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Broadcasting in today’s world is characterized Ihe ttensions between
competing entities, including the nation-state, digents of globalization as
well as national and other minorities. This artidets out to describe these
tensions as manifested in translation for Israel, Tocusing on the rela-
tions between Hebrew — the main and most ideoltigigmotected lan-
guage of Israel — and two minority languages, Agaénd Russian. The
latter represent groups that are similar in size differ greatly in that only
the former seeks acknowledgement as a nationalrityino

1. Introduction: broadcasting in the era of globalization and its impli-
cationsfor trandation

Contemporary broadcasting is characterised by deasbetween several
competing entities. One of them is the state widcle, to the nationalism of
the 19th and 20th centuries, is often the embodimaéa nation, or of one
of the national groups inhabiting its territory. ddeding to Price (1995:
11),

[...] until the 1960s, there was virtually universitermination to
maintain control of broadcasting, generally spegkivithin national
boundaries. If one looked at the world’s radio &ldvision systems,
an essential, almost ever-present feature wouttidierootedness in
a single place and their exclusive relation ta ghace.

Processes of globalization have weakened the atateits control of the
media. The main change introduced by globalizaisoa greater than ever
“spillover of signals” {pid.: 11). New patterns of broadcasting which make
use of modern technologies, referred to by Pod31@s “technologies of
freedom” because of the vast opportunities theynagg trespass national
borders. The emblem of this new situation is thells@ dish, which makes
it possible for a producer in one country to semirimation directly to
households in another, thus bypassing not onlyntditéonal broadcasting
services, but also the cable systems constructerunational control
(Price 1995: 14).

Just as there is a globalizing, border-oblitetatirend in today’'s
broadcasting, so there is a process of disintegratithin political borders.
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National, ethnic and religious minorities which bblage the dominant na-
tional identity make their own demands on the mediawever, the
empowerment of minorities is not necessarily trsaiiteof the weakening of
the nation-state. It might also be the consequeheeliberal policy. In the
latter case, the nation-state itself is attentiwethte diverse needs of its
minorities and protects their rights in the meditien through legislation
(ibid.: 40-41).

Translation is capable of strengthening each efaove-mentioned
entities through its choice of a target languagdgoguages) and mode of
translating — whether subtitling or re-voicing.

Translation can strengthen the national languagea-vis other
languages used in the target culture by giving récedence, or even
exclusiveness, as a target language. It can aisongthen the national lan-
guage vis-a-vis foreign languages by preferringaieing - either dubbing,
which eliminates the original spoken dialogue caetedy, or voice-over,
which ‘covers’ most of it to subtitling. According to Danan (1991: 612),
“dubbing [...] is an assertion of the supremacy @f tlational language and
its unchallenged political, economic and culturaipr within the nation's
boundaries”. Re-voicing can thus be seen as rasst® globalization, and
particularly to the predominance of English, cothethe main language of
imported films and programs in many countries ({Ett2001).

Conversely, translation may promote globalizatigrexposing local
audiences to foreign channels and languages, &asveinpower minorities
by legitimizing their languages. If the mode usedsubtitling, translation
into more than one language may be provided, ard ahernative
translations may be shown on the screen at ondhendame time. Since
subtitling involves condensation of the originakldgue, bilingual subtitles
appearing simultaneously mean a double condensakianvever, the
optional use of teletext, and nowadays of digitaladcasting, if available,
provides a solution to this problem by making isgible to select a target
language. In fact, digital broadcasting allowstfer use of re-voicing as the
mode of translation while still providing spectatowith the option of
choosing a target language.

The choice of target language(s) and translatiode(s) depends on
norms (Delabastita 1989), which are supposedly @pm@onstraint on
translation in general (Toury 2000). These norms mm develop
independently of economic considerations. For m=#a countries with a
small population may prefer the less expensive maubtitling, even
though it does not serve their national intere®sn@gn 1991). Some
options, such as letting the customers select dhget language and the
mode of translation, cannot be realised unless motkrhnologies are
available. However, ideological considerationsiawelved too, and in any
case, even an economically motivated or technaddlgiclriven preference
is not necessarily devoid of ideological and paditimplications.

Against this background, the present paper setsocamalyze trans-
lation for Israeli television in its two historicahases, from the late 1960s
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to the early 1990s and from the 1990s on, andnim dut whether and in
what ways it serves the national cause, and wteintiplications are for
Israel's largest minorities — Israeli Arabs and hewarrived immigrants.
Special consideration will be given to the immigyatfrom the former
Soviet Union (FSU) in the 1990s.

2. Early Israeli Television: Nationalism, Statehood and Their Manifes-
tationsin Translation

The establishment of the State of Israel in 19d8oWing a UN resolution,
realised the Zionist aspiration of establishingaianal home for the Jewish
people. As a nation-state, Israel cultivated Hebtae language which best
represented national feelings, and gave precedendebrew culture over
other sub-cultures. Notwithstanding the melting-gomilicy applied to
various cultural areas including the media (SpolgkyShohamy 1999,
Kuzar 2001, Even-Zohar 2005), the predominance ebrew was not
complete. The immigrants who populated Israel usedvariety of
languages, and as Even-Zohar (2005: 5) puts itbtéle did not drive the
immigrants’ languages out of the homes of peogidreover, the policy
makers themselves acknowledged the immigrants’ sietslaeli radio,
which had started to operate in 1936 under Britsimdatory Rule, initially
broadcast on two channels — one in Hebrew andhanalevoted to
programs for immigrant groups in their own langusagecluding Yiddish,
Ladino, Russian, Polish, Hungarian, Rumanian angerflaebes 2003: 27).
Special broadcasts were addressed to the Arab itginoPalestinians who
had not left the country during the 1948 war argrtdescendants, and to
potential audiences in the neighboring Arab coastriBroadcasting in
Arabic served political goals, but it also reflettae status of Arabic, since
the British Mandate, as an official language siglesiole with Hebrew.
Notwithstanding the acknowledgement of Arabic artde

immigrants’ languages, Hebrew culture was the nwncern of policy
makers. In fact, concern for its future was oneth& reasons why the
establishment of an Israeli television was postfdilethe late 1960s:

The bona fide ideological objections of the poéti leadership to
television [...] were that it would subvert the efftw renew Hebrew
culture, undermine reading, and Americanize andlagze society
(as argued by religious politiciansi@.: 30).

In the absence of local television, only Israelalds and Jewish immigrants
from Arab countries used to install an antennaracdive broadcasts from
the neighboring Arab countries. Israeli televisiomas eventually
inaugurated in 1968, following the Six Day War. Isast one of the
motives for establishing it was the need to addtlkssPalestinians in the
occupied territories who were exposed to Arab braats from the
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neighboring countries. From the 1960s to the 1980spnsisted of one
public channel, Channel 1, which operated underlsheel Broadcasting
Authority Law of 1965. The law, updated in 1968 gocommodate the
introduction of the new medium, dictated that tedmn cultivate Hebrew
culture, advance national integration, preserve isfewheritage and
broadcast in Arabic “for the Arabic-speaking popiola and for the
advancement of peace with the neighboring couritfiesbes 2003: 30).

Considering the insistence on national values statthood, Israeli
television might have been expected to use re+wpias the main mode of
translation. However, economic considerations Haal upper hand, and
Israel chose subtitling, thus joining other cowegnwith a small populatioh.
Subtitles were usually in both Hebrew and Arabig] aince broadcasting
was analogue, they appeared simultaneously ondieers However, in
special cases, when the original was consideredoriiaupt or hard to
condense (Nir [1984] giveShe Muppet Shows an example), translation
was provided solely into Hebrew. The concern fa tational language
was also expressed in the stylistic norms. Thestegivas often elevated
compared with the original. Slang and vulgar plsasere avoided, espe-
cially in translations for children, for educatidmeasons. When slang and
vulgarisms did find their way into the translatiothey were put in
guotation marks, indicating that their inclusionswexceptional. The use of
foreign borrowed words was shunned too, even wihey tvere more
familiar to the public than their Hebrew substitut€hus the captions often
contained newly coined Hebrew words with which thblic was not
acquainted. When translators deviated from the speither intentionally
or by mistake, their translation was corrected aggluage editors (Nir
1984: 88-89).

Dubbing was limited to children’s films and progrs at first only
animated ones and later those with live actors @k Woliticians tried, in
vain, to extend the use of dubbing by proposingsldémat would make it
compulsory. One such attempt was made in 1980 bgh®ldShamir, a
prominent author and (at that time) a member ofisheeli parliament, the
Knesset The proposed law was attacked by Menachem P&a80( 7,
translation RW), a leading literary researcher autitor, on aesthetic
grounds:

[...] the film’'s sound is part of its compositiofihe director and actor
have said what they wanted to say by means of tecplar manner
of speaking too. Actors perform with their voicet only with their
hands. Such a situation, of “the voice is the vaitdacob, but the
hands are the hands of Esau” amounts to cuttinganitof an artis-
tic work and throwing it into the wastebasket.sltike printing two
chapters from a novel by Moshe Shamir and pretgnttiat it is the
entire novel. It is like falsifying the weight ofpaioduct.
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It is noteworthy that in his defense of subtitlifRgrry ignored the fact that
this mode of translation was a problem not onlynfra national point of
view but also from the perspective of social saligla According to Nir
(1984: 93), about 20% of the Israeli Jewish popatain that decade,
including new immigrants and poorly educated peomeuld neither
understand the original dialogue of imported filarsd programs (which
formed the majority of broadcasts and were usualBgnglish) nor read the
Hebrew subtitles. The inaccessibility of televisimnthe poorly educated
was especially problematic because watching it tdated their main, if
not their only form of entertainmerib{d.: 93).

3. Isradli Television since the 1990s. Multiculturalism, Commercialism,
and Implicationsfor Trandation

3. 1. The Rise of Multi-Channel Commercial Television

Since the early 1990s, Israeli television has uymlee drastic changes
(Caspi & Limor 1999). Deriving from processes ofvptization and a
weakening of state control over the media, theyecefthe impact of
globalization on Israel. The monopoly of Channedrded in 1990 when
several companies, only recently merged into ohet)( started to
broadcast via cable to subscribers. Since 2000s rivaled byYes which
offers television to subscribers via satellite. @efthe new millennium,
Israelis could install a satellite dish and watdm+tocal channels. But only
a local company could answer the need for broasldastHHebrew, both
locally produced and translatddot andYesdiffer from Channel 1 in that
they give priority to commercial considerationgugh they too are subject
to regulatory constraints.

In addition to cable and satellite TV, Israel emtty has two
channels financed by commercials: Channel 2, inaigd in 1993, and
Channel 10, inaugurated in 2002. Lidet andYes they are commercially
oriented, though subject to the Second Radio ateliteon Authority Law
of 1990.

3.2. The Multilingualism of Contemporary Israeli Television

The rise of multi-channel commercial television hiamplications for the
status of Hebrew vis-a-vis other languages. In mzowe with Price’s
claim regarding the post-national era in the hyistof television, Israel
spectators are nowadays exposed to a plentitudeawinels in a variety of
languages. In January 2007 the digital basic parkef the leading
network,Hot, included 70 channels in 10 different languagesiuding 10
in Arabic, 7 in Russian, 2 in French, 3 in Gernam lItalian, 2 in Turkish,
1 in Hungarian, 1 in Spanish and 1 in Hindi. THigois determined by the
company’s commercial interests and is subject tiy dzhanges (e.g.,
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channels are removed from the basic package omwffieted anymore).
Though the exposure to a variety of languages eardarded as a threat to
the national language, it can also be interpreted aounterbalance to the
increasing power of English and American cultur@gin & Kheimets
2006). The impact of the latter is manifest notyoinl the availability of
American and British channels but also in the laspare of English-
speaking films and programs on the local channels.

In addition to the broadcasting of non-local ctelanthe cable and
satellite TV companies also provide local chanirelsnguages other than
Hebrew. These include Russian, Ukrainian, Georgiath Amharic — the
languages of the largest groups of immigrants sineel990s. (Attempts to
produce a local Arabic channel have so far failetiiese channels
supplement single non-Hebrew programs which aradwast on both the
public and the commercial channels (as mentioned, latter, too, are
subject to regulation). Commercialism on the onedhand governmental
regulation on the other have thus turned Israddivision into a site of
multilingualism, as opposed to the insistence orbreM in previous
decades. Unfortunately, it can be enjoyed mainhthmse who can afford
it, namely cable and satellite subscribers, and emspecifically -
subscribers who pay extra money for channels waiemot included in the
basic package.

3.3. Multilingualism asManifested in TV Translation
3.3.1. The Dominance of Hebrew

In this new multilingual situation, Israel is stitb a large extent, a subti-
tling country, and the main target language is ldebrHebrew translation
accompanies both imported films and programs oridba& channels, and
broadcasts of some popular foreign channels su&B&sPrime, National
Geographic and Hallmark. Moreover, a new law erthcte€2006 on behalf
of the deaf and hearing-impaired dictates that Esbisubtitles also
accompany locally produced Hebrew programs.

The language used in the Hebrew subtitles hasgebsignificantly.
Slang and vulgarisms in the original dialogue nogler pose a problem.
The norm described by Nir (1984) has almost vamishe an examination
of the translation of films based on Shakespearegs (Weissbrod 2006),
a striking difference was found between Channehd #he commercial
channels. A translation dDthello (Miller 1981) made for Channel 1 in
1992 was abundant with elements of elevated larguagh as rare
grammatical forms, idioms rooted in old canonisedbiéw texts and
Aramaic words and collocations which had infilichtdebrew in the past
(e.g.,be-matuta meaning ‘please’, rather than the Hebimwakasha and
tsafra tava meaning ‘good morning’, rather than the Hebtaer toy. In
the commercial channels, elevated language was asgd when the
translation was based on a pre-existing literaagdiation.
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Apart from the dominance of Hebrew as a targeguage, current
TV translation serves national interests in thatjke the growing use of
non-Hebrew translation in adults’ films and progsaf®ee below), dubbing,
which is still limited to children’s films and progms, is always in Hebrew.
This means that the younger generation of TV viewerbeing raised on
Hebrew (as long as they watch Israeli channelsjedent years, children’s
films have become available in both dubbed anditkedbtversions (for a
description of a similar situation in Greece, seeafitroglou 2001). My
examination of the dubbed and subtitled Hebrew iorss of Shrek
(Adamson & Jenson 2001) leads to the conclusion thea previous
language norm has weakened even in dubbing, wisclspecifically
addressed to younger children and is therefore fitaky to be constrained
by educational dictates. Its remnants, however stilrbe observed, e.g. in
the decision to replace the vulgarism “broad”,eferring to a lady (Snow-
White, in this case), with the less offenshaara (a young girl). The main
difference between the two versions concerns doocagisin, which is far
more conspicuous in the dubbed version. For instathe original allusion
to an English children’s song, “The Muffin Man”, siéeen replaced with
an allusion to a popular Hebrew children’s sddga Uga(meaning in this
context "Let's dance in a circle”). Freed from firevious language norm,
the translator has used slang, but the slang tocarkedly Israeli, e.g. in
the way it combines English and Arabic wordsk{ila deal’ combines the
Arabic akhla signifying satisfaction with the English ‘dealpgether they
mean ‘a sucessful transaction’). Such manipulafiggmebably meant to
adapt the film for young Israeli children, affirmaBan’s claim (1991: 612),
that subtitling is a source-oriented mode of tratieh whereas dubbing is
target-oriented.

3.3.2. Russian and Arabic

While dubbing plays a role in ensuring the positcdrHebrew as the lan-
guage of the younger generation, the increasingotigtussian translation
in films and programs for adults is a catalystha transformation of Israel
into a multilingual, multicultural country. Russi#manslation is provided in
two forms. The first is subtitles, which are eitlaelded to the Hebrew ones
or offered as an option. The second is voice-oeennode of AVT
commonly used in Eastern Europe (Grigatae & Gottlieb 1999; Orero
2004). Its use in translating for immigrants frame =SU can be explained
by its low cost in comparison with full dubbing due to the fact that no
synchronization of the voice and lip-movement ierapted. However, it
also reflects the view of producers, consolidatgddsearch (Danan 1991),
that spectators tend to favor the mode of tramsiato which they are
already accustomed. Since the majority of Israglispectators are Hebrew
speakers, Russian voice-over in all channels (éxtepRussian-speaking
Channel 9) is optional; this has been made feadplehe gradual shift
from analogue to digital broadcasting.
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The availability of Russian translation is partlye to legislation.
The commercial channels, 2 and 10, operate underStcond Israeli
Broadcasting Authority law which dictates that abdt 5% of their
broadcasts must be either produced in, or tramslat®, Russian (in
addition to 5% in Arabic; see Schechter [n.d.]. Bug growing use of
Russian as a target language cannot be explaindegksfation alone. A
more fitting explanation is the high percentag@mhigrants from the FSU
among TV spectators, including the cable and éwtedubscribefs Their
large share in the audience is probably the reaston Channel 10 has
decided to add Russian translation to all its dailgadcasts after 17:00
o'clock’,

In comparison with Russian, the position of Aralsis a target
language is marginal, and the above-mentioned law ttardly help to
change it. The satellite company, which providesdRan translation in
both its entertainment and educational channeieroArabic subtitles only
in its cinema channels. The cable company offeen d@ss. In fact, Arabic
and Bedouin villages in the periphery often lack thfrastructure needed
for cable TV. According to a survey conducted by tisraeli Central
Bureau of Statistics in 2005, 96.9% of Arab housdtocompared with
90.6% of Jewish households, have television séfbe (gap can be
explained by the fact that ultra-Orthodox Jewsaiaffrom watching TV).
But when it comes to multi-channel television, orl$3.4% of Arab
households, compared with 77.4% of Jewish housshal@ subscribers of
the cable and satellite comparfieShese data can explain the scarcity of
Arabic translation on the cable and satellite cletsirChannels 1 and 33
the latter is the satellite channel of the IsraddBicasting Authority which
has replaced Channel 1 as the main site of brotwigas Arabic — provide
Arabic translation. But they are low-rating chamsnelihich cannot
counteract the tendency of Israeli Arabs to instalatellite dish and receive
non-coded broadcasts from the Arab world free afgé.

When translation into Arabic is not totally absetg marginality is
apparent in the translational norms — in making with mediated
translation. In an examination of one episode frtdme series “The
Simpsons”, it has been found that the Arabic tetiesd, like the Hebrew
one, is free of censorship. It does not omit refees to sex and
sacrilegious expressions which the dubbed seriegluped for the Arab
world by MBC (Middle East Broadcasting Center), sistently evades
(Atamna 2006). However, it is a literal translatiohthe Hebrew version,
which misses many of the puns and preserves nettieewittiness of the
original nor that of the more adequate Hebrew tadios’. For instance, the
original "make your cubicle into a you-bicle" bearm HebrewTahafokh
et hata shelkha la-ga shelkha(‘make your cubicle into your you’). The
Arab translator missed the pun because he integbréte ambiguous
Hebrew worda as a cell (in biology) rather than a cubicle.

The two minority groups referred to, Israeli Argbst including the
inhabitants of the territories occupied since 19@ny the immigrants who
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came to Israel following the collapse of the Soueion in the 1990s, are
similar in size: each forms about 20% of the Israepulation of 7 milliof.
However, they greatly differ in other respects. Tihenigration of the
1990s is unique in that it has been motivated lmnemic considerations
and a growing anti-Semitism in Eastern Europe rathan Zionist zeal.
Deeply rooted in their cultures of origin, and ffemn the constraints of the
melting-pot policy of previous years, the immigaritave established a
“cultural autonomy” consisting of journals, pubiisg houses, educational
institutions and cultural events in Russian. Howgevéhey regard
themselves as a cultural rather than a nationabmiyn Notwithstanding
their heterogeneity, most of them share with thgontg of Israelis their
religion, their collective memories as memberste dewish people and
their sentiments for Hebrew. Broadcasts in Russihjch possibly
contribute to their separateness, also make ed#ssr integration into
Israeli society (Elias 2005). Israeli Arabs, on tbther hand, regard
themselves as a national minority (Schechter [nMihto 2007). Their
ability to communicate with Israeli Jews in Hebrdaes not eliminate their
aspiration for Arabic, which plays an importanterah constructing their
national identity, to be truly acknowledged as wiethe languages of
Israel. This is evident in appeals submittedAolalah (‘Justice’ in Arabic),
the Legal Center for Arab Minority Rights in Isragthich demands the
implementation of the laws designating Arabic aoffitial languagé In
this situation, the marginality of Arabic compamidh Russian as a target
language in translation for Israeli television isnanifestation of discrimi-
nation, even if it does stem from commercial rathan ideological consid-
erations.

4, Conclusion

Since its establishment in the late 1960s, Isredivision has changed
drastically. Liebes (2003), who examines its evotutgainst the backdrop
of the collapse of the peace talks with the Pal&sis, is critical about the
direction it has been taking:

[Israeli] TV has managed to transform itself, tbge with its
constituency, from a BBC-like public broadcastiryggtem, intent on
national identity and dialogue with the Arabs, irtanulti-channel
system, featuring American values of individuali@aaf privatization,
and a premature sense of “normalcy” that followéda tOslo
Agreementipid.: xi).

Her complaint is at least partly applicable to Trdnislation as well. In
previous years, bilingual subtitles in Hebrew anchlAic expressed the
concern for the national language, on the one haadd an

acknowledgement of the Arab minority, on the otfiére present approach,
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on the contrary, legitimises multilingualism aagdoas it proves profitable.
As a result, the needs of one minority group, tho$¢he immigrants from
the FSU, are better attended to than those of anaimority group, similar
in size — that of Israeli Arabs. In light of thetatus as citizens of the State
of Israel, their national distinction and the statf their language as an
official one, their neglect by Israeli televisioarchardly be justified by the
wealth of broadcasts accessible from the Arab world
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