [r] occurred 

in the word final position or when adjacent to a consonant. Furthermore, a situation in a second-

year class at University W illustrated the difficulty for those without long-term backgrounds in 

Hebrew to master vowelized structures, where one FL learner struggled to pronounce future hif’il 

forms and the students laughed together about it. On the other hand, HL learners at University 

NE exhibited deviations such as diphthong changes among those influenced by Yiddish accents, 

pronunciations of Hebrew cognates with L1 accents, and instances of not pronouncing chet. All 

of these deviations appeared to be influenced by previous exposure to a variety of L2 accents. 

At University NE at least, where the majority of students were Ethnic HL learners, many 

students skipped over the first semester of Hebrew and thus missed the introduction to 

pronunciation there. There were many reasons for these students to deviate from MIH: For 

example, these students often heard different accents from their family and fellow American 

Jews. There are also certain terms used in the speech of American Jews, often influenced by 

Yiddish or Ashkenazi Hebrew, that spill over into the classroom. During his interview, one 

teacher expressed that he thought some students at University NE stopped trying to imitate MIH 

as they took Hebrew courses because they were worried about how they would look to fellow 

students or became less willing to take risks. Another teacher said that this varies from student to 

student, and some choose to have Americanized accents because they are American. 

 These students also had different communities of practice. Whereas FL students generally 

had just their teachers and fellow students to look to for accents, it was more complicated for the 

other groups. Linguistic HL learners expressed that their family and friends’ Hebrew was close 
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to the textbook, but this was only the case for Ethnic HL learners some of the time. Since these 

learners hear a variety of accents from their classmates, teachers, families, and friends, it could 

be helpful for textbooks to lay the groundwork for different pronunciations of Hebrew and the 

ideologies and background behind each. 

 There were a number of findings as well surrounding the third research question. Hebrew 

pronunciation in the US classroom is a complex issue, since some students view alternate L2 

accents as improper, and others as legitimate dialects. Students of Hebrew in the US are exposed 

to a variety of accents, particularly if they are HL learners and hear the language within their 

communities of practice. These students need to choose between the formal pronunciations they 

encounter in textbooks, Americanized accents, or Ashkenazi accents they have likely 

encountered in synagogues (Benor, 2009). This diversity of accents can be controversial: For 

example, Ashkenazi pronunciations are sometimes stigmatized (Glinert, 1996), and teachers who 

are mostly NS Israelis often reinforce the textbook norms (Avni, 2012; Brosh, 1996). In addition, 

if learners choose to adopt the formal MIH pronunciations found within their textbooks, in 

essence they are also assimilating the ideologies and assumptions behind them. Any choice in 

this regard influences how these learners will position and shape their identities. 

These issues surrounding pronunciation in part factor into the Hebrew classroom through 

the goals of students and teachers, who had similar expectations and on average rated the 

acquisition of their textbook’s pronunciation as a little below “important”. FL learners reported 

the highest desire to acquire the pronunciation introduced and reinforced in their textbooks, 

while the majority of Linguistic HL learners reported already sounding close to it, and gave 

nearly the same rating as teachers regarding its importance. Ethnic HL learners on average felt 

the least desire to master this pronunciation. However, a few of them expressed the desire to 
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overcome the accent they heard from their family and friends, and to sound more Israeli. These 

distinctions were pronounced enough that there was a statistically significant difference between 

FL learners and Ethnic HL learners in their responses. 

There were a number of reasons as to why 61% of students sought to acquire the MIH 

accent taught in the textbook: Some learners reported that MIH is the “correct” Hebrew accent, 

others that it is the predominant accent, and yet others held practical reasons—such as feeling 

that native speakers are more willing to communicate in Hebrew if learners have MIH accents, or 

finding that this accent was necessary for natives to see learners as authentic speakers. In 

addition, some sought this accent to avoid a stigma behind speaking Americanized Hebrew, 

similar to the mocking mentioned by Kattan (2009). Teachers, for their part, opted to stress MIH 

accents for a number of reasons: Some perceived it would make students more comfortable 

around Israelis, others based their decision on their students’ desires, and others did so due to 

their own priorities. These decisions reinforce the importance of ideology and identity 

positioning within Hebrew education. 

On the other hand, some learners and teachers were not concerned about the MIH accent. 

Some Ethnic HL learners, for example, chose to stress intelligibility over Israeli accents and 

found their accents to be adequate in communication. Others found pronunciation to be a low 

priority next to other aspects of language acquisition. Some teachers only corrected 

pronunciations that rendered words unintelligible or incorrect, and recognized the wide variety of 

accents in Israel—which is partially in agreement with Hinkel’s (2006) finding that many 

encourage intelligibility over promoting a native-like accent, although this seems to be much less 

common for the Hebrew context. 

These expectations manifested themselves in the classroom through conscious choices by 
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the teachers and students. Some teacher choices reflected textbook content, but others varied 

based on teacher beliefs and learner goals. Teachers at University NE chose to discuss 

pronunciation beyond what the textbook presented, including by mentioning alternate legitimate 

pronunciations, playing songs with Mizrahi accents, and prolonging exposure to vowels. One 

teacher from the nationwide survey also reported incorporating several varieties of Hebrew to 

show their legitimacy. This approach aligns with the recommendation made by Valdés (2005) 

that educators discuss different dialects within heritage language communities. Another teacher 

avoided formal textbook pronunciation completely. All of these responses illustrate how diverse 

teacher approaches can be. As discussed in previous research on identity in textbooks, these 

teachers made both ideological and practical decisions in which accent or pronunciation they 

used as a model for teaching (Feuer, 2007; Thompson, 2013). 

Often these pronunciations changed (or “improved” to better match the textbook) over 

time, as one teacher at University W observed. Another teacher at University NE provided 

additional details about how these pronunciations could be dynamic, and tied to risk taking: 

 

When you come to a language class you really have to come like a child—It is like 

kindergarten. With them in upper classes they may want to take less risks. Maybe the 

material was what made beginners more excited about pronunciation, but the beginners 

take more risks. 

Conclusion and Future Research 

 This study has sought to provide additional SLA research about how well textbooks meet 

student and teacher needs regarding pronunciation (Azimova & Johnston, 2012). More 

specifically, this research presents data collected from Hebrew classrooms around the US and 
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provides clues about matches and mismatches between textbooks and the goals and identities of 

Hebrew students and teachers. Findings are presented based on the voices of the researcher and 

volunteer participants in the context of Modern Hebrew education, and reveal that Hebrew 

textbooks meet some goals and identities within this context but are in need of improvement. 

Future research can add the voice of textbook designers in order to provide an even more 

complete picture of how textbooks are designed, what they contain, and how they are 

implemented (Harwood, 2013). Adding this voice would also better clarify the ideologies and 

considerations that went into designing each textbook.  Future research can also examine 

whether prolonged exposure to vowels can help both L1 and L2 students of Hebrew, although 

some researchers have found that limited exposure to vowels can harm learners in their linguistic 

progress (e.g. Schiff, 2012; Shany et al., 2012). In addition, only a small percentage of the 

teachers and students mentioned the Hebrew vowelization system in their responses, since this 

was never explicitly mentioned in the online survey. Future research can inquire about this issue 

specifically, to uncover insights about how vowels should be taught and when textbooks should 

present vowelized or unvowelized Hebrew. 

 All of the findings from this research indicate that the identity of Hebrew students and 

teacher participants impacts how they view their textbooks (Menard-Warwick, 2005). This is 

also often the case with their pronunciation. One issue that arose during the data collection was 

that of legitimacy: Some teachers and students, as prescriptivists, viewed any deviation from 

MIH as incorrect and undesirable. Others, however, argued that it was better to view Hebrew as 

a dynamic language with several acceptable dialects. These views also influenced how students 

positioned their identities, depending on how they wanted to be perceived by their friends, 

family, or native speakers in Israel. In addition, FL learners often came to the classroom with 
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little to no exposure to Hebrew and thus were the most likely to adopt a pronunciation like their 

textbooks or teachers. Both groups of HL learners were more conflicted as far as which 

pronunciation to adopt or maintain due to their previous exposure. Learners were mixed about 

whether their textbooks provided adequate attention to pronunciation. However, a repeated 

message in their responses was the need for greater amounts of pronunciation practice and 

reinforcement such as vowelization. 

Due to the diversity in perceptions, identities, and goals, it is advisable for textbook 

designers to create textbooks that utilize a variety of approaches that meet both global and local 

considerations for the Hebrew context (Angell, DuBravac, & Gonglewski, 2008). This will 

ideally lead more teachers to follow their textbooks or at least provide them with more options in 

adapting them to their preferences. Because of the range of identities and levels of experience for 

this context, it is hoped that such an approach would lead to greater levels of student motivation 

and retention, as they find their identities and goals being considered and discussed. 
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ARTICLE 3 

MULTIMEDIA ANCILLARIES FOR HEBREW TEXTBOOKS: 

MEETING CLASSROOM GOALS AND IDENTITIES 

Introduction 

 As language textbooks are updated and become more sophisticated, there is an increasing 

need to empirically examine how effective textbook ancillaries are in accomplishing student and 

teacher goals and reflecting their various identities. In particular, there is a need to examine 

multimedia, given that it is relevant and motivating for many modern students. In spite of this 

need, there exists very little research about these accompanying materials. Even with the passing 

of time, most of this focus has remained on the textbooks themselves (Askildson, 2008; 

Cresswell, 2008). 

 This paper will include data about multimedia accompanying Hebrew textbooks—

including CDs, DVDs, and internet resources—through an examination of several teacher and 

student identity types: namely, Native Speaker (NS), Linguistic Heritage Language (Linguistic 

HL), Ethnic HL, and Foreign Language (FL) teachers; and Linguistic HL, Ethnic HL, and FL 

learners. These identity types will be explored in the definition of terms. Past research has shown 

that culture within textbooks is often portrayed as monolithic and one-sided, and can introduce or 

reinforce stereotypes (Ricento, 2005; Weninger & Kiss, 2013). This has been found true for 

contexts including both FL and HL learners (Burns Al Masaeed, 2014; Ducar, 2006). 

Nevertheless, there is a need to explore this issue as it relates to multimedia accompanying 

textbooks—particularly for largely unexplored contexts, such as Hebrew and other LCTLs. This 

research is expected to promote future research and curricular planning regarding Hebrew 

textbook design and implementation, while informing general language contexts about related 
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points of consideration.  

Literature Review 

 Although several studies have investigated language textbooks, multimedia ancillaries 

have not received much attention in past SLA research (Askildson, 2008; Cresswell, 2008). The 

issue of how teacher and student identities and goals factor into textbook multimedia ancillaries 

is complex and involves several variables. This literature review will first analyze technology 

and how multimedia ancillaries factor into this broad area, and then discuss gaps in previous 

research regarding multimedia accompanying textbooks. 

Technology and Multimedia Ancillaries 

 As technology improves, both multimedia and the Internet are being used more and more 

in the classroom. Past research has also found that certain tools are only effective for some 

learners (Jones, 2003). Instructors can overcome this limitation by incorporating a variety of 

tools that fit several styles, in a way that learners can work with the tools that fit their styles and 

perhaps benefit from other tools that they may not have used otherwise (Barr, 2013). In addition, 

research underscores that these technologies should be integrated in a way that they become 

largely "invisible" and "embedded in everyday practice" for students (Bax, 2003, p. 23). 

While these tools offer unlimited possibilities for designing materials that meet learner 

needs (Arnó-Macià, 2012), teachers need to weigh both their strengths and weaknesses in 

deciding how and when to implement them into the classroom. These classroom decisions are 

often based on SLA theories and research, although many implementations of technological tools 

utilize outdated findings since technology is constantly improving and becoming more 

sophisticated (Chapelle, 2009; Reinhardt, 2008).  

Technologies such as smartphones and online social media have been shown to enhance 
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several areas of the learning experience beyond face-to-face classrooms, including opportunities 

for interaction, learner autonomy, and student motivation (Chapelle, 2007). Along with these 

benefits, however, technology usage can be problematic and bring greater complexity (Lai & Li, 

2011). For example, instructors can feel overwhelmed by the many technologies available and be 

unsure about which ones to implement into the classroom (Levy, 2009). It is also difficult to 

keep up with advances in technology. 

  Within the World-Readiness Standards for Learning Languages from ACTFL (2015), 

there are three issues that are named as influential factors in today’s language classrooms and 

programs: Technology, longer sequences of study to promote greater proficiency levels, and 

language learning opportunities for learners. These items are listed as together being important to 

help learners achieve the goals of the ACTFL Standards. In these guidelines, technology is 

mentioned as increasing possibilities for learning beyond the traditional classroom setting and 

not being limited to one locale or schedule. Technology has also allowed instructors to “flip” 

their classroom by using online materials to promote much of the students’ learning outside of 

the classroom, and then using the classroom to reinforce this learning in a supervised way.  

 In another publication called the 21st Century Skills Map (2011), ACTFL mentions that 

communication technologies can bring students virtually into the world and out of the classroom. 

This literacy that students gain through using technology also helps them to become “productive 

global citizens” (p. 14). Pedagogical uses of technology can include telecollaboration, watching 

videos through YouTube, or utilizing social networking to enrich learning—these tools can allow 

learners to experience a second language in ways that might not otherwise be possible. 

 One area that is often discussed within the area of technology is multimedia. The term 

multimedia refers to a variety of inputs that can be used in the classroom—such as text, audio, 
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video, and graphics (Ayres, 2002). In relation to textbooks, ancillary or accompanying 

multimedia is often found as CDs, DVDs, or online resources. Textbooks, along with their 

ancillaries, continue to evolve as time passes to match current SLA findings and pedagogical 

needs. With the passing of time, ancillaries have also included greater amounts of technology. 

According to Allen (2008), “extensive textbook ‘packages’” have become common to enrich 

learning and often include textbooks, workbooks, companion websites with multimedia for both 

students and teachers, audio CDs, DVDs, additional print materials, or software. Ideally, these 

textbook packages offer additional opportunities for learners to be exposed to their C1s and 

identities and create connections with the C2. Commonly taught languages such as French and 

Spanish often have a variety of ancillary materials including multimedia, but less commonly 

taught languages (LCTLs) generally have less of these materials and require learners to search 

for online resources themselves (Godwin-Jones, 2013). 

Gaps in SLA Research on Multimedia Ancillaries 

 Much criticism about representations of culture in textbooks has come due to a focus on a 

"monolithic culture" that excludes cultural or linguistic variation—which tends to hamper critical 

and intercultural development (Weninger & Kiss, 2013, p. 712). For example, Azimova and 

Johnston (2012) critically analyzed nine textbooks, all of which were published in the US for 

English speakers, used in beginning, intermediate, and advanced university-level Russian 

courses. They found that within these textbooks there were virtually no depictions or references 

to Russian speakers inside or outside of the Russian federation other than white Orthodox 

middle-class ethnic Russians. This selective representation is argued to be problematic since it 

results in an erasure or negation of these other groups of legitimate Russian speakers. 

Consequently, learners are given a skewed picture of the target culture and may improperly 
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interpret politics or form stereotypes. Azimova and Johnston's analysis included photographs, 

maps, texts, and dialogues within these nine textbooks. However, supplementary material such as 

multimedia was not considered since the authors deemed that the availability of this material 

varied too much across textbooks. 

 Ilett (2009) found that secondary and postsecondary German textbooks more effectively 

portray ethnic and racial diversity than in the past. With this finding, however, he cautioned that 

there needs to be more than just portrayal of diversity—otherwise some textbooks can overly 

emphasize differences between groups and create boundaries between them or stereotypes. 

Although not directly, these findings can also apply to learners in their first and heritage cultures. 

Ilett consequently argued that those who select textbooks for their programs should find a 

balance between depicting a language's larger umbrella culture and representing diversity within 

it. This study also considered several parts of textbooks, including photographs, drawings, tables, 

readings, culture boxes, and chapter divisions, but again did not consider supplementary 

materials due to "practical constraints" (p. 51). Another researcher chose not to examine 

multimedia because it did not seem pertinent and was produced by people who were not the 

textbook authors (Snider, 2005). 

 A smaller group of studies have included multimedia in their analyses, although the 

majority of them only focus on multimedia to a small extent. Chapelle (2009), for example, 

reported a cultural imbalance in French textbooks used in the northern US in that they presented 

a low percentage of Canadian French culture or language: namely, 15.3% of the textbook, 6.5% 

of the workbook, and 29.9% of the CD-ROMs. Based on her findings, Chapelle argued that 

multimedia may have allowed students greater exploration of varying C2s than just the textbook. 

She also reported that textbook content may be more relevant and motivating for students if it is 
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closer to their local reality.  

Askildson (2008) investigated the match between textbooks and teachers and students' 

perspectives and needs with regards to authenticity, target culture, tasks, grammar, and 

technology. This study included the distribution of an online homegrown survey to four 

universities. Regarding multimedia, Askildson found that teachers often use technology in a 

general sense to supplement textbooks. Most of this survey focused on technology in general, but 

it also produced a few findings regarding accompanying multimedia: Teachers reported that links 

to online resources were not always reliable, and they did not feel that accompanying multimedia 

was sufficient to develop students' language skills and subsequently turned to additional outside 

resources. In addition, Cresswell (2008) examined tasks presented on six websites that 

accompany Spanish textbooks. She found that these tasks added little about culture beyond what 

textbooks offered, and presented few opportunities for deep-thinking or authentic engagement 

with the culture. This small group of studies illustrates the dearth of SLA research that examines 

multimedia accompanying textbooks, and how effectively these resources portray culture. In 

addition, virtually no studies have inquired into how well multimedia reflects first cultures or 

identities—whether they represent L1 or heritage cultures. There is also a need for studies that 

inquire about how often ancillary multimedia is used in the classroom and as homework, beyond 

the studies about technology usage in general. 

Definition of Terms 

Identity Categories 

This study moved beyond the native vs. non-native distinction for teachers (Allen, 2008) 

by investigating four types of teacher identities, namely Ethnic Heritage Language (HL), 

Linguistic HL, Foreign Language (FL), and Native Speaker (NS) teachers. Students were also 
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categorized as Ethnic HL, Linguistic HL, or FL learners based on their responses. The following 

definitions from past research in SLA were used in this study: 

Ethnic Heritage Language learners. These learners encountered little if any Modern 

Hebrew in their home as children, but are connected to the language due to familial or heritage 

connections to it. Noels (2005) referred to this group in her research as those who study a 

language “spoken by previous generations of their families” (p. 289). Reynolds et al. (2009) 

categorized this group as broadly defined heritage language learners, due to their less-immediate 

connection with Hebrew at a young age.  

Linguistic Heritage Language learners. These learners were exposed to Hebrew 

growing up in their homes. Valdès (2001) included this group in her research as those with some 

experience speaking or understanding their L2 before formally studying it. Reynolds et al.  

(2009) defined this group of learners as narrowly defined heritage language learners. 

Foreign Language learners. In general, these learners have had little to no encounters 

with their L2 or C2 prior to their formal study of them. In Reynolds et al. (2009), these learners 

were simply those who did not consider themselves in either of the two HL learner categories. 

Profiles including the goals and identities for two participants from each group are 

provided in Appendix G, employing pseudonyms to not reveal their identities. 

Research Questions  

 This paper will explore multimedia that accompanies Modern Hebrew textbooks, as a 

LCTL with arguably less curricular resources than languages such as ESL or Spanish (Nahir, 

1979; Shohamy, 1999). Within the area of Hebrew teaching, there are several complexities 

surrounding culture, ideologies, and identity that shape Hebrew students' classroom experience. 

Some of these complexities have impacted student motivation, and offers one reason as to why 
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there is low retention in university Hebrew classes (Brosh, 1996). Accompanying multimedia, 

whether already found in Hebrew textbooks or still needed, can potentially offer students 

additional opportunities to explore their identities and cultures (Askildson, 2008). This research 

sought to answer the following questions: 

1. Does multimedia that accompanies textbooks allow students and teachers more 

opportunities to meet their goals than just textbooks alone?  

2. Is the multimedia that textbooks offer reflective of the varying identities of teachers and 

students of Hebrew? 

3. Are there any systematic relationships in these types of multimedia included with Hebrew 

textbooks, varying classroom identities, and student and teacher goals? For example, do 

students find references to current technologies in their textbook multimedia more useful 

than their teachers? Do HL learners more often request speaking and listening materials 

than FL learners? 

Methodology 

Participants 

 This research included 101 students and 23 teachers in the primary data collection. 

Among the three identity types, these students were composed of 62 Ethnic HL learners, nine 

Linguistic HL learners, and 29 FL learners. The teachers were composed of three Ethnic HL 

teachers, one Linguistic HL teacher, four FL teachers, and 15 NS teachers. These participants fell 

into three groups: Students and teachers who opted to participate at a nationwide level, those at a 

university in the western US (hereafter referred to as University W), and those at a university in 

the northeastern US (hereafter referred to as University NE). Student participants in the 

nationally distributed survey included 29 Ethnic HL learners, three Linguistic HL learners, and 
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three FL learners.38 Most nationwide learners studied in the Midwest region of the US, including 

20 from the Midwest, 14 from the Northeast, and one from the West.39 Twenty-seven of these 

respondents were first-year students, and eight of them second-year students. Eighteen teachers 

participated in the national survey, or three Ethnic HL teachers, one Linguistic HL teacher, two 

FL teachers, and 12 NS teachers. Ten of these teachers taught in the Northeast region of the US, 

six of them in the Midwest region of the US, and two in the West. In order to recruit participants 

for the nationally distributed survey, the researcher sent IRB-approved recruitment emails to 

three mailing lists that related to Hebrew in the US and nineteen teachers for distribution to their 

students. Although the response rate was low initially, it improved after repeated emails and 

snowball recruiting. 

At University W there were 22 students who participated, all FL learners. This number 

included 85% of the total enrollment there (out of 26 students) in two courses of first-year 

Hebrew and one course of second-year Hebrew. At University NE 43 students participated, 

consisting of 33 Ethnic HL learners, six Linguistic HL learners, and four FL learners— made up 

of 52% of the enrollment in three first-year and two second-year Hebrew courses there, or 43 out 

of the 83 students enrolled. Between these two universities there were five teachers of Hebrew, 

including two FL teachers at University W, and three NS teachers at University NE. These two 

universities were selected as case studies due to the willingness of the programs and teachers 

involved, and in order to include a range of student and teacher identities relevant to the research 

questions. 
																																																								

38 Total numbers of participants and sums of those within each identity category do not always match up 

since one student did not provide all demographic information. 

39 These US regions are based on the four statistical regions defined by the United States Census Bureau: 

The Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (United States Census Bureau [USCB], n.d.). 



	
132	

Data Collection 

 There are both strengths and weaknesses to past approaches to textbook analysis. Often 

these studies have only considered one voice within the issue, such as only that of researchers, 

students, or teachers. Weninger and Kiss (2013) criticized current research studies about culture 

in textbooks, in that they quantify and objectify culture. Because of this, they feel that qualitative 

and mixed-methods approaches are a vital component to obtaining a clearer picture of this issue. 

Data for this study was collected in a number of ways to provide a fuller picture of how 

effectively multimedia reflects teacher and student identities and goals. 

In order to conduct this research, the researcher first distributed a pilot survey to two 

students and seven teachers in order to ensure that survey questions were clear. Following this, 

the primary research took place over three stages: For the first stage, there was a nationally 

distributed survey (see Appendix A for the student survey and Appendix B for the teacher 

survey). This survey consisted of items on a 5-point Likert scale, multiple choice items, and 

open-ended responses in order to gather both qualitative and quantitative data. Participants 

consisted of those who chose to respond to the initial IRB-approved email or were sent it through 

snowball recruitment. A criterion for inclusion was currently teaching or being enrolled in first- 

or second-year Hebrew courses at the university level.  

During the second stage, the researcher distributed surveys to teachers and students of 

first- and second-year Hebrew at University W and University NE. These surveys were nearly 

identical to the nationally distributed surveys apart from asking more specifically about course 

level and willingness to be observed and interviewed. To make results more anonymous, both the 

teachers and students were only asked to identify the general US region in which their institution 

was situated. Along with this survey, the researcher observed classes at these two universities. 
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The observations of first- and second-year Hebrew classes took place over an academic week, 

and included handwritten notes and audio-recordings as backup for further analysis. These were 

followed by interviews involving all of the teachers and select students based on their 

willingness (see the student interview in Appendix C, and the teacher interview in Appendix D). 

The interviews took place over the phone or Skype, on a one-on-one basis, and were open-ended 

to allow for flexibility regarding questions. Each interview was recorded and notes from each 

were sent to participants in order to verify their accuracy through member checking. 

Finally, there was a qualitative analysis of multimedia; this analysis included how often the C1 

specifically was mentioned throughout multimedia (as opposed to the C2), how it was depicted, 

whether multimedia allowed for greater variety in culture to be presented, and how often it was 

used in the classroom and for homework. 

Data Analysis 

 Data from this study was analyzed using a mixed-methods approach: First, the researcher 

examined the quantitative portion of the data using SPSS. This data consisted of items on a 5-

point Likert scale and multiple-choice items related to multimedia from the nationwide and case 

study surveys. This analysis included t-tests to explore relationships between students and 

teachers as whole groups and ANOVAs to investigate differences between the three learner 

identity groups.40 Second, the researcher compiled the qualitative data from the open-ended 

survey responses, observations, interviews, and ancillary multimedia. After being compiled, the 

qualitative data was coded and analyzed using the online Dedoose software that allows 

																																																								
40 These statistical groups were formed based on the number of respondents from each group, in order to 

achieve the most statistical power while addressing the research questions. There were not enough teacher responses 

to allow for sound comparisons between their identity groups. 
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researchers to code data and filter it for easier examination (Dedoose, 2014). Example codes 

included mentions of the C1 or cultural comparisons in the ancillary multimedia, how teachers 

implemented technology in the classroom, whether students were satisfied or dissatisfied with it, 

and suggestions for improved tools and resources. In addition to the Dedoose software, the 

researcher utilized regular expressions and search terms within word processors and text editors 

in order to find recurring themes and specific instances. When qualitative notes were insufficient, 

the researcher searched the recordings for deeper analysis. 

 The five quantitative items from the survey that relate to multimedia are: how often 

multimedia is used inside the classroom (Item 1) and as students’ homework (Item 2), how 

accompanying multimedia compares to the textbook in representing the identity of students who 

study Hebrew as an Ethnic or Linguistic HL (Item 3) and as an FL (Item 4), and whether the 

multimedia and textbook together provide enough material for students to understand Hebrew-

speaking cultures and compare them to their own (Item 5). For the survey question related to the 

top three considerations in selecting a Hebrew textbook, numerical responses were inverted (top 

consideration was assigned a three, second was assigned a two, and third a one) and then added 

together. Percentages for how important each consideration was for teachers and learners 

represented the proportion of each of these totals to the whole. For qualitative responses, Items 

3–5 included space for comments. Students were also asked what suggestions they had for 

improving ancillary multimedia, and some provided incidental comments about their multimedia. 

This analysis included five of the seven textbooks mentioned in the online survey: 

Brandeis Modern Hebrew (BMH), Brandeis Modern Hebrew: Intermediate to Advanced (BMH 

Int), Modern Hebrew for Beginners (MHB), The Routledge Introductory Course in Modern 
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Hebrew (ICMH), and Hebrew from Scratch part 2 (HfS2). 41 HfS2 was published in Israel, but 

the other four were published in the US for that context. Each of these textbooks differs in the 

multimedia that it includes: BMH includes a DVD with several passages from the textbook 

alongside icons that play audio of the text. BMH Int, a pilot edition, does not include physical 

multimedia but contains several URLs within it. HfS2 includes several accompanying CDs that 

present spoken portions of the textbook passages. Finally, both MHB and ICMH utilize online 

multimedia that is integrated with each textbook. Based on this analysis, most of these textbooks 

present material that is not significantly different from the textbooks themselves. These 

multimedia offerings are presented in Table 1. 

Results 

Textbook Multimedia Ancillaries 

 As mentioned previously, this study examined the accompanying multimedia of five 

Hebrew textbooks. First, MHB and ICMH both house accompanying multimedia on companion 

websites. The website for MHB includes materials for both MHB and its sequel for intermediate 

students, and includes flashcards, tutorials for each unit, reading selections, and conversation 

prompts. Most content related to the textbook is focused on the Hebrew language rather than 

culture, and only occasionally mentions learners’ first culture (C1)—such as within a tutorial 

about the conjunction vav (and) that presents Minnie and Mickey Mouse, Bill Clinton and Al 

Gore, Tom and Jerry, and others as famous couples. This website also includes several 

multimedia materials that are not integrated into the textbook and stand on their own. Several of 

these resources relate to the learners’ C1, including a video clip with a travel agent who has an 

																																																								
41 These textbooks were chosen based on both popularity of usage and as an illustration of the current state 

of materials for Modern Hebrew teaching. 



	
136	

American accent in Hebrew, links to L2 learners from the US and five other countries, and 

interviews with students at an ulpan.42 The website for ICMH primarily presents content from 

the accompanying textbook, along with some materials focused on the Israeli culture. There are 

also approximately seven URLs mentioned in the textbook which students can visit to learn more 

about the second culture (C2), such as the Technion Institute or Israel Railways websites, 

although a few of the links now appear to be broken.  

 The content presented on the DVD that accompanies BMH merely presents a digital copy 

of BMH with hypermedia annotations alongside the text, and as such is explored further in the 

first article of this dissertation that is dedicated to textbook content. However, BMH also 

mentions a few URLs within it about the C2—including a URL to find out more information 

about The Museum of the Jewish People in Tel Aviv and an activity around learning more about 

the Maccabiah Games. BMH Int, a pilot edition, does not include accompanying multimedia but 

within it there are around 40 URLs. These URLs act as citations for textbook articles, present 

songs or videos, or link to articles or relevant websites. Most of these online materials relate to 

the C2, but a few of them refer to the C1. These mentions include an article about the United 

Nations headquarters in New York or a list of online quotations that include American Jewish 

figures. For some of the videos, specific times are given so that students can find the clip that is 

relevant to the passage or questions. About six of the links for BMH Int also appeared to be 

broken. Finally, the CDs that accompany HfS2 only contain excerpts of the textbook in spoken 

form, and as such do not present instances of the C1 beyond what the textbook offers. 

Consequently, any references related to culture or identity in this book are explored in the first 

																																																								
42 An ulpan is a type of school in Israel in which Hebrew is taught in an immersive and intensive setting, 

especially for immigrants to Israel.  
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article of this dissertation. All of these textbooks along with descriptions of their accompanying 

multimedia are presented in Table 1. 

Identity and Multimedia  

 In order to test potential relationships between student perceptions about multimedia that 

accompanies textbooks, this study addressed the backgrounds of Ethnic HL learners, Linguistic 

HL learners, and FL learners. These three learner identity types exhibited unique experiences 

with regard to when they began learning Hebrew: only 14% of FL learners began learning 

Hebrew prior to the age of 10, compared to 81% of Ethnic HL learners and 78% of Linguistic 

HL learners. Conversely, 55% of FL learners began to learn Hebrew between the ages of 14–21, 

and 31% at 21 and older, as opposed to 11% or less of Ethnic or Linguistic HL learners in either 

age bracket. The majority of teachers, or 67% of them, were native speakers of Hebrew. 

 In addition, time spent in Israel was relevant to noting trends among the learner groups. 

From survey responses, 79% of first- and second-year FL learners reported never visiting 

Israel—compared to no Linguistic HL learners and 19% of Ethnic HL learners. Furthermore, 

only 15% of FL learners reported visiting Israel for a month or more, compared to 64% of Ethnic 

HL learners and all of the Linguistic HL learners. On the survey, these students and teachers 

expressed varying opinions regarding the three most important considerations in selecting a 

Hebrew textbook. After responses were weighted and calculated as described in the Data 

Analysis section, it was found that inclusion of the newest technologies comprised a weighted 

5% of the top three teacher priorities, as compared to a weighted 1% of the top three student 

priorities. This and the other top three considerations from students and teachers are listed in 

Figure 1. 

 Responses varied regarding the role of accompanying multimedia in Hebrew classrooms.   
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Table 1  

Textbooks analyzed, the medium used for ancillary multimedia, and a description of their content 

Title Medium Integrated Content 
MHB Companion 

Website 
Mostly language-focused: 
Flashcards, tutorials for each unit, reading selections, and 
conversation prompts 
 

ICMH Companion 
Website 

Primarily content from the textbook, along with materials 
about the Israeli culture, including URLs to C2 content 
 

HfS2 CDs Spoken version of textbook excerpts, so CD content is a 
reflection of textbook material 
 

BMH DVD, URLs Spoken version of textbook excerpts through hypermedia, 
so DVD content is a reflection of textbook material;  
URLs in book about C2 
 

BMH Int URLs Around 40 URLs that act as citations for articles, present 
songs or videos, or link to articles and websites. Most 
relate to the C2, but a few to the C1 
 

 

First, this study employed ANOVAs and t-tests to analyze responses to quantitative survey items 

related to multimedia. A series of t-tests investigated differences between students and teachers 

in their responses. An analysis of Item 1 from the survey, related to the percentage of multimedia 

usage inside of the classroom, produced non-significant results with only a .6 rating difference 

between the students and teachers (Students: M= 3.55, SD= .24, Teachers: M= 2.95, SD= 1.39; 

t[72] = 1.32, p = .19, d = .37). This indicates that the teachers on average reported that they used 

multimedia in class once a week, and the students felt that it was closer to once about every week 

and a half. There was, however, a significant difference with a medium effect in responses to 

Item 2 about multimedia usage as homework (Students: M= 3.93, SD= 1.76, Teachers: M= 2.70, 

SD= 1.30; t[45.63] = 3.27, p < .01, d = .79). In other words, students on average felt that they 

used their multimedia as homework about once every two weeks and teachers felt that it was 
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Figure 1. Top three considerations in selecting a Hebrew textbook, based on weighted percentages 

 

about once every week. 

 Further t-tests involving Items 3–4 yielded non-significant results in how well the 

multimedia represented HL learners (t[65] = -.54, p = .59, d = .16; Students: M= 2.67, SD= .81, 

Teachers: M= 2.80, SD= .77) and FL learners (t[66] = 1.24, p = .219, d = .35; Students: M= 2.98, 

SD= .64, Teachers: M= 2.75, SD= .68). These responses indicate that both Hebrew students and 

teachers felt that ancillary multimedia represented the FL and HL groups only slightly more than 

their textbooks. For Item 5, regarding whether the multimedia enabled students to understand 

Hebrew-speaking cultures and compare them to their own, there were also non-significant 

27%	

17%	
17%	

2%	

28%	

4%	 5%	

All	Teachers,	by	
Percentage	

Teacher	
Goals	

Learner	
Goals	

Interesting	
Content	

Varied	
Content	

Approach	

Cost	

Newest	
Tech	

18%	

26%	

18%	4%	

27%	

6%	 1%	

All	Students,	by	
Percentage	

Teacher	
Goals	

Learner	
Goals	

Interesting	
Content	

Varied	
Content	

Approach	

Cost	

Newest	
Tech	



	
140	

differences between teachers and students (t[69] = -.46, p = .65, d = .12; Students: M= 2.62, SD= 

1.01, Teachers: M= 2.74, SD= .93).  Both groups on average indicated a rating slightly above 

“neutral” as far as how well this ancillary multimedia allowed them to successfully understand 

the C2 and compare it to their own culture. For all three of these items, there was less than a .25 

rating difference between students and teachers.  

  Second, ANOVAs were performed to investigate differences between the three student 

identity groups in responses to Items 3–5. There were no significant differences found among the 

groups in how well they perceived HL learners to be represented by multimedia in comparison to 

the textbook (F[2, 49] = .59, p = .557, η2 =.02), nor in how well FL learners were represented 

(F[2, 49] = 1.48, p = .24, η2 =.06). In addition, there were no significant differences in responses 

about how successful the multimedia and textbooks were in helping students understand 

Hebrew-speaking cultures and compare them to their own (F[2, 49] = .42, p = .66, η2 =.02). 

Further data from the t-tests and ANOVAs is presented in Table 2, indicating that of the three 

groups Linguistic HL learners viewed the ancillary multimedia as most helpful for HL learners, 

and FL learners had the most favorable ratings for how well multimedia represents FL learners. 

Ethnic HL learners, on the other hand, gave the highest rating for how well the ancillary 

multimedia allowed them to understand the C2 and compare it with the C1. 

 Teachers who participated in this study used multimedia material from these textbooks in 

different ways. Three of the seven teachers who used HfS2 in their classrooms mentioned using 

part or all of the CD audio recordings. In their interviews, two teachers mentioned assigning 

portions of the HfS2 CDs or the BMH DVD for students’ homework to prepare for class or to 

reinforce class concepts, primarily with regard to grammar. In addition, during one of the 

classroom observations, one teacher played recordings of sentences in the BMH material while  
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Table 2 

Mean responses to survey items related to multimedia, with standard deviations in parentheses 

 Item 1: 

MM in Class 

Item 2: 

MM as HW 

Item 3: 

MM for HL 

Item 4:  

MM for FL 

Item 5: 

C1/C2 Comp 

FL - - 2.57 (.79) 2.91 (.73) 2.74 (1.01) 

Eth HL - - 2.80 (.87) 2.96 (.45) 2.48 (1.08) 

Ling HL - - 2.50 (.58) 3.50 (1.00) 2.75 (.50) 

All Students 3.55 (.24) 3.93 (1.76) 2.67 (.81) 2.98 (.64) 2.62 (1.01) 

All Teachers 2.95 (1.39) 2.70 (1.30) 2.80 (.77) 2.75 (.68) 2.73 (.93) 

Items 1–2: 1=Daily; 2=A few times a week; 3=1x a week; 4=1x / 2 weeks; 5=Rarely; 6=Not at all 

Items 3–4: 1=Much more; 2=More; 3=About the same; 4=Less; 5=Much less 

Item 5: 1=Strongly Agree; 2=Agree; 3=Neutral; 4=Disagree; 5=Strongly Disagree 

Note. For the purposes of this study, multimedia (MM) was listed on the survey as CDs, DVDs, and 

online materials. 

 

students followed along in their textbooks. Based on survey responses, this approach is fairly 

common. Five teachers (22%) and fourteen students (14%) reported not using these resources at 

all for a number of reasons. For example, four students reported that they were not able to play 

the audio portions of the BMH DVD because of format issues with their computer. Three 

students and two teachers simply stated that they did not find the materials that accompanied 

their textbook helpful and chose not to use them.  

 Twenty-two students (22%) and eleven teachers (48%) mentioned using technology 

outside of what each textbook offered: Seven teachers described filling this need through Internet 

sites. Five of them sought out resources that reinforce listening comprehension such as podcasts 
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or video clips. Four teachers specifically mentioned using YouTube as a tool to introduce songs, 

Israeli television, new words, or unfamiliar concepts. Eight Hebrew teachers mentioned that they 

used existing multimedia materials, while two created their own. Often teachers developed 

exercises or tasks around these resources, such as answering questions after an online interview 

with an Israeli or listening to a song every week and then translating the lyrics. Two teachers, 

while using textbooks without sufficient multimedia, incorporated the resources available online 

from Stanford University and the University of Texas at Austin. 

There were several reasons why teachers located their own multimedia resources, 

including as a substitute for inadequate textbook materials, to add authentic sources, or to 

accomplish their unique goals (such as bringing in more content about “Jewish practices and 

global Jewish diversity”). While there were stated advantages to using these materials, three 

teachers mentioned that they needed to dedicate “heavy amounts of additional work” to finding 

and integrating them into the curriculum. Nearly all multimedia mentioned in the surveys 

centered on Israeli culture. 

 On the survey, only three teachers explicitly mentioned having backgrounds in 

technology or receiving technology-specific training: One teacher mentioned receiving part of a 

BA degree in Educational Technology, another listed a specialty in computer science, and 

another had some training in flipped classrooms. Two of these teachers were also the only ones 

who indicated on the survey that they used multimedia in the classroom daily. One of these 

teachers assigned multimedia as homework daily, and the other did so a few times a week. Thus 

frequency of multimedia usage appeared to correlate with past experience, as seen in several past 

studies (such as Collier, 2013; Gorder, 2008; Hsu, 2010; Judson, 2006). Technology appeared to 

be available to most of the teachers, including the teachers at University W and University NE, 
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who all had overhead projectors and computers in their classroom. However, in some instances 

setting up this technology and troubleshooting resources or hardware could take away from class 

time. Those without any background in technology often avoided it. 

Based on data from the classroom observations, the five teachers from the two case study 

universities each used technology in an idiosyncratic way: At University NE, for example, one of 

the NS teachers employed several technologies outside of the textbook offerings. He expressed 

during the interview that technology was a great way to bring culture and authenticity into class. 

One thing he did in class was use an online ulpan program from Israel to practice verb 

conjugations. All of the students had their own laptop available for this assignment. Although 

this example did not relate to culture, it was indicative of typical technology usage for Hebrew 

classes where linguistic skills are emphasized. This practice module gave immediate feedback on 

practice question responses, and although the technology was very simple students found it 

motivating and interesting. On another occasion he presented images through a PowerPoint 

presentation, including images of a girl poking her head out of a window, a daughter lighting a 

menorah with her dad watching, and Obama reading a story to kids. All of these images were 

used to practice active vs. passive verb forms and stimulate conversation. After showing the 

Obama picture, the teacher asked students who was pictured and they said Obama, to which the 

teacher responded that it was Yossi (an Israeli name), which several in the class laughed about. 

This teacher also mentioned during the follow-up interview that using audio and visual helped 

his students remember vocabulary and concepts better.    

 The other two NS teachers at University NE approached technology differently. One of 

the teachers wanted to use technology during the observations, but she was unable to locate a 

digital version of the painting in color to show the class. On another occasion she had a painting 
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on a USB drive to present, but that USB drive would not fit into her console. On other occasions 

she reported using YouTube, films, a campus radio station, voice mail messaging to practice 

speaking, advertisements online, Israeli real estate listings, and several other technologies to 

supplement her teaching. According to her interview, as some of these technologies become 

outdated she tries to update the resources that she chooses. The other teacher expressed that she 

was reluctant to use technology, both because of her limited abilities with it and her fears that it 

would take up a lot of class time to set up and use. 

 At University W, there were also several instances of technology usage outside of 

textbook offerings. During part of two class periods, one of the FL teachers presented a 

PowerPoint about places in Israel that she had visited while visiting there, with commentary in 

English about the Israeli culture. The usage of the L1 in this case was presumably due to the 

students being in their first semester of Hebrew and the cultural explanations. In her second 

semester class, this teacher also used several YouTube videos to sing Israeli songs as a class—

with accompanying lyrics from the Israeli site Shironet. With one of the songs called I Love ( אני

 students were able to follow along with the lyrics of the song in their book, BMH. The ,(אוהב

other teacher at University W used an iPod in class to play an Israeli song called The Sticker 

Song (שירת הסטיקר), and the class sang along before going over certain words and cultural 

aspects of the song. All technological resources like these were located by her and selected to 

supplement the curriculum. In addition, this teacher had students go over audio files from the 

textbook at home for homework. She also expressed that videos that presented culture and 

included gesturing and body language would be her ideal for accompanying multimedia, in a 

way that vocabulary and other aspects followed along with textbook content. 
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Teacher Perceptions about Multimedia 

 Based on those teachers who provided qualitative responses in their surveys, the majority 

of comments focused on the limitations of accompanying multimedia. For example, one NS 

teacher stated that both the textbook and multimedia have nothing to do with his students. 

According to another NS teacher, all authentic media in HfS2 is made for native speakers, and as 

such “needs teacher mediation” for students to be able to handle it. Two NS teachers focused on 

the potential for comparison between the C1 and C2 in the accompanying multimedia: One 

expressed that there was enough material to understand the Israeli culture, but no materials for 

comparison, and the other felt that the multimedia was lacking and did not provide enough 

material for students to be able to compare their culture with the target culture. 

 These sentiments were echoed by teachers from other identity categories as well: One FL 

teacher mentioned that the multimedia that came with BMH merely represented recordings of the 

texts in the book and as such was “extremely weak”, and another FL teacher mentioned that the 

CDs that accompanied HfS2 were “difficult to use”. In addition, a Linguistic HL teacher stated 

that it is unfortunate that BMH does not have video or web activities. In contrast to these 

responses, one Linguistic HL teacher felt that overall the textbook BMH and its multimedia do 

succeed in providing enough material for students to understand the C2 and compare it with their 

C1. 

 Several teachers added their comments regarding what would constitute the ideal for 

multimedia that accompanies Hebrew textbooks. In a general sense, one FL teacher mentioned 

that he would use more online content since students today are usually comfortable with 

technology. Another FL teacher expressed a desire for online videos and clips, with “interactive 

listening comprehension activities”. One Linguistic HL teacher indicated that it would be ideal to 
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have both an accompanying DVD with video and Hebrew subtitles, and an accompanying 

website in case the disc gets lost or broken.  

In addition, one FL teacher thought the ideal would be integrated multimedia that is 

organized by topic and grammar points. An NS teacher expressed a similar desire for “written, 

visual and aural materials” to be integrated in an “easy to access container”. Another FL teacher 

desired multimedia video content that would allow students to observe “culturally correct body 

language and gestures” in addition to speech, and one NS teacher wanted video materials that 

tied into the textbook with “higher technological qualities”, including cultures both previous to 

and outside of Israel. Finally, one NS teacher would include an affordable DVD with authentic 

language like Daily Life In Israel: Listening and Viewing Comprehension (Ben-Yehuda & Hary, 

2011), or materials on the web like the Stanford materials. 

Student Perceptions about Multimedia 

 There was a range of responses from students about the accompanying multimedia.  

Many of them reported that the multimedia that came with their textbooks focused on the Israeli 

culture and gave little to no representation of their identities as American students. A number of 

learners stated that this multimedia did not compare the Israeli culture with their own: One found 

that it “does compare cultures occasionally, but not often”. According to one, the speech within 

the multimedia was “unnaturally slow and deliberate”, which resulted in it meeting the students’ 

identity less.  

In addition, many argued that the multimedia did not add opportunities for identity 

exploration because much or all of the multimedia reflected the textbook content. One student 

saw the DVD with BMH as just another copy of the textbook, and two others considered it 

“distracting” and “useless”. One Ethnic HL learner did not find the BMH multimedia “integral” 
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to her learning, since it catered to “audio learners”. Another issue was the amount of time that 

classrooms invested in multimedia. One teacher mentioned that her students did not find the CDs 

that accompany HfS2 helpful or invest time in them. Four students explicitly stated that they use 

the multimedia very little if at all, and because of that cannot judge the quality of it. Furthermore, 

several learners mentioned that the DVD that accompanies BMH does not work on their 

computer. 

 There were also several comments about the usefulness of accompanying multimedia in 

the Hebrew classroom. The most common praise about multimedia was that it presented native 

or Israeli pronunciation and thus gave students an “ear for the language” or the ability to 

understand Hebrew pronunciations. Followed by this, some mentioned that the multimedia—

especially if it represented resources outside of the textbook offerings—provided an additional 

basis to learn about the Israeli culture.  

 In a more general sense, praises included that the textbook multimedia is imperfect but 

“does a good job” (HfS2), acts as a “great online supplement” (ICMH), helps with practicing and 

reinforcing learned information (BMH), or is “more flexible” and “more easily adapted by 

students” (BMH Int). Three students felt that this multimedia was especially effective for HL 

learners, since it gave them opportunities for listening beyond just reading, is “more 

conversational”, and led HL learners to “truly understand the language and its speakers better 

through hearing it”. Additionally, one female FL learner felt that the Israeli culture portrayed in 

the multimedia gave a “good basis” for understanding and comparing her own culture with the 

Israeli culture. 

 These learners reported many ideas for what they perceived as ideal accompanying 

multimedia. These ideas generally related to online or interactive content, authentic audio and 
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visual materials, and pronunciation. First, six Ethnic HL learners and four FL learners 

emphasized the strengths of online multimedia. One Ethnic HL learner mentioned that online 

content could potentially be very helpful to students, “if done right”. Another emphasized the 

strengths of technology due to its adaptability to student needs, the ease of updating it in that 

format, and modern students’ familiarity with it. This, according to her, would overcome 

tendencies for textbooks to “quickly become outdated or seem old-fashioned”. A third Ethnic HL 

learner reiterated this need for more online content, including readings and videos from Israeli 

media so as to show the relevance of the course content. The other Ethnic HL learners 

emphasized the need for interactive multimedia or online content that includes videos, songs, and 

videos to enrich the classroom experience. Three of the FL learners who responded emphasized 

online content that covered all four language modalities “with exception for writing 

assignments”, that was more interactive and placed greater emphasis on speaking ability, or 

promoted it in a general sense. The fourth FL learner mentioned that not everyone has devices 

that support CDs, and an Ethnic HL learner echoed this sentiment to replace CDs with online 

codes. This reliance on CDs by most Hebrew textbooks is one simple indicator that the 

technology being employed is out of date. 

 Second, nine Ethnic HL learners and three FL learners mentioned the importance of 

authentic audio and visual resources to promote immersion in the language. The Ethnic HL 

learners expressed that videos would help them to practice understanding spoken Hebrew in real-

life situations, and one added that authentic speed and grammar would provide better preparation 

for future visits to Israel. One Ethnic HL learner added that these videos could go along with the 

textbook passages, and another suggested that these videos could be modeled after the Arabic Al 

Kitaab (Brustad, Al-Batal, & Al-Tonsi, 2004) multimedia that she used and found effective. 
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Another comment stressed that these videos could use humor to interest students. Others felt that 

along with these videos, it would be helpful to have audio resources such as online podcasts, and 

materials around Israeli pop culture, grammar, and current events. The three FL learners stressed 

the utility of including quality videos of native speakers engaged in authentic conversation, in a 

way that this conversation integrated well with the vocabulary and concepts within the Hebrew 

textbook. 

 Third, pronunciation was a theme mentioned by students from all three identity groups. 

Each of these students added details on what this multimedia would be capable of and how it 

would approach pronunciation, and nearly all of their responses emphasized the native 

pronunciation as the ideal. One FL learner expressed a desire for video and audio of both male 

and female native Israelis pronouncing words that he can imitate. A second FL learner 

mentioned that the ideal multimedia would include either a thumb drive or CD with an electronic 

version of the textbook with words highlighted as they were pronounced, and another desired a 

CD with videos highlighting pronunciation. Three Ethnic HL learners added that it would be 

ideal to see and hear vocabulary words at conversational speed from natives in order to make 

students more comfortable in their speaking and pronunciation. Another Ethnic HL learner added 

that it would be important to hear a variety of pronunciations on this multimedia, in order to be 

able to adjust to speakers who sounded unlike her professor. Finally, three students from each of 

the identity groups explicitly mentioned Rosetta Stone as an ideal curriculum—both based on the 

pronunciation practice and interactive multimedia. One FL learner described her ideal 

multimedia as being online and helping with pronunciation in a similar way to Rosetta Stone, in 

which learners can listen to words, record their own pronunciation, and then have their 

pronunciation analyzed and corrected based on places of articulation. 
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 In addition to the responses above, some students presented suggestions for multimedia 

that did not apply to the categories above. For example, one Ethnic HL learner recommended 

software that “engenders collaboration between classmates” so that students can experience more 

meaningful exchanges and explore what the language means to them. Another Ethnic HL learner 

felt that there would be more incentive to use accompanying multimedia if the content offered 

material that was not available in the printed book.  

Discussion 

 Findings from this study reveal several trends among these various teacher and student 

identities in how they perceive multimedia that accompanies their textbooks, and in how these 

textbooks relate to the differing teacher and student identities and goals. These perspectives are 

affected by their identities. Data from survey responses showed that for this group of first- and 

second-year learners there were general differences between them in when they began to learn 

Hebrew and how much time they had spent in Israel: FL learners usually only began to study 

Hebrew at their university, and had little to no time in Israel over their first two years of study. 

Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners, on the other hand, often had time in Israel and for the most 

part came to the Hebrew classroom with prior experiences involving Hebrew.  

 Student and teacher responses regarding the top three most important aspects of 

textbooks showed that including the newest technology did not rate very high among the many 

considerations behind selecting a given textbook, although several qualitative responses about 

technology illustrated its importance for students and teachers.  

Both the textbook analysis and the study participants illustrated that for the Hebrew 

context the bulk of multimedia material focuses on the Israeli context without devoting much 

attention to nuances of the culture or places in which Hebrew is spoken as a second language—
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thus reinforcing past findings within SLA that textbooks generally portray a monolithic culture 

that may introduce or reinforce stereotypes (Ricento, 2005; Weninger & Kiss, 2013). Many 

students perceived existing supplementary multimedia as useful for reinforcing pronunciation, 

developing listening skills, and experiencing some additional Israeli culture. 

 In addition, many teachers reported only using accompanying multimedia in limited 

ways, and much of that usage took place outside of class. There was a significant difference 

between teachers and students in how often they perceived multimedia being used for 

homework. This may be due to students and teachers not always reporting from the same 

classroom given the snowball recruitment, but it is also possible that teachers assign less 

multimedia than they realize or the assignment is informal and students choose not to do it.  

 This study also found that teachers often use outside multimedia beyond their textbooks 

in their teaching. This practice illustrates the importance of reliable multimedia alongside 

textbooks, since textbook authors trained in SLA can locate or create resources that reflect 

current research and sound pedagogy. Teachers who bring in outside resources may or may not 

have this background. Through the multimedia analysis, it was further found that several URLs 

within two of the recent Hebrew textbooks appeared to be dead links. Both of these findings 

coincide with results in Askildson’s study (2008). Based on the textbook analysis and responses 

from teachers and students, accompanying multimedia was also lacking in the opportunities it 

presented to engage with the C2 beyond textbook offerings (as in Cresswell, 2008). Although 

some of these textbooks offered additional materials on their host websites, these were not 

integrated into the textbooks.  

 Several students and teachers expressed interest in online content for considering what 

would be their ideal textbook multimedia, for example due to its motivating nature, the ability to 
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update content, and the increased access that it provides students. Individual responses from 

students strengthened this argument for online content: For example, one student bought her 

textbook used and it did not come with the accompanying CD. Another student mentioned 

owning four electronic devices, and only one even had a CD drive. This is an indicator that as 

technology is advancing CDs are becoming less of the norm for computing. Finally, for several 

of these textbooks learners and teachers need to type in URLs manually, which can be tedious 

and easy to type incorrectly. There were also several comments from both students and teachers 

about the need for authenticity in the materials, and the ability to connect to both the C1 and C2 

and compare the two. Students in particular emphasized pronunciation as an area that multimedia 

can influence. 

Implications 

This study presents several implications. Some of these implications apply closely to the 

Hebrew context, but many of them can inform language teaching in general. First, students had 

several different ideas about how culture could be portrayed within multimedia, although there 

was much agreement as well. Based on some student responses, there is potential in multimedia 

to allow for additional exploration of cultural diversity within the C1 and C2—a finding that is 

similar to Chapelle (2009). As Ilett (2009) stresses, there is a need to find a balance in how 

diversity and unity within a C2 is portrayed.   

Furthermore, students and teachers emphasized advantages to the online format over 

physical multimedia, so this is a resource that could be developed more fully as an interactive, 

dynamic, and adaptable tool. Since many teachers and students use resources outside of the 

textbook offerings, it would be useful to include many of these resources within future textbooks. 

This would not only encourage more usage of this multimedia, but also require less time for 
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teachers and students who are sufficiently motivated to find such resources—while also 

presenting such tools around pedagogical frameworks. One tool that could work well to this end 

is open educational resources (OERs), which are materials that are designed in a digital format in 

the public domain. OERs are not constrained by publishing concerns, work across many 

platforms, and can be easily adapted. Past research has shown that students often prefer such 

resources to traditional textbooks, since they are cheaper, more relevant to their lives, and more 

adaptable (Hilton III, Wiley, Stein, & Johnson, 2010; Lindshield & Adhikari, 2013). 

Finally, there are measures that teachers can take to increase multimedia usage in their 

classrooms. These teachers can receive training on technology implementation, they can stress 

the importance of the Internet to enrich the learning experience and provide learners with access 

to native speakers, and they can create assignments around technology to emphasize its 

importance for language learners. As one student responded, he would understand more of the 

language if he spent “more time and effort” on using the multimedia. 

Limitations and Future Research 

 As in any empirical research, this study has limitations and introduces questions for 

future research. First, although this study has attempted to employ a mixed-methods approach to 

portray both the diversity and commonalities in Hebrew learners’ C1 and C2—as recommended 

by Weninger and Kiss (2013)—it is always difficult to investigate trends without quantifying and 

categorizing. Future research can complement these findings by exploring these issues on a 

smaller scale and collect even more specific qualitative details about participants. For example, 

this could be accomplished through longitudinal research involving 2–4 students and their 

teacher in a classroom. Such an approach would allow the researcher to collect classroom 

materials, observe trends over a course semester, and measure changes in goals and identities 
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through multiple surveys and interviews. 

 In addition, although this study draws from several perspectives and utilizes a number of 

instruments, the research was undertaken by only one researcher, so there was no opportunity for 

inter-rater reliability or group consensus. The survey was also partially homegrown due to the 

lack of many instruments around this topic, which affected reliability. As more research is done 

on this topic, results can be compared and surveys can become more established. 

 Further limitations included only a small number of respondents to the pilot survey, 

several non-significant statistical tests that were perhaps due to the sample size but may also 

relate to the tendency for several to choose neutral as their response, and the difficulty for some 

learners to consider issues they may have never needed to contemplate. This latter limitation is 

evident in the response of one learner who supposed that his multimedia was effective, but has 

never thought about the question. Another student did not feel qualified to brainstorm what types 

of accompanying multimedia would be effective for learning Hebrew, and yet another did not 

feel that she could speak for HL learners in her responses. 

 There are also additional areas for future research on this issue, including but not limited 

to the possibility of investigating other aspects of student identities—including their majors and 

how those relate to their identities and goals. As Harwood (2013) stressed, there are other areas 

within textbook research that affect textbook implementation such as textbook design and 

decisions involving publishers. These decisions can ultimately impact textbook content. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this paper has sought to add empirical research on the issue of 

supplementary multimedia in the language classroom—an area where not much research has 

been done previously (Askildson, 2008; Cresswell, 2008). Along with findings that apply to all 
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languages, data from the study has also highlighted the Hebrew context and the unique 

textbooks, learners, and teachers involved in it. Hebrew has arguably less curricular resources 

than commonly taught languages (Nahir, 1979; Shohamy, 1999), and because of that there is 

much to be done with regards to developing resources including multimedia. 

 This study has attempted to uncover student and teacher perceptions regarding 

multimedia that accompanies textbooks, and address how closely this multimedia relates to 

student and teacher identities and goals. Although several researchers have avoided analyzing 

multimedia alongside textbooks due to a number of reasons mentioned previously, responses 

from this study have shown that multimedia is relevant to many students and teachers and 

enriches the classroom experience. There is still much to be done with regards to integrating 

multimedia into textbooks and making these resources suitable to teaching and learning goals, 

and as research and practice on this issue improves it is expected that teachers will have more 

effective resources to draw from and students will experience greater motivation and persist in 

their study for longer periods as autonomous learners. 
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CONCLUSION 

This study contributes several findings related to textbooks and how they are used in the 

foreign language classroom. First, the textbook analysis of five Hebrew textbooks revealed that 

the primary focus across these textbooks was the Israeli culture and language. The C1 was far 

less prominent, and there was little place for ACTFL’s Cultures and Comparisons standards. For 

those cases in which the C1 featured in these textbooks, mentions were generally only one 

statement or sentence and did not promote critical thinking (Thompson, 2013). Any mentions of 

the C1 also tended to be stereotypical or oversimplified (Arizpe & Aguirre, 1987; Ducar, 2006). 

These findings indicate that this group of textbooks is largely one-dimensional in that they focus 

almost exclusively on the C2 (Dunnet, Dubin, & Lezberg, 1987).   

Furthermore, results from the analysis seem to indicate that these textbooks largely 

portray Israel as a monolithic culture in which it is possible for learners to learn or reinforce 

stereotypes (Ricento, 2005; Weninger & Kiss, 2013). These portrayals also include many 

imagined interlocutors within the dialogues, and content targeted to imagined learners of 

Hebrew (Shardakova & Pavlenko, 2004). These textbook design choices can limit learners’ 

exposure to their C1 so that they question its legitimacy in the classroom (Burns Al Masaeed, 

2014), or even prevent them from participating or persisting in language study (Norton, 2001; 

Pavlenko & Norton, 2007). 

Another potential area in which identity can be explored within textbooks relates to how 

pronunciation is presented and reinforced, which has an impact on learners’ pronunciation 

choices. For this area, there were significant differences between the first-year and second-year 

textbooks in their approach: All of the first-year textbooks initially introduced Hebrew 

pronunciation by comparing English letters with Hebrew letters, but each differed in how much 
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explanation accompanied letters with Hebrew-specific pronunciations like chet and resh. MHB, 

for example, provided heavy linguistic explanations for these letters in English, but others 

included little to no scaffolding or exercises to master these sounds.  

In addition, these first-year textbooks differed in how much they emphasized 

vowelization, dialectal variation, and levels of formality: Most of these textbooks presented full 

vowelization at the beginning and began to phase it out towards the end of each book. Regarding 

dialectal variation, nearly all textbook content represented Modern Israeli Hebrew—only a few 

sections briefly discussed dialects such as Mizrahi or Ashkenazi, and Americanized Hebrew is 

not found at all within the textbooks. Most of the textbooks also emphasized a highly formal 

prescribed Hebrew, as shown through the usage of formal variations of the vav conversive. 

Pronunciation is emphasized far less in second-year Hebrew textbooks, and by this year 

voweling is mostly phased out. 

An analysis of supplementary multimedia revealed only a few additional opportunities 

for exploring learner identities. For example, BMH features the dialogue of an American 

character on its supplementary DVDs—but this appears to be a native Israeli speaker using a 

“mock” Americanized accent (Kattan, 2009). In addition, although the Americanized accent is 

not found on supplementary multimedia, some of the additional resources that are not integrated 

with ICMH and MHB present some learners speaking with this accent. Finally, some characters 

such as the American Jew Susie in ICMH had potential American accents erased in order to 

reinforce the Israeli accent.  

 Drawing from data from the surveys, interviews, and observations, Hebrew students and 

teachers reinforced many of the findings from the textbook analysis—while providing a richer 

picture of the variety of perceptions within this context. This research illustrates that the Hebrew 
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context is complex and represents the convergence of many identities. This complexity is 

magnified when considering the variety of ideologies and perspectives within the Hebrew 

speaking world, which cannot all be adequately portrayed within textbooks. While some students 

were highly satisfied and found their textbooks to be effective in meeting their identities and 

goals, others reported a number of problems and limitations to them. For example, one Ethnic 

HL learner expressed a desire for textbooks that help students understand how Hebrew could 

help them in their own lives, but another Ethnic HL learner found a focus on the Israeli culture 

desirable. In addition, although several students and teachers chose to focus on their linguistic 

goals over their own cultural identities, many expressed a desire for greater amounts of content 

based around and comparing the C1 and C2. This dearth of cultural resources caused several 

teachers to adapt or create outside materials as scaffolding for their students, especially for FL 

learners who had little prior exposure to the Israeli or Jewish world. 

Data also uncovered trends among each learner identity group in their backgrounds. Two 

areas where differences were most apparent between the groups related to the amount of Hebrew 

spoken by friends and family, and time spent in Israel. Most FL learners started learning Hebrew 

during their university studies, and spent little to no time in Israel during or before their first two 

years of study. By comparison, Ethnic and Linguistic HL learners usually had spent at least some 

time in Israel and generally came to the Hebrew classroom with prior experiences involving 

Hebrew.  

These variable backgrounds also lead to trends in the skills each identity group brought to 

the Hebrew classroom: Whereas several Ethnic HL learners had some experience with reading 

and vocabulary and needed improvement in their conversational skills, many Linguistic HL 

learners were proficient speakers but lacked grammatical knowledge. A greater number of 
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Linguistic HL learners also opted to study Hebrew due to it being their heritage language, 

perhaps because they were often exposed to the language and culture from a young age. In 

contrast, FL learners usually came to the classroom with very little to no exposure to Hebrew—

as such, they often approached Hebrew as an exotic language that highly differed from their L1. 

Consequently, these varying identity groups were valuable predictors of how learners navigated 

their learning experiences (Noels, 2005; Reynolds et al., 2009; Valdès, 2001). These identities 

also greatly impacted the language learning experience (Menard-Warwick, 2005).  

One of the significant ways in which students expressed their identities and preferences 

was through their pronunciation choices. Whereas many students strived to attain the Israeli 

accent, others viewed a variety of dialects as legitimate. Based on survey responses, Linguistic 

HL learners considered their accent to be closest to the formal Israeli textbook pronunciation, 

followed by Ethnic HL learners, and then by FL learners—who fell between “agree” and 

“neutral” in how closely they felt their pronunciation compared to the textbook. In contrast, FL 

learners reported the highest average motivation to acquire a pronunciation that resembled their 

textbook. This desire was significantly higher than for Ethnic HL learners, some of whom openly 

opposed this pronunciation in favor of what they heard from friends and family. Linguistic HL 

learners rated their desire for this pronunciation nearly the same as teachers, and slightly higher 

than Ethnic HL learners.  

In spite of these trends, pronunciation choices in the Hebrew classroom are complex and 

influenced by several factors. For example, some Ethnic HL learners found their accents 

adequate if they were intelligible (Hinkel, 2006). Other Ethnic HL learners desired to sound 

Israeli to overcome accents they had heard from friends and family. The majority of FL learners 

appeared to adopt the pronunciation of the textbook or their teachers, and viewed Hebrew as a 
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unique phonological system to master. Some students from all of the identity groups mentioned 

that positioning themselves through an Israeli accent can lead natives to be more willing to 

communicate in Hebrew or consider their interlocutors as authentic speakers (Pullen, 2011). Data 

from the surveys and classroom observations also supported past findings that Americanized 

Hebrew can be stigmatized and considered less legitimate (Glinert, 1996; Kattan, 2009). 

Teachers in the Hebrew classroom varied in how they decided to approach pronunciation. 

Some of them only addressed learner pronunciations that were unintelligible, while others opted 

to teach the Modern Israeli Hebrew accent based on student feedback, due to their own priorities, 

or in order to help students feel more comfortable in Israel. Some of these decisions about which 

pronunciation or accent to use in teaching appeared to be practical and others ideological 

(Thompson, 2013). Regarding pronunciation as it was presented in Hebrew textbooks, many 

teachers deviated from the textbooks if they felt that it did not follow their native intuitions. 

Several implications can be drawn from these findings, that can be applied primarily to 

the Hebrew context and secondly to language teaching in general: Ideally, Hebrew textbooks 

should align with learner and teacher goals and identities and demonstrate an understanding of 

the role of Hebrew in the US, in addition to exposing students to the various ideologies and 

cultures surrounding Hebrew. In this way they will have a positive effect on motivation and 

retention in Hebrew programs (Avni, 2014; Brosh, 1996). Because of the range of perspectives 

from teachers and students regarding what makes a textbook effective for them, it would also be 

helpful for these textbooks to be adaptable, feature a variety of approaches, and present content 

that allows for critical thinking about the C1 and C2 and comparison between them. Arguably 

the best approach would be to present both the diversity and unity within the cultures (Ilett, 

2009). 
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Another major implication relates to ancillary multimedia: A large number of responses 

that related to what teachers and students viewed as the ideal Hebrew textbook surrounded 

multimedia, especially in how to integrate relevant and efficient multimedia resources with 

Hebrew textbooks. Student responses included that multimedia they used alongside their 

textbooks was useful for improving listening and pronunciation while experiencing a little more 

of the C2. Nevertheless, there were several calls for greater amounts of online content since it 

has the potential to motivate students, allows for continual updating, and offers increased access 

to students. These responses often centered around problems such as not owning devices with 

CD drives, having computer systems that were not compatible with accompanying DVDs, or 

typing URLs from textbooks manually—all issues which are irrelevant with an integrated online 

platform. Teachers also mentioned some issues they encountered with current accompanying 

multimedia, including a lack of opportunities to engage with the C2 beyond what the textbook 

offered (Cresswell, 2008). Some also reported that several URLs within two of the recent 

Hebrew textbooks were dead links (Askildson, 2008).  

Based on this feedback, open educational resources (OERs) would be an ideal platform 

for meeting these identities and goals since this format allows users to modify content, is not 

constrained by publishing concerns, and offers less restrictions than a textbook (Chapelle, 2009). 

These OERs are created online in the public domain, with the option of allowing teachers to 

adapt them as they choose.  

Past researchers in education have reported that many students favor OERs over 

traditional textbooks, given that they are free, can be adapted to each context, and fit well into 

their technological lives (Hilton III, Wiley, Stein, & Johnson, 2010; Lindshield & Adhikari, 

2013). Many Hebrew teachers use outside multimedia materials for class and as homework, and 
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such a solution would save them time from locating these resources and be more straightforward 

as integrated “textbook ‘packages’” that include several organized materials to improve the 

learning experience (Allen, 2008, p. 6). These resources could be designed to follow SLA 

research and sound pedagogy. As several study participants mentioned, OER could include tools 

that encourage greater amounts of interactivity, such as with native speakers of Hebrew.  

 A further implication regards the importance for teachers to think critically about 

textbooks and how well they meet their students’ needs and preferences. Part of this can be 

accomplished through teacher training, so that teachers recognize how to adapt their textbooks to 

their students’ backgrounds and proficiency level, while following their own goals. Furthermore, 

teachers can become more knowledgeable about their students through surveys, homework such 

as essays or portfolios, or during class time. A closer alignment between textbooks and learner 

identities is also likely to improve student retention.  

 One approach for allowing learners to explore their identities is to present multiple 

dialects to them as legitimate (Valdés, 2005)—in this case such forms of Hebrew as Ashkenazi, 

Americanized, and Mizrahi Hebrew. This is particularly helpful for American Jews who have 

likely been exposed to several different forms of Hebrew in their homes and communities. This 

is a conscious decision that teachers must make (Feuer, 2007). Several students also expressed a 

desire for more emphasis on pronunciation as they are trying to master unique sounds, for 

example by providing voweling in their textbooks for a longer time before it is phased out. 

In spite of the applicability of these findings to the Hebrew context and SLA research, 

this study has limitations that could be mitigated or eliminated in future research. First, there is 

not a substantial body of research that has investigated foreign language textbooks. This number 

is even smaller for LCTLs and virtually non-existent for Hebrew. For this study a specific 
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methodology was chosen out of several (Bateman & Mattos, 2006): Namely, a mixed-methods 

approach was employed in order to represent differences and similarities between the C1 and C2 

in the Hebrew classroom—an approach suggested by Weninger and Kiss (2013). Furthermore, a 

significant element in this research was dependent on the self-reporting of students and teachers. 

The other aspect of it relied on only one researcher, which raises limitations concerning the 

coding of data and makes inter-rating impossible. Future research could include additional 

researchers to interpret and code the data from several relevant backgrounds, and present more 

voices on the Hebrew classroom experience, such as program directors and Hebrew textbook 

designers and publishers (Harwood, 2013). It is expected that research methodologies on 

textbooks will improve as more studies are done on the topic. 

In addition, this study only looked at the variable of HL vs. FL students as an identifier of 

identity. This variable was difficult for some students to define, considering at least one FL 

student reported Hebrew to be their heritage language. Students and teachers were also asked to 

provide their perceptions on identity categories which were not their own, and some refrained 

from responding to those sections due to not feeling qualified or adequately knowledgeable. 

There are many other facets of identity that future research can explore, and related issues such 

as motivation, anxiety, willingness to communicate, and the role of each student’s identity in 

selecting their major and minor studies.  

Another possibility for future research would be to investigate additional aspects of 

textbooks, including the portrayal of the C2 and several approaches to linguistic issues. For the 

context of Hebrew, some teachers and students mentioned the Hebrew voweling system and its 

role in Hebrew textbooks as important to reinforce proper pronunciation. Future research could 

examine this issue specifically in order to determine both how teachers should approach vowels 
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in instruction and when textbooks should present voweled vs. unvoweled Hebrew. For example, 

textbooks that teach Hebrew as an L1 include vowels for a few years as students master them in 

an environment that is already ideal for acquisition. Studies in the future could measure the 

efficacy of this approach for L1 users of Hebrew, and then investigate whether this prolonged 

exposure is also effective for L2 learners of Hebrew. 

In conclusion, this dissertation has examined both the content and consumption of 

Hebrew textbooks by addressing the question of how well Hebrew textbooks meet the goals and 

identities of Hebrew students and teachers. Based on the textbook analysis and the voices of 

Hebrew students and teachers throughout the US, findings indicate that the Hebrew classroom 

comprises several identities and goals, which in turn leads to diverse perspectives on what 

components contribute to an ideal Hebrew textbook. These findings contribute implications for 

improved textbook design and implementation, and directions for future research about language 

textbooks. In some ways the Hebrew context is quite distinct from other language contexts, but 

in other ways it is similar to them—particularly with regards to LCTLs or other languages that 

attract several HL learners. This context is particularly in need of more curricular materials that 

cater to these diverse identities (Nahir, 1979; Shohamy, 1999). 

This study has also examined three facets of textbooks to address the research questions, 

including (a) an analysis of primary textbook content (consisting of reading passages, dialogues, 

exercises, explanations, lists, and images) in order to determine the extent to which the C1 is 

present; (b) an examination of pronunciation guides, relevant textbook content, and 

accompanying multimedia regarding the teaching and reinforcement of pronunciation; and (c) a 

survey of accompanying multimedia as an additional means for learners and teachers to have 

their identities and goals met. Past research in SLA on this issue has contended that many 
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textbooks portray one-sided and stereotypical cultures, which consequently impedes intercultural 

development and creates or reinforces misconceptions about C2s (Weninger & Kiss, 2013, p. 

712). This paper has endeavored to explore these issues and ways in which the C1 and learner 

identities can be better explored within Hebrew textbooks. This includes designing content that 

adds legitimacy to the C1 (Burns Al Masaeed, 2014), bringing textbooks more into alignment 

with ACTFL’s Cultures and Comparisons standards (Bateman & Mattos, 2006), and attempting 

to portray a variety of cultures within content (Thompson, 2013).  

It is hoped that as SLA research moves forward and improvements are made surrounding 

pedagogical practice, textbooks are better able to reflect authentic speakers within the C1 and C2 

(as opposed to imagined learners and imagined interlocutors) and foster intercultural awareness 

(Azimova & Johnston, 2012). These textbooks would also ideally include a variety of 

approaches in order to accommodate differing learner needs and maximally benefit students 

(Wieczorek, 1994). Such progress would both provide teachers with improved resources to foster 

their students’ connections with their identities and encourage more learners to persist in their 

language programs and become lifelong autonomous language learners in their homes and 

communities. 

  



	
166	

APPENDIX A: STUDENT SURVEY 

(Page 1) 

A) PERSONAL AND HEBREW BACKGROUND 

NOTE: Question i. is for only participants in phase 2 of the study (at University W and NE) 

i. Which level of Hebrew classes are you currently enrolled in? 

• HEB 101 (or equivalent) / HEB 102 (or equivalent) / HEB 201 (or equivalent) / HEB 202 (or equivalent) 

1. Gender:   

• Male / Female 

2. Age: 

• Less than 20 / 20–29 / 30–39 / 40–49 / 50–59 / 60 or older 

3. What is your academic level at your university/college?  

• Freshman / Sophomore / Junior / Senior / Graduate student 

4. What region of the U.S. is your university/college in (if you are unsure, see list of states next to each region)? 

• Northeast (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, Vermont) 

• Midwest (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, 

South Dakota, Wisconsin) 

• South (Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, 

North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington D.C., West Virginia) 

• West (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, 

Utah, Washington, Wyoming) 

5. Given your experience learning Hebrew, you would consider yourself a(n)… 

• Ethnic heritage language learner (with an ethnic or Jewish connection to Hebrew) 

• Linguistic heritage language learner (who has native/near-native parents or other family members and 

heard Hebrew spoken while growing up) 

• Foreign language learner (without either of these connection) 

6. Please explain more about why you would consider yourself this type of Hebrew learner: __________ 

7. When did you start learning Hebrew?  

• Younger than 10 / 10–13 / 14–21 / 22+ 

8. All together, how long have you spent in Israel?  

• Never been / Less than 4 weeks / 1 month–6 months / 7 months–12 months / 13 months–23 months / 2+ 

years 

9. Please describe any experiences you have had with Hebrew outside of your current university studies (both formal 

classroom study before university and informal exposure such as at home, with friends, at Jewish day 

schools/camps, or time in Israel): __________ 

10. What year of Hebrew are you currently enrolled in? 
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• First year Hebrew (HEB 101/102 or equivalent) / Second year Hebrew (HEB 201/202 or equivalent) 

11. What grade do you expect to receive in your Hebrew class?  

• A / B / C / D / F / I 

12. Why have you chosen to study Modern Hebrew (check all that apply)? 

• Hebrew is my major / Hebrew is my minor / I love the language / I love the Israeli culture / Hebrew is my 

heritage language / To fulfill my foreign language requirement / I want to communicate with friends and 

family / It will help me get a job / I want to study literature in Hebrew / I want to better follow current 

events in the Middle East / Other __________ 

13. What are your primary goals as a student of first year or second year Modern Hebrew (what do you hope to be 

able to do)? __________ 

14. Your Hebrew teacher is a(n) . . . 

• Native speaker 

• Ethnic heritage language learner (with an ethnic or Jewish connection to Hebrew) 

• Linguistic heritage language learner (with native/near-native parents or other family members, who heard 

Hebrew spoken while growing up) 

• Foreign language learner (without this connection) 

• Unsure 

15. The majority of the students in your current class are . . . 

• Ethnic heritage language learners (with an ethnic or Jewish connection to Hebrew) 

• Linguistic heritage language learners (with native/near-native parents or other family members, who heard 

Hebrew spoken while growing up) 

• Foreign language learners (without either of these connections) 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

16. Please indicate the amount of semesters you have formally studied any other languages in school (if applicable): 

• Spanish ___ / French ___ / German ___ / English (for non-natives) / Other ___ 

 

(Page 2) 

B) TEXTBOOKS: GOALS AND IDENTITY 

17. Which textbook(s) do you currently use in your Modern Hebrew class (select all that apply)? 

• Ringvald et al. (2005) Brandeis Modern Hebrew / Ringvald et al. (2013) Brandeis Modern Hebrew, 

Intermediate to Advanced / Chayat et al. (2000) Hebrew from Scratch, pt 1 / Chayat et al. (2001) Hebrew 

from Scratch, pt 2 / Raizen (2000) Modern Hebrew for Beginners / Raizen (2001) Modern Hebrew for 

Intermediate Students / Etzion (2009) The Routledge Introductory Course in Modern Hebrew: Hebrew in 

Israel / Other ______ 

18. How well does/do the textbook(s) enable you to achieve your goals for studying Hebrew? 

(NOTE: For this question, it may help to read the textbook purpose and goals in the textbook introduction) 

• Very well / well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all 
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(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

19. What are the top three things that should be considered when selecting a textbook to learn Hebrew from (drop-

down box for all three)? 

• How well the textbook matches teacher goals / How well the textbook matches learner goals / How 

interesting the textbook content is for students / How varied the textbook content is / What approach the 

textbook takes (proficiency, conversation, etc.) / Consideration of new technologies / Financial cost to 

student / Other __________ / Other __________ / Other __________ 

20. How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of students who study Hebrew as an 

ethnic or linguistic heritage language?  

• Very well / Well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all  

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

21. How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of students who study Hebrew as a 

foreign language? 

• Very well / Well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

22a. Approximately what percentage of the time does your teacher use the textbook(s) in class?  

•  (a slider that goes from 0%-100%) 

22b. Approximately what percentage of the time does your teacher use the textbook(s) for homework outside of 

class?  

•  (a slider that goes from 0%-100%) 

23. Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that American Jews can understand. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

24. Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that those who are largely unfamiliar can 

understand. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

25. You receive many opportunities in the textbook(s) to compare your culture with the Israeli culture. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

26. What supplementary materials that come with your textbook(s) are used in your class? 

• Instructor's version / Workbooks / CDs / DVDs / Online materials / Additional Readings / Other 

__________ 

27. Please describe more about these supplementary materials (ex. What videos are used, what the additional 

readings consist of, and what web activities entail): __________ 

 

C) TEXTBOOKS: PRONUNCIATION 
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28a. What varieties of Hebrew are presented in your textbook and supplementary materials?   

• Conversational Israeli Hebrew / Newspaper Israeli Hebrew / Ashkenazi Hebrew / Mizrahi Hebrew 

28b. Are you familiar with any other varieties of Hebrew? __________ 

29. How is pronunciation presented in your Modern Hebrew textbook(s) and supplementary materials? Are all types  

of pronunciation that are introduced presented as acceptable and valid? __________ 

(NOTE: It may help to find a pronunciation guide or look elsewhere in the textbook for examples such as the 

letter hey being properly pronounced as the h in house) 

30. You pronounce Hebrew words in formal and informal situations in the same way that Hebrew pronunciation is 

presented in your textbook(s) and supplementary materials.  

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

31. Your friends and/or family pronounce Hebrew with the same pronunciation as presented in your textbook(s) and 

supplementary materials. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

32. Would you say that your current Modern Hebrew pronunciation is closer to your pronunciation in your native 

language or the pronunciation outlined in the textbook(s) and supplementary materials?  

•  (Slider with native pronunciation on one side and textbook pronunciation on the other) 

33. How important is it for you to acquire the Modern Hebrew pronunciation outlined in your textbook(s) and 

supplementary materials, as opposed to keeping your own native pronunciation (for example, sounds such as the 

English “r”)? 

• Very important / Important / Somewhat important / Not very important / Not important at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

 

D) TEXTBOOKS: TECHNOLOGY 

(Page 3: Appears only for those who use multimedia) 

NOTE: For the purposes of this survey, accompanying multimedia includes CDs, DVDs, and online materials 

that you use along with your textbook(s).  

34a. How often does your teacher use accompanying multimedia during class? 

• Daily / A few times a week / Once a week / Once every two weeks / Rarely / Not at all 

34b. How often does your teacher assign accompanying multimedia for students’ homework? 

• Daily / A few times a week / Once a week / Once every two weeks / Rarely / Not at all 

35. In your opinion, does the accompanying multimedia represent the identity of students who study Hebrew as a 

ethnic or linguistic heritage language more or less than the textbook(s)?? 

• Much less / Less / About the same / More / Much more 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

36. In your opinion, does the accompanying multimedia represent the identity of students who study Hebrew as a 
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foreign language more or less than the textbook(s)? 

• Much less / Less / About the same / More / Much more 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

37. Along with the textbook(s), this accompanying multimedia provides sufficient material for you to succeed in 

understanding Hebrew-speaking cultures and comparing them with your own. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree/ Neutral / Disagree/ Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

 

E) CONCLUSION 

NOTE: Question ii. is only for participants in phase 1 of the study  

(at University W and NE) 

Part of this research includes observing Hebrew classes for approximately a week and interviewing teachers and 

students. During this: 

    Your participation will be anonymous, and only about textbook usage, technology, and pronunciation. 

    Audio from these observations and interviews will be recorded, but only as a secondary backup to the researcher’s 

written notes. 

ii. Are you willing to be interviewed for 20–30 minutes? 

38. If you were to give input into the design of a new textbook, what would you make your ideal Hebrew textbook 

look like (including accompanying multimedia, such as videos and online content)? __________ 

39. Please add any other comments about Hebrew textbooks that you did not  

mention in the survey. __________ 

40. If you are interested in receiving an email once data from this research has been published, please provide your 

email address here: __________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



	
171	

APPENDIX B: TEACHER SURVEY 

(Page 1) 

A) PERSONAL AND HEBREW BACKGROUND 

NOTE: Question i. is for only participants in phase 2 of the study (at University W and NE) 

i. Which level of Hebrew classes do you currently teach? 

• HEB 101 (or equivalent) / HEB 102 (or equivalent) / HEB 201 (or equivalent) / HEB 202 (or equivalent) 

1. Gender:   

• Male / Female 

2. Age: 

• Less than 20 / 20–29 / 30–39 / 40–49 / 50–59 / 60 or older 

3. What degrees have you completed in the past?  

• BA in __________ / MA in __________ / PhD in __________ / Other __________ 

4. Given your experience learning Hebrew, you would consider yourself a(n) . . . 

• Native speaker 

• Ethnic heritage language learner (with an ethnic or Jewish connection to Hebrew) 

• Linguistic heritage language learner (who has native/near-native parents or other family members, and 

heard Hebrew spoken while growing up) 

• Foreign language learner (without either of these connection) 

5. Please explain more about why you would consider yourself this type of Hebrew learner: __________ 

6. What training/education have you received about teaching in general (including methodology courses, workshops, 

etc.)? __________ 

7. What training/education have you received about teaching second/foreign languages (including methodology 

courses, workshops, etc.)? __________ 

8. What region of the U.S. is your university/college in (if you are unsure, see list of states next to each region)? 

• Northeast (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, Vermont) 

• Midwest (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, 

South Dakota, Wisconsin) 

• South (Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, 

North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington D.C., West Virginia) 

• West (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, 

Utah, Washington, Wyoming) 

9. What is your university status? 

• Graduate Student/ Adjunct/Lecturer (non-student) / Assistant, Associate, or Full Professor / Other 

__________ 

10. Approximately how many semesters have you taught (respond to those that apply) . . .  
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• Subjects other than Hebrew ____ / Hebrew as a first language ____ / Hebrew as a second language in Israel 

____ / Hebrew as a second language in the US ____ / Hebrew as a second language elsewhere in the 

Diaspora ____ / 

11. Approximately how many semesters have you taught (respond to those that apply) . . . 

• First year Hebrew (HEB 101/102 or equivalent) ____ / Second year Hebrew (HEB 201/202 or equivalent) 

____ 

12. Why have you chosen to be a teacher of Modern Hebrew (check all that apply)? 

• I am a native speaker, so it is a logical/fitting job in the US / I love the language / I love the Israeli culture / 

Hebrew is my heritage language / I want to maintain my language skills / I want to communicate with 

friends and family / It will help me get a future job / I want to better follow current events in the Middle 

East / I love teaching / Other __________ 

13. What are your primary goals as a teacher of first year and/or second year Modern Hebrew (what do you hope 

your students will be able to do)? __________ 

14. The majority of the students in your current class are . . . 

• Ethnic heritage language learners (with an ethnic or Jewish connection to Hebrew) 

• Linguistic heritage language learners (with native/near-native parents or other family members, who heard 

Hebrew spoken while growing up) 

• Foreign language learners (without either of these connection)  

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

 

(based on their response to question #4 it will direct them to the right page—either page 2a. Hebrew speakers 

or page 2b. Speakers of any other language) 

(Page 2a: Appears only for native speakers of Hebrew) 

15a) When did you start learning English?  

• Younger than 10 / 10–13 / 14–21 / 22+ 

16a) All together, how long have you lived in the US? 

• 1 year or less / 2–5 years / 5–10 years / 10–20 years / 20+ years 

17a) Please describe how you came to know English (both formal classroom study and informal exposure such as at 

home, with friends, or time in an English-speaking country): __________ 

(Page 2b: Appears only for non-native speakers of Hebrew) 

15b) When did you start learning Hebrew?  

• Younger than 10 / 10–13 / 14–21 / 22+ 

16b) All together, how long have you spent in Israel?  

• Never been / Less than 4 weeks / 1 month–6 months / 7 months–12 months / 13 months–23 months / 2+ 

years 

17b) Please describe how you came to know Hebrew (both formal classroom study and informal exposure such as at 

home, with friends, at Jewish day schools/camps, or time in Israel): __________ 
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(Page 3) 

B) TEXTBOOKS: GOALS AND IDENTITY 

18a. Which textbook(s) do you currently use in your 1st or 2nd year Modern Hebrew class(es) 

(select all that apply)? 

• Ringvald et al. (2005) Brandeis Modern Hebrew / Ringvald et al. (2013) Brandeis Modern Hebrew, 

Intermediate to Advanced / Chayat et al. (2000) Hebrew from Scratch, pt 1 / Chayat et al. (2001) Hebrew 

from Scratch, pt 2 / Raizen (2000) Modern Hebrew for Beginners / Raizen (2001) Modern Hebrew for 

Intermediate Students / Etzion (2009) The Routledge Introductory Course in Modern Hebrew: Hebrew in 

Israel / Other ______ 

18b. Do you currently use each textbook in 1st or 2nd year Hebrew (or both)? 

18c. How many semesters have you been using each textbook in teaching? __________ 

19. How are textbooks selected in your program (select all that apply)? 

• Chosen by the program director / Chosen by individual teachers / Chosen by a committee (such as language 

or literature teachers meeting together to decide) / Other:  __________ 

20. How well does/do the textbook(s) enable you to achieve your goals for teaching Hebrew? 

(NOTE: For this question, it may help to read the textbook purpose and goals in the textbook introduction) 

○ Very well / Well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

21. What are the top three things that should be considered when selecting a textbook to teach Hebrew from? 

• How well the textbook matches teacher goals / How well the textbook matches learner goals / How 

interesting the textbook content is for students / How varied the textbook content is / What approach the 

textbook takes (proficiency, conversation, etc.) / Consideration of newest technologies / Financial cost to 

student / Other __________ / Other __________ / Other __________ 

22. How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of your students who study Hebrew as 

an ethnic or linguistic heritage language? 

• Very well / Well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

23. How well in your opinion does/do the textbook(s) represent the identity of your students who study Hebrew as a 

foreign language? 

• Very well / Well / Somewhat well / Not very well / Not well at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

24a. Approximately what percentage of the time do you use the textbook(s) in class?  

• (a slider that goes from 0%-100%) 

24b. Approximately what percentage of the time do you use the textbook(s) for homework outside of class?  

• (a slider that goes from 0%-100%) 
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25. Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that American Jews can understand. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

26. Israeli and Jewish culture is presented in the textbook(s) in a way that those who are largely unfamiliar can 

understand. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

27. Students receive many opportunities in the textbook(s) to compare their culture with the Israeli culture. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

28. What supplementary materials that come with your textbook(s) are used in your class? 

• Instructor's version / Workbooks / CDs / DVDs / Online materials / Additional readings / Other 

__________ 

29. Please describe more about these supplementary materials (ex. What videos are used, what the additional 

readings consist of, and what web activities entail): __________ 

 

C) TEXTBOOKS: PRONUNCIATION 

30a. What varieties of Hebrew are presented in your textbook and supplementary materials?  

• Conversational Israeli Hebrew / Newspaper Israeli Hebrew / Ashkenazi Hebrew / Mizrahi Hebrew 

30b. Are you familiar with any other varieties of Hebrew? __________ 

31. How is pronunciation presented in your Modern Hebrew textbook(s) and supplementary materials? Are all types 

of pronunciation introduced that are introduced presented as acceptable and valid? __________ 

NOTE: It may help to find a pronunciation guide or look elsewhere in the textbook for examples such as the 

letter hey being properly pronounced as the h in house) 

32. You pronounce Hebrew words in formal and informal situations in the same way that Hebrew pronunciation is 

presented in your textbook(s) and supplementary materials. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

33. Your friends and/or family pronounce Hebrew with the same pronunciation as presented in your textbook(s) and 

supplementary materials. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

34. (for non-native teachers) Would you say that your current Modern Hebrew pronunciation is closer to your 

pronunciation in your native language or the pronunciation outlined in the textbook(s) and supplementary materials? 

• (Drag the slider where you think your pronunciation currently is between the two) 

35. In your opinion, how important is it for your students to acquire the Modern Hebrew pronunciation outlined in 
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your textbook(s) and supplementary materials, as opposed to keeping their own native pronunciation (for example, 

sounds such as the English “r”)? 

• Very important / Important / Somewhat important / Not very important / Not important at all 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

 

D) TEXTBOOKS: TECHNOLOGY 

(Page 4: Appears only for those who use multimedia) 

NOTE: For the purposes of this survey, accompanying multimedia includes CDs, DVDs, and online materials 

that you use along with your textbook(s).  

36a. How often do you use accompanying multimedia during class? 

• Daily / A few times a week / Once a week / Once every two weeks / Rarely / Not at all 

36b. How often do you assign accompanying multimedia for students’ homework? 

• Daily / A few times a week / Once a week / Once every two weeks / Rarely / Not at all 

37. In your opinion, does the accompanying multimedia represent the identity of your students who study Hebrew as 

an ethnic or linguistic heritage language more or less than the textbook(s)? 

• Much more / More / About the same / Less / Much less 

 (There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

38. In your opinion, does the accompanying multimedia represent the identity of your students who study Hebrew as 

a foreign language more or less than the textbook(s)? 

• Much more / More / About the same / Less / Much less 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

39. Along with the textbook(s), this accompanying multimedia provides sufficient material for your students to 

succeed in understanding Hebrew-speaking cultures and comparing them with their own. 

• Strongly Agree / Agree / Neutral / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 

(There is a paragraph-sized textbox on the side of this question for participants to explain their response) 

 

E) CONCLUSION 

40. If you were meeting with a textbook publisher, what would you make your ideal Hebrew textbook look like 

(including accompanying multimedia, such as videos and online content)? 

___________________________________________________________ 

NOTE: Question ii. and iii. are only for participants in phase 2 of the study  

(at University W and NE) 

Part of this research includes observing Hebrew classes for approximately a week and interviewing teachers and 

students. During this: 
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    Your participation will be anonymous, and only about textbook usage, technology, and pronunciation. 

    Audio from these observations and interviews will be recorded, but only as a secondary backup to the researcher’s 

written notes. 

ii. Are you willing to be observed?  

iii. Are you willing to be interviewed for 20–30 minutes? 

41. Please add any other comments about Hebrew textbooks that you did not mention in the survey: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

42. If you are interested in receiving an email once data from this research has been published, please provide your 

email address here: ______________ 
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APPENDIX C: STUDENT INTERVIEW 

● How would you describe the role of Hebrew in the US? 

● Tell me more about your initial motivations to study Hebrew. Would you say textbooks that you have used 

have had a positive or negative role in your level of motivation? 

● Tell me more about X aspect of your experience as a heritage/non-heritage language teacher/learner of 

Hebrew (based on survey responses). 

● Tell me in more detail what experiences you have had with Hebrew (including prior trips to Israel, 

upbringing, academic, etc.)  

● I noticed from survey responses that several Hebrew students feel X way about their pronunciation of 

Hebrew. Tell me more. 

● Do you feel that your teacher relies too much on your textbook(s) and multimedia (if applicable), or too 

little? 

● In general, would you say that you enjoy using the textbook or find it frustrating? 

● Tell me more about X aspect of your experience with the textbook (based on survey responses and 

observations). 

● I noticed that several students answered X on the survey. Tell me more about that. 

● I noticed X during the classroom observation about how several students dealt with the 

textbook/multimedia/pronunciation. Tell me more about that.  

● Can you think of specific examples within your class textbook(s) that you feel especially resonate with you 

or that you can relate to? And examples that do not?  

● What in your eyes would make the ideal Hebrew textbook, to match the teacher’s goals and your goals? 

● Is there anything else you would like to add about Modern Hebrew textbooks and how you feel about 

them? 
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APPENDIX D: TEACHER INTERVIEW 

● How would you describe the role of Hebrew in the US? 

● Tell me more about your initial motivations to teach Hebrew. Would you say textbooks that you have used 

have had a positive or negative role in your level of motivation? 

● Tell me more about X aspect of your experience as a heritage/non-heritage language teacher of Hebrew 

(based on survey responses). 

● Tell me in more detail what experiences you have had with Hebrew (including prior trips to Israel, 

upbringing, academic, etc.)  

● In general, would you say that you enjoy using the textbook or find it frustrating? 

● Tell me more about X aspect of your experience with the textbook (based on survey responses and 

observations). 

● Tell me more about X response on the survey. 

● I noticed X during the classroom observation about how you dealt with the 

textbook/multimedia/pronunciation. Tell me more about that. 

● Can you think of specific examples within the textbook(s) that you use that you feel especially resonate 

with students or that they can relate to? And examples that do not? 

● How do you decide how much of the textbook to use in class? 

● Other than what I saw when I observed, do you have any examples of activities or information in your 

textbook(s) that you would use in the classroom? 

● Other than what I saw when I observed, do you have any examples of activities or information in your 

textbook(s) that you would NOT use in the classroom? 

● What in your eyes would make the ideal Hebrew textbook, both to match your goals and the students’ 

goals? 

● Is there anything else you would like to add about Modern Hebrew textbooks and how you feel about 

them? 
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APPENDIX E: CODING RULE EXAMPLES 

General Notes  

• Each category included people, places, or products associated with that coding category 

• Only pronouns were counted, since words like “the world” can be difficult to categorize 

Outside of Israel 

• Ethiopians are counted as outside of Israel, unless the context refers to Ethiopian Jews and Israel 

• Middle East is counted, unless Israel is mentioned as part of it 

• Languages mentioned other than Hebrew were counted, even if these mentions were largely linguistic 

• Christians and Muslims were not counted, since this is a confusing issue within Israel 

• Ambiguous content was not counted, such as two backpackers traveling in the desert 

• Products generally associated with one country were counted, such as Sony with Japan 

Cultural Comparison between the US and Israel 

• Instances were counted in which Israel was compared with “the West” 

US Culture 

• English was categorized under US Culture unless the context mentioned another place 

American Judaism 

• If there was some ambiguity, such as tourists or students with clear Jewish names studying Hebrew, I 

counted them 

• References associated with Judaism in general, such as holidays and the holocaust, were not counted 

• The few instances in which an Israeli was teaching at a US university, such as Tversky at Princeton, were 

not counted 

Identity Exploration 

• Drills were not counted that ask students to think of modern examples, or questions that were purely 

linguistic such as “how do you say heaven and hell in your language?” 

• Role plays were not counted, since students did not tap into their identity 
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APPENDIX F: SELECTED PRONUNCIATIONS THAT VARY FROM MIH 

Mizrahi 

1. Chet is a voiceless pharyngeal fricative, and is pronounced as [ħ] like Arabic ح 

2. Ayin is a voiced pharyngeal fricative, and is pronounced as [ʕ], like Arabic ع 

3. Resh is trilled by some as [r], as in Spanish 

Ashkenazi 

4. Word stress is mostly penultimate 

5. Ancient Hebrew [θ] is realized as [s] 

6. The Hebrew tsere vowel is pronounced as [ej] 

7. Stressed [o] is pronounced as [oy] 

English 

8. Resh is pronounced as [ɹ] 

9. Pronunciation of words shows influence from English cognates 

10. [p], [t], and [k] are pronounced with aspiration  
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APPENDIX G: SELECT TEACHER/STUDENT PROFILES USING SYNONYMS 

	

TEACHERS	
Itai	 Sarah	

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Itai	is	a	native	speaker	that	was	
born	and	lived	most	of	his	life	in	
Israel.	Throughout	his	education,	he	
studied	Hebrew,	Social	Work,	
Educational	Technology,	and	the	
Middle	East.	
	
He	has	found	it	to	be	helpful	in	his	
classes	to	share	about	his	life	
experience	as	an	Israeli,	and	he	
doesn’t	expect	the	same	from	his	
students	unless	they	voluntarily	
bring	it	up.	
	
The	majority	of	students	in	Itai’s	
past	classes	have	been	HL	learners,	
so	Itai	has	generally	made	his	
classes	geared	toward	heritage	
students.		
	

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Sarah	is	an	FL	teacher	without	any	
ethnic	or	cultural	connection	to	
Hebrew.	She	began	learning	Hebrew	
as	an	undergraduate	student	and	
continued	during	her	graduate	
studies	due	to	focuses	in	Near	
Eastern	Studies,	Middle	Eastern	
Studies,	and	Hebrew.	
		
Along	with	her	studies,	she	
completed	a	study	abroad	in	Israel,	
attended	4	summer	ulpans1	at	the	
Hebrew	U	in	Jerusalem,	and	passed	
the	p'tor2	fluency	exam.	She	also	
took	SLA	courses	in	grad	school.	
Finally,	Sarah	has	attended	
workshops	through	the	NMELRC,	
the	Hebrew	U,	and	her	home	
institution.		
	

GO
AL
S	

Itai	reported	a	wide	variety	of	goals	
for	his	students:	For	them	to	read	
Hebrew	in	both	script	and	printed	
form,	engage	in	basic	conversation,	
read/write	short	passages	and	
dialogues,	understand	some	Hebrew	
and	Israeli	culture,	and	understand	
some	grammar,	etc.	
	
In	addition,	he	tries	to	harness	
technology	to	introduce	visuals	that	
coincide	with	the	text	that	students	
are	exposed	to.	Technology	for	him	
is	also	a	way	to	inject	more	culture,	
grammar,	and	authentic	Hebrew.	

GO
AL
S	

Sarah	listed	her	main	goals	as	
helping	students	communicate	in	
culturally	correct	Hebrew	and	
“understand	what	they	hear	and	
read”.		
	
She	chooses	to	stress	the	MIH	accent	
in	class	since	that	“opens	more	
doors”	for	students	than	American	
synagogue	Hebrew	would.	
	
Sarah	often	integrates	outside	
multimedia	from	sources	such	as	
youTube	or	clips	from	TV	shows,	
interviews,	and	movies	to	
supplement	the	textbook.	
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LINGUISTIC	HL	LEARNERS	
Noam	 Yael	

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Noam	grew	up	hearing	Hebrew	
spoken	“very	rarely”,	due	to	one	of	
his	parents	speaking	Hebrew	
natively	as	an	Israeli	and	the	other	
knowing	basic	Hebrew.	He	was	also	
exposed	to	some	Hebrew	in	an	
American	accent	during	Sunday	
school.3	He	further	indicated	that	he	
spent	1–6	months	in	Israel.	
	
According	to	Noam,	all	of	these	
experiences	helped	him	when	he	
came	to	the	university	Hebrew	
classroom,	particularly	in	areas	like	
Hebrew	slang	and	expressions.		

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Yael	was	born	in	Israel,	and	then	
moved	to	the	US	when	she	was	2	
years	old.	After	that	she	mostly	
spoke	English	in	the	home	in	order	
to	prepare	her	for	school,	but	she	
still	speaks	Hebrew	with	family	
when	she	“visits	Israel	in	the	
summer”.	She	has	spent	over	two	
years	in	Israel,	and	attended	
Hebrew	school4	when	she	was	
younger.	
	
She	listed	her	biggest	struggle	in	
Hebrew	to	be	with	regard	to	
reading,	and	her	biggest	strength	in	
speaking.	
	

GO
AL
S	

Noam	listed	several	reasons	for	
studying	Hebrew,	including	that	he	
loves	Hebrew,	it	is	his	minor	and	
heritage	language,	he	wants	to	fulfill	
his	language	requirement,	and	he	
desires	to	“understand	and	speak	
with	family	members”	and	friends.		
	
Having	been	exposed	to	a	variety	of	
accents	in	Hebrew,	Noam	desired	to	
lose	what	he	called	his	“English”	or	
“American”	accent	in	favor	of	an	
Israeli	accent.	In	addition,	he	views	
Hebrew	vocabulary	and	expressions	
as	very	important	towards	
acquisition.	
	

GO
AL
S	

Yael	listed	a	desire	to	do	well	in	her	
class	and	fulfill	her	foreign	language	
requirement	as	her	primary	goals.	
She	also	mentioned	a	goal	to	
improve	her	“vocabulary	and	
grammar	to	hopefully	speak	with	
people	more	easily	in	Hebrew”.	
	
In	addition,	Yael	emphasized	the	
importance	of	knowing	the	correct	
pronunciation	in	Hebrew	so	that	
other	speakers	can	understand	you.	
Two	things	she	found	to	be	
important	in	Hebrew	textbooks	
were	explanations	in	English	and	
clear	tables	and	charts.	
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ETHNIC	HL	LEARNERS	
Josh	 Rachel	

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Josh,	a	graduate	student,	was	not	
exposed	to	Hebrew	in	his	home	
growing	up.	He	attended	Hebrew	
school	two	days	a	week	from	
Kindergarten	to	seventh	grade,	and	
also	heard	Hebrew	at	synagogue.	
	
He	indicated	that	he	was	in	Israel	
between	13–23	months,	and	during	
that	time	he	attended	an	ulpan	that	
helped	him	with	his	graduate-level	
Hebrew	studies.		While	in	Israel	he	
spoke	Hebrew	with	an	American	
accent	and	several	would	hear	his	
accent	and	switch	to	English.	
	

ID
EN
TI
TY

	

Rachel	grew	up	“hearing,	reading,	
and	speaking	Hebrew	in	a	religious	
context”	as	an	Orthodox	Jew.	She	
learned	the	Hebrew	alphabet	and	
basic	sentences	during	the	first	to	
third	grades,	and	also	prayed	and	
studied	the	Bible	in	Hebrew.	This	
exposure	continued	into	high	school	
during	which	she	translated	a	
variety	of	Jewish	texts	and	took	
some	Modern	Hebrew.	
	
She	spent	her	gap	year5	in	Israel	at	a	
seminary,6	which	involved	deeper	
study	of	several	Hebrew	texts.		

GO
AL
S	

Josh	indicated	that	his	main	goal	
was	to	gain	enough	fluency	in	
Hebrew	to	conduct	his	graduate	and	
professional-level	research.	He	also	
expressed	interest	in	learning	
Hebrew	to	complement	potential	
future	teaching	in	an	area	like	
history	or	politics.		
	
Due	to	these	goals,	Josh	was	more	
concerned	about	reading	ability	
than	other	areas	of	language	
mastery.	As	far	as	pronunciation,	he	
considered	intelligibility	around	L1	
speakers	to	be	sufficient	for	his	
needs.		

GO
AL
S	

Rachel	indicated	that	she	has	
several	motivations:	She	loves	
Hebrew,	she	wants	to	make	aliyah,7	
and	she	desires	to	improve	her	
listening	and	speaking	skills.	Due	to	
her	background	she	feels	fairly	
strong	in	reading,	but	she	hopes	to	
gain	more	confidence	in	conversing	
and	explaining	herself	in	Hebrew.	
	
Regarding	pronunciation,	Rachel	
feels	that	the	different	accents	in	
Hebrew	that	she	has	heard	are	valid,	
but	she	works	to	sound	like	an	
Israeli	in	order	to	sound	like	her	
fluent	friends	and	to	be	taken	
“seriously”	in	Israel.	
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FL	LEARNERS	
Max	 Sally	

ID
EN
TI
TY
	

Max	has	a	few	connections	to	Israel	
and	Judaism	but	not	“at	its	roots”,	
and	was	only	“shallowly	
introduced”	to	Hebrew	before	his	
university	studies.	He	was	exposed	
to	some	Biblical	Hebrew	growing	
up,	and	he	lived	in	Israel	for	6	
months	and	learned	a	few	words	
while	there.	Besides	his	classes,	he	
has	lived	in	a	Hebrew	house	
connected	to	his	university	Hebrew	
program.	
	
He	studies	Hebrew	due	to	his	love	of	
the	language	and	culture,	in	order	to	
get	a	job	related	to	it,	and	so	he	can	
study	related	literature	and	current	
events.	
		

ID
EN
TI
TY

	

Sally	reported	not	having	“any	
known	Jewish	heritage”.	She	heard	
“limited	spoken	Hebrew”	growing	
up,	due	to	her	parents’	Israeli	
friends	that	she	occasionally	saw	
with	her	family.	This	is	part	of	what	
motivated	her	to	study	Hebrew.	She	
has	never	been	to	Israel	previously.	
	
There	were	a	variety	of	reasons	she	
chose	to	study	Hebrew,	including	
that	she	saw	the	language	as	
beautiful	and	unique,	Hebrew	was	
her	minor	and	Ancient	Near	Eastern	
Studies	her	major,	and	she	wanted	
to	communicate	with	friends.			

GO
AL
S	

Max,	who	was	taking	Hebrew	as	his	
minor,	reported	that	his	goal	was	to	
learn	to	speak,	read,	write,	and	
understand	Hebrew	and	to	“be	able	
to	have	meaningful	interactions	
after	second	year”	that	move	
beyond	just	conversation	or	
survival.	
	
His	goal	is	to	sound	like	an	Israeli,	as	
he	views	this	as	“very	important”,	
“the	main	form	of	the	language”,	and	
a	skill	that	can	be	mastered	with	
time.	He	tries	to	imitate	his	
teacher’s	accent,	since	he	has	not	
been	exposed	to	many	other	forms	
in	the	past.	
	

GO
AL
S	

Sally	expressed	a	desire	to	“speak	
fluently	enough	to	have	a	basic	
conversation”.	She	feels	that	she	can	
write	well,	and	is	focused	on	
improving	her	speaking	and	
reading.			
	
Regarding	her	speech,	Sally	
mentioned	goals	to	improve	her	
accent,	grammar,	and	speaking	rate.	
She	hopes	to	sound	like	a	native	
speaker,	both	because	she	
associates	that	with	language	
mastery	and	due	to	her	
observations	about	how	L1	Hebrew	
speakers	may	perceive	a	“tourist	
who	just	picked	up	Rosetta	Stone”.		
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1 Ulpans refer to language schools in Israel that are designed to help immigrants learn Hebrew. 

2 The p’tor is an exam that is normally taken after all ulpan courses, and it exempts students from needing 

to take any more Modern Hebrew classes at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. 

3 Sunday school is generally what Reform Jews call Hebrew school. 

4 Hebrew school can refer to additional education offered outside of secular classes about Jewish history 

and Hebrew, or an educational institution where some or all of the classes are taught in Hebrew. 

5 In general, gap year programs are set up for Jews to travel the world and learn in between their high 

school and college experience. 

6 Jewish seminaries are one of several types of educational institutions where Judaism is part of the 

curriculum. 

7 To make aliyah means to immigrate to Israel. 
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