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ABSTRACT

Yiddish arose in Central Europe. Neverthneless, the
language includes a Semitic Component comprising thousands of
lexical items that is synchronically fused with the Germanic
Component within Yiddish. Theories from the sixteeath
century to the present have contended that Semitisms
entered a previously {(nearly’) wholily Germaniec language from
sacred Hebrew and Aramailc texts used in the traditional

Yiddish speaking civiliiaﬁion known as Ashkenaz.

claiming that the Semitic Component entered Europe in the
vernacular of the original settlers who were, retroactively
speaking, the first Ashkenazim. Questions concerning the
origin of the Semitic Component are alsc relevant to the
determination of the relative age of Yiddish and to the
contested status of the protolanguage within historical
linguistics,

The Semitic Component of all known Yiddish dialects
is characterized by a system of long and short vowels in
openn syllables, reduced to a system of shori vowelsg only in
closed syllabic position. The resulting morphophonemic

alternations and unique segmental distribution are shared




neither by the Germanic Component nor the relevant varieties
of traditional Hebrew and Aramaic. Nearly all nineteenth

and twentieth century theories submit that an erstwhile

system of five short vowels expanded in cornsequence of open
syllable lengthening, a sound change triggered by the

analogous German development.

The standard theories are challenged by internal
and comparative recconstruction as well as the results of
transcomponent reconstruction, a method proposed for use
with fusion languages such as Yiddish. Phonological proofs
put forward demonstrate that the Semitic Comporent entered
Yiddisn with its unique vocalism, including the later
attested merphophonemic alternations, and can derive
exclusively from a prelanguage. Moreover, Yiddish provides
evidence for the recovery of a lost Northwest Semitic
vowel gsystem midway between the known Tiberian and

Palestinian varieties.
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1. Pusion Languages and Historical Lingulstiecs

1.1. Need for a Model

Yiddish is a language that was born and developed in
the depths of EBurcpe. Yet it contains theousands of forms of
obvious Semitic origin, items with cognates in attested
varieties of Hebrew and Jewish Aramaic. The native Yiddish
speech territory of Central and later also of Eastern Europe
is by no streteh of the imagination coterritorial or even
contiguous with any Semitic sveaking community, let alone a
community of speakers of the relevant varieties of Hebrew
or Aramaic. We wish to explore questions concerning the
origin of the Semitic Coﬁponent in Yiddish, with special
reference to historical phonoloecy., How, when and from where
did Semitisms flow into ¥iddish?

The investigator o6f a problem of this kind who wishes
to avoid atoemistic chaog direly reguirses broadly speaking a
theoretical framework and narrowly speaking a model capable
of handling the history and description of a language
exhibiting two or more genealogically disparate elements.
Such languages are traditionally calied mixed (or hybrid!)
languages. A full treatment of the concept of the mixed
language within modern historical linguistics deserves to be
the target of a special monograph. Here we propose to sketch

briefly a few of the major trends of thought.



Recent decades boast considerable achievements in the
related aréas of bilingualism (e.g. U. Weinreich 1953; Paradis
1978), study of pidgins and creoles (e.z. Hymes 1971; Valdman
1977) and the phenomena studied by sociolinguistics under the
rubric of mixture of varieties (e.g. Hudson 1980: 56-71). Under
the heading of borrowing, Haugen (1950) distinguishes the
notions loanwords, loanblends and loanshifis. Acknowledging
the traditional importance of borrowing for historical
linguiste, he proposes, very reasonably, that borrowing "be
studied for its own sake”, a study he calls bilingual - _
deseription (1934: 9).

Nearly all the recent work in these fields concerns
the phenomenon of language mixture synchronically, that is to
say borrowing in progress or in the reéent past, and from the
viewpoint of parole, that is to say the occurrence and results
of borrowing for observed speakeré. '~ The student of historical
linguistics, besides hiémobvioué_nEed for a diachronic model,
needs to cope with the synchronic structure of the mixed language
as a fait accompli {as opposed to the synchronic state of
affairs at the time of borrowing or mixture!). Often observing
a language from the perspective of a great span of time, and
concerned with comparison and reconstruction, he will also
require 2 model oriented more towards laniue than papple.

That is not to say that a historieal linguist working on the
history of a language of diverse genetic affiliation would be
wise to be oblivious either to bilingualism or to the social
environment of the distant past when the mixture actually

oceurred. It is just that ziven the Trequent paucity of




evidence at his disposal and his disinclination to excessive
thought experiments, - his emphasis will in the nature of
things turn to the sources where the evidence lies —

the documented and reconstructed older stages of the target

language, the attested cognates in other languages and the

empirical evidence provided by study of the modern dialects.

1.2. Language Mixture and the Nonbtransferability Hypothesis

Seventeenth century orientalist Job Ludolf is generally
credited with being the first to argue that genetic affiliation
between languages cannot be established on the bagis of shared
vocabulary alone but must rest alse upon salient affinity in -
grammatical structure (ef. Benfey 1869: 236). Closer to the
nineteenth century period of the rise of modern historical
linguistics, forerunner Cnriskian Jacob Xraus (1787: 5) insisted
that language material be conceptually disentangled from
language structure. Concluding that similar vocabulary items

may result from borrowing, he stressed the primacy of

grammatical struecture in the determination of genetic
relationships. Carrying his thinking a stage further, he
posits the dichotomy of "original' vs. "mixed" languazes (15).
Founding father Rasmus Rask {[1818] 1947: 31) likewise stressed
the supericr value of grammatical agreement because "one finds
that a language which is mixed with ancther very rarely or never
takes over changes of form or inflectionﬁ.

It thus happened that one of the very advances cthat
enabled modern comparati%e linguistics to rise, the study of

cognate language structure rather than comparison of word lists,




produced as a byproduct the theory that grammatical structurs

camot be transferred from one language to another. VWe ghall
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was carried to the extreme of an axiom by Maz Miller (1861: 69-
71) who categorically proncunced that "languages are nrever
mixed" because "the grammar, the bdlcood and soul of the language
is as pure and unmixed in English as spoken in the British
Isles, as it was when spoken on the shores of the German ccean
by the Angles, Saxons, and Juts of the continent”. A more
moderate form of the nontransferability hypothesis was formulated
by A. H. Sayce (1874: 173), notably that it is not possiblé
"for a people to mix its grammar in the same way that it can
mix its lexicon®. Sayce grants that "foreign influences may
occasion the adaptation of existing forﬁative machinery %o

new uses" (81) and even allows that an analytic language may -
"borrow from its neighbours not only the form of the declension,
but even the words which compose this form" (184). R. Lepsius
{1886: 1xxxv) sharply rejected nontransferability, cn the
grounds that African linguisties proves‘it to be no more than

a prejudice of European scholars.

Not all niﬁe%ééﬁfﬁ“centﬁryJ§ch61§?s had a 3éfinite yes
or no aiaswer to the guestion of nontransferablility éf grammar.
There were some who approached the guestion with an open nind,
and perhaps more importantly, there were those willing to see
aspects of mixed language theory not directly related to
nontransferability. Max CGrinbaum (18835) for example, published
a survey of languaze mixture and mixed languages in which he

sought to establish a quantitative eriteriorn for distinguishing




between the two (24). The two most structured and coherent
nonpartisan _j surveys of the issue are perhaps those of
W. D. Whitney (1881!)! and Hermann Paul (1884).
Whitney, noting the polariczlly opposed positions of
Miiller and Lepsius, sought to steer an intermediate course,
proposing that "the grammatical apparatus merely resists
intfusicn -most successfully, in wvirtue of its being the
least material and the most formal part of the languaze. In
a scale of constantly increasing difficulty it occupies the
extreme case® (14). At the other end of Whitney's scale is
the most transferable part of language, the noun (19). Because
of the gtrong counstraints on mixfure of grammapr 'languages never
meet and mingle their grammar on equal terms® (16).
Foreshadowing Saussurels synchrony, Whitney notes that
qf’borrowed material "becomes an integral part of that language,
undistinguished, except to reflective and learned study" ~{14).
Once *asgimilated" (26), imported formatives could well becone
secondarily productive, e.g. English prefixal de-, dis-, re-
and suffixal =able, -ative, -igm, -ist, -ize and -ment (16-17).

It is symptomatic of the rising consciousness of
" -langwage mixture -smong Europesn historical linguists in the 1880s
that Paul (18864: 337—3&9) adaed a chapter on language mixture
to the second edition of his Principien. He differentiates
between a wider sense of mixture as a part of the history of
all languages and the more restricted sense of observed mixture
which he subclassifies inte five situations: where the

languages involved are unrelated; where they are related but

have vastly diverged; where they are contiguous dialects of

one language: reintroduction of archaisms, and finally,

influence exerted by the written form of the language (337-338).




Seeking to meaningfully correlate and reconcile the notions of
bilingualiém with the existence of mixed languages, Paul
characterizes Eiiéd languages as the result of a shift in
society from bilingualism tc monolingualism. Like Whitney,
Paul recognizes the mative synchronic status of borrowings
which are "from the point of view of the instinct of language
no longer foreign ét all™ (340C). Rejecting the normative
eriticisms of purists concerning the validity of Greek and
Latin borrowings into modern European languages, he contends
that once assimilated they are "neither Latin nor Greek" but
creations within the modern languages themselves (346).

~ On the actual issue of nontransferability, more modern
scholarship has shown that while certalin types of btorrowing may
be exceedingly rare, none ssems to be impossible. Even the
"invincible" number system has passed from Spanish into the
Chamorre of Guam and the Marianas (Hall 1964: 370). Mbugu,
spokern in Tanzania, has the numbers one through six from one
source and the rest from another (Hudson 1980: 60).

It is a curilous footnote to the history of the issue
that it concermed even Stalin (1950: 21) who held that when
languages meet "a cross does not result in some new, third
language; one of the languages persists, retains ils grammatical
system and basic word stozk and is able to develop in
accordance witﬂ its inherent laws of development”. As if to
surprise his readers, Stalin’s example is the Russian language
"with which, in the course of historical development, the
languages of a number of other peoples crossed and which always
emerged the victor®™. Explaining that Stalin must have been
misunderstood, Petradek (1951: 613) concedes that "mixing

of languages is one of the important laws governing language



development”.

The general openmindedness of the twentieth century
on nontransferability may be summarized by Bloomfield's
{1933: bk68) pronouncement that it is conceivable that a
conflict might end in the survival of a mixture so evenly
balanced that the historian could not decide which phase

to regard’as the main stock of habit and which as the borrowed

admixture” .

123. Mixed Languages and the Neogrammarian Controversy

The neogrammarians did not deny the existence of
language mixture or borrowing. It is simply that for them
both phencmena were nuisances that disturbed the regular
operation of sound law and the dliscreet clasgificaticns of
genealoglcal relations among languages according to the
family tree. August Schileicher was oﬁe of the first to
rigorously formulate the regularity hypothesis and he deeply
infiluenced the younger generation of neogrammarians (cf.
Schmidt 1887). His reconstruction of a Proto Indo-Eurcpean
fable (1868: 207) was at once the most romantic and the
most controversial accomplishment of nineteenth century
comparativism. Nevertheless, Schleicher (1848: 27} granted
that even the oldest languages axperienced mixture.

Language mixture, albeit couched in terms of diffusion
of waves, played an important role in Schmidt's (1872)
refutation of Schleicher's stammbaum. Schmidt's nine lists
of illustrative lexical items demonstrating the existence of
group of items common to different combinations of languages

{36-68) serve at the same time to demonstrate the phenomenon
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of mixture among the older classical lanzguages.

Once the doctrine of the exceptionless power of
sound laws was proclaimed by Leskien (1876: xxviii, 2) and
Osthoff and Brugmann (1878: xiii), langunage mixture figured
as a key argument against the neogrammarian hypothesis.

Hugo Schuchardt's (1885) high powered reply to the
neogrammarians contended that the intersection of sound

changes with other sound changes, the effects of conceptual
associations and language mixture all rendered the neogrammarian
tenet untenable {(3-4).

In Schuchardt's thinking, language mixture countered
the neogrammarians in two ways. Firstly, he postulated an
infinite mixture of speech in language that goes hand in hand
with the infinite differentiation of speech (10). In
consequence of this Schuchardt assumed language mixture even
within the most homogencous speech community (16). He
was thus able to debunk the neogrammarian model of linear
language change coming upon a homogeneous spesch community.
Secondly, Schuchardt held language mixture responsible not
only for language differentiation but equally for the very
levelling of speech so high cherished by the neogrammarians
(10-11). For them language mixture upset the normal
operation of sound laws, while for Schuchardt it was itself
the norm rather than the exception in language. For the
neogrammarians, Ylevelling" is. a force working, as 1t were,
OQ,EEE%}£_Of sound laws whereas mixture is parasitic., For
Sehuchardt both are parts of one and the same process, of

mixture at different levels.




For twentieth century historical linguists working
within the comparativist tradition, borrowing, ergo language
mixture, has not proven to be a theoretical barrier. The
question, however, never did quite disappear. Bloomfield
(1932: 229-230) found it neéessary to make the point that
borrowing is not a logical contradiction to the regularity
hypothesis. Malkiel (1964: 180) attempted to reconcile sound
change and language mixture by recognizing a "state of extra-
low predictability® which he called "weak phonetic change®, a
phenomenon considered "by no means incompatible with the
assumption of regular phonological change in a stable,
homogeneous soclety". This last notion has of course been
rejected, iargely in consequence of the_a&vances made by
empirical studies of language in sociely, especially by
Weinreich, Labov and Herzog's {1968: 150-188) proof of the

inherent heterogeneity of the speech community.

1.4, Language Mixture as a Key Factor in Theories of Change

From the inception of modern historical linguisties,
there has been a trend of thought deeming mixfure to be a
vital factor in the understanding of the mechanism of linguistic
change, For scholars espousing this view, language mixture
is more than an argument for or against exceptionless sound
lawg. It 1is a pivotal issue to be studied for its inherent
interest and value.

Wilhelm von Humboldt, in his historic address before
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the Historical-Philological Section of the RBoyal Prussian
Academy of Sciences, delivered on 29 June 1820, proclaimed
the confluence of multiple varieties of language to be one of
the foremost forces in the rise of new languages (1822: 241-
oh2 ). For Humboldt, language mixture is one of three basic
causes of language differentiation (1822: 242-243; [1827-1829]
1907: 276}. The other two are the passage of time and its
consequences, and a change of habitat (migration). Of these
three causes, the mixture of nations speaking different
languages is the mightiest ([1827-1829] 1907: 280). On the
issue of ciaésification of languages - an issue closely tied
to the genealogical relationship between languages — Humboldt
was well aware of the primacy. of structure over lexicon,
citing for example the affiliation of Pérsian with Indo-
European on structural grounds notwithstanding its vast
Arabic element (257). Yet he was broadminded enough to cite
the counterexample of Engliéh where he discerned a dual system
of structure where each part is based on its origin, resulting
in the proclivity of certain morphological endings to affix fo
roots of the same origin. But here again Humboldt found the
exceptions to his rule to be noteworthy, the possibility of
items of diverse origin combining, eiting in this connection
dolesome, drinkable, dukedom and plentiful.

Way ahead of his time, and with nuch more open a mind
than many of the secholars who were to follow, Humboldt
{283} conceded the difficulty in determining the extent to
which grammatical structure may be mixed. He postulated that
there are grammatical influences in cases of language mixture,

but these do not penetrate deeply into the grammatical structure
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thinking usually stops at the point where it would upset
the inherent true form of the receiving language on a deep
level. The more structurally similar two languages are,
the less threat there is to the true immer form and the
greater the propemsity for mixturq;(cffjﬁgﬁ?éﬁék3f966ﬁi&2).

Humboldt (280-281) rejects the limiting of mixture
studies to creoles such as the Lingua franca and insists
on the importance of mixture as a cause for the birth of
languages in general, including the ;ﬁiéﬁjégitﬁn§7i;£§ﬁages”.
It is indeed to be regretted that so many of Humbeoldi's
fertile ideas were not explored for so long a time.

The great theoretician of language mixture whose ideas
were ingtrumental in winning a wider appreciation of the
importance of the field was Hugo Schuchardt (cf. Spitzer
1943: 417). To Miller!s (1861: 69) "languages are never
mixed", Schuchardt (1884: 5) replied that there is no
completely unmixed language. Language mixturé ig for
Schuchardt far more than ammunition azainst the neogrammarians!
exceptionless sound laws or Miller's denial of the mixed
language existing. Ee held that there is no question of
greater imﬁorténce for linguistics {(3).

Paralleling U. Weinreich's (1953) findings that there
are no limits to potential interference between the linguistic
systems of bilinguals, Schuchardt (1884: 4) claims that
language mixture has no limit. Paralleling Labovls (1971:
Lp2-423) wniformitarian prineciple that change in progress
functions in ways similar to change in the past, Schuchardt
- (1884: 6), finding that no modern dialect is entirely free

of mixture, claims that what is true for the ”??egtep
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of the stammbaum wouid be equally valid for its bygone
generations. In fact, the boughs and twigs of the stammbaum
are so intertwined by countless horizontal lines that it
ceases to be a stammbaum. Extending his observations to
the idiolect, Schuchardt notes that these lines become even
more entangled as each speaker modifies his or her language
in contact with many other individuals. This intimate
mixture has the power of restraining the rise of potential
change by force of its levelling power. Thus for Schuchardt,
language mixture contributes to our understanding of both
language change and the levelling which results in the limited
degree of homogeneity that does exist.

On the related issue of language classification,
Sehuchardt (1917: 526) proposes that inétead of arguing whethar
a certain language belongs to this or to that family, it would
be *ise fér adherents of each of the' theories %5fse;'it'as
representing an intermediate position between both candidate
groups. Language mixture thus serves as evidence against
disereet classifications and contributes to a classification
more in concord with reality. Incorporating language mixture
into his wider ideas on the development of language, Schuchardt
{1919: 716) suggests that to some extent all the world's
}anguages afe related, not by commen.ancestry, but by virtue
of mixture and levelling.

For van der Gabelentz (189lf 267), language history goes
hand in hand with language mixture and each speaker is open
to the influence of everything he hears. BRejecting the various
propeosed limitations on mixture, wvan der Gabelentz contends

that =~ - the possibilities of mixture are infinite, ranging
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all the way from the adoption of loanwords in the native
language to the utter discarding of the native language {272).

Debrunner (1918: 436) makes the strong point that all
languages are by definition mixed languages, including those
known to us in their most ancient form. He puts”;forward the
claim that the term "mixed language® only means that we
happen by chance of history to know the parts of the mixture
in their other guise, that of self-contained languages.

It need be no surprise that lianguaze mixture held
great theoretical significance for the neclinguists, who placed
so much emphasis on dialect gsography. Although Bonfante's
{1947) vigorous defense of the neolinguists againgt Hall's
(1946) scatﬁing attack is constructed as a reply to the
neogrammarians, the overall neolinguistic p&sitidh accounts
for mixed languages in a positive way. For Bonfante (1947:
350-351), the very existence of mixed languages represents
a "theoretical capitulation® for supporters of the stammbaum.
As for the nontransferablility nypothesis, Bonfante remarks
that "some say the numerals, some the kinship terms, some the
pronouns, some the conjunctions, some phonetics, and some —
the majority — morphology in general". Bonfantels posgition
is that "None of this is true", and he proceeds to bring
counterexampleg. In the final analysis, the neolinguists
reject the very dichotomy of "inherited" vs. *borrowed"”
because "from the day we are born we imitate, we learn new
words — that is, we berrow them (as the clumsy word goes)

from a source outside ocurselwves. All words are borrowed from
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one generation to the next. Every word, whether it comes
to Manhattan (say) from Brooklyn, Boston, or China, is a

foreign word, a borrowing'.

1.5. Twentieth Century Mcdels

Generally speaking, mixed languages have not heen the
focus of attention, at least as objects of theory, that they
were_in parts of the nineteenth. That is not to say that
the controversies and problems of the last century have been
solved. They were rather left behind, and Humboldt's idea
of mixture as a fundamental concept in a model of historical
linguistics has still not been explored to its full potential.

Nevertheless, great progress has been made. As in
so many other areas, Ferdinand de Saussure's structural
principles invested the concept of the mixed language with
new conceptual clarity. For Saussure (1916: 43), a loanword
is not a loanword when regarded as part of the synchronic
gsystem in which it exists. A language in which nixture is
obvious to the philelogist is synchroniecally speaking no less
a unitary éystem than one where historical mixture is less
evident.

Cn the specific relationship between bilingualism in
its widest scciclinguistic sense on the one hand and the rise
of new languages on the other, Uriel Weinreich (1953: 104-106)
rroposes that degree of difference, stability of form, breadth

of function and speakers! own rating be considered as four
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deternining criteria. For Weinreich, Labov and Herzog
(1968: 155-159) 'languages and dialects in conbtact" are
an important part of the synchronic orderly heterogeneity
characterizing all language, a hetercgeneity from which
language change emerges —— "Not all variability and
heterogeneity in language structure involves change; but all
change involves variability and heterogensity" (188).

At least two scholars have proposed a paradigm
specifically designed for the study of mixed languages.
They are M. H. Roberts (1939) and Max Weinreich (1940; 1973}.
Both introduce the term fusiogn, although for different
reasons. Roberts distinguishes three chronological stages:
first ©bilingualism, second ~ fusion and finally mixture.
Fusion denotes the process while mixturé is reserved for the
resulting situation (1939: 31-32). Roberts presents numerous
poséible scenarios of interaction between historiezl, social
and structural factors, although the social aspects tend to
oversimplification. In Roberts! model, bilingualism may be
subordinative - (one language is the vernacular, the other
restricted) or coordinative (both are in equipoise).
Subordinative bllingualisgm results in the process of affusion
(subdivided into infusion, suffusion and superfusion) and leads
to admixture. Coordinative bilingualism results in the process
of interfusion (subdivided into diffusion, circumfusion ang
retrofugion) and leads to intermixture. HNotwithstanding the
confusing plethora of terms, Roberts! model is a major - .
contribution allowing order to be imposed upon a mass of facts.
It deserves to be tested against a sizable corpus of

documented case histories.
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Al though primarily concerned with the history of -
Yiddish, Max Weinreich (jr_gingk Sh; 1973: IIT, 23) proposes
a generél model for the structure and development of a language
of diverse origins. He contends that the only proper
application of the term mixed languase is to macaronic texts
and other situations where mixture is conscious and willful.
Weinreich replaces mixture — both as process and state ——
by fusion. While all languages are characterized by some -

degree of fusion, -'in-some it is particularly conspicuous.

et

These Weinreich calls fusion languages (Yiddish $mélesoraxnl.
The cognate German root schmelz had been previously used in
this vein, both in reference to Yiddish by Solomon A.
Birnbaum ("Dag Jiddische besteht: der Hauptsache nach aus
drei zu einer Einheit verschmolzenen Elémenten“ — 1922: 4)
and in a wider sense by Humboldt ("Werm man hierin die
lateinigchen Tochtersprachen und die Englische mit der
Persischen vergleicht, so ist in demselben der Grad der
Verschmelzung der fremden und einheimischen Elemente in der
hier beobachten Folge dieser Sprachen geringer" — {1827-
18291 1907: 257).

Weinreien's (1973: I, 32-33) paradigm for fusion
languages is in brief this. The - languages from which the
fusion language draws are the giogk languages (Smélevarzdpraxn).
Those forms of the stock languages which by reason of historical

time and space {cotemporality and coterritoriality) could have
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Those forms from the repertoire of the determinahts that
did in point of fact become synchronically part of the
fusion language are its components (komponéninj. Weinreich

A iy W — ) —

(1973: III, 23) rejects the term "element" on the grounds that
it suggests dividing a language into parts while component
suggests part of a system and a wholeness. For Birnbaum
(1979: 82) however, the connotations are reversed: "The
words 'element' and 'reaction', taken from chenistry, seem
to provide a suitable metaphor for the linguistic processes
in question. Thus ‘'element! is preferable to the term
‘component', which was introduced some time ago as a substitute.
However, !components' suggests things placed side by side
without interaction®.

We shall be using Weinreich's tefms, partly because
they have already become standard in the field of ¥Yiddish
and partly because his model is ideally suited for an
enquiry of this kind — exploring the origins of the
Semitic Component in Yiddish. We shall be sharply disagreeing
with mény of M. Weinreich'’s conclusions in the history of
Yiddish, especially with respect to the Semitic Component. IfE
ig a trivute to the elegant simplicity and conceptual precision
of the Welnreich model that it can be used to disagree with its
author's views as easily as to support them. Boberté"méaéiﬁ_
‘looks through the eyes of the observer and it sees a wide F
scene of his%brf; sBEiblogy énd the status and structure of all
the languages involved. Weinreich's model looks through the
eyes of the analyzed language itself. A future model = faking
both into account and providing a theoretical framework and

a paradigm will be of immeasursable value for historical linzuistics
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2. - Yiddish as a Musion Language

2.1, Approaches to Yiddish as a Fusion Language

The combining of the several historically diverse
languages discernible in Yiddish has always been one of the
first characteristics of the language to attract the attention
of scholars. The fusion character of Yiddish was noted and
discussed by Elias Schadeus (1592: [140-1211), Johann
Meelfuhrer (1607: 265}, Johann Buxtorf (1609: 6£57-6358) and by
a number of Buxtorf's followers in Yiddish language studies,
including Andreas Semnert (1666: 6L-65), August Pfeiffer
(1680: 525}, Johann Christof Wagenseil (1699: 88) and
Franciscus Haselbauer {(1742: 241-242).

Johann Heinrich Callenbefg {1733: [1]), the missionary
who established the first known university ccurse in_Yiddish,
was also apparently the first to attempt a philological
definition of Yiddish. He called Yiddish "a mixed language,
which to be sure consists mogtly of German, but also to a
considerabie degree of Hebrew words". Attempting to gauge
the mixture, Callenberz called Yiddish "an appreciable nixture®
noting that for him "a slight mixture would not constitute a
separate languazge".

Callenberg's pupil, Wilhelm Christian Just Chrysander,
one Of the greatest Yiddish scholars of the eighteenth century,
penetrated deeper into the nature of the fusion process in

Yiddish. Cnrysander (1750b: 5) sought to determine whether
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the Jews of other lands spoke an analogous fusion of the
national language and Hebrew. He took as one of his examples
the sample Yiddish sentence <Mit ahn-Amhorez hob ich kdim =
koved mefalp'l zu seih> 'It is beneath my dignity to engage

in debate with an ignoramus'!, in which his italics mark the
items of Hebrew derivation [= (modern) Standard Yiddish s'iz
mir nit ken kived misvakéjax ce zajn mit an ambrec]. & oo
Chrysander proceeds to enguire whether the English Jew says
<With a Amhorez i haue not koved to bee mefaiptl®, the French
Jew <gvec un Amhorez je n'ai point de kKoved dlétre mefalp'i>.
Citing as his evidence the testimony of travellers who have
been far and wide, Chrysander concludes that there is no

evidence that eighteenth century Jews of England, France,

Italy, Spain, Portugal and Holland have any such systematic

e -

_fu51on in their language He even cites iéfllitérarv sources
to demonstrate that the Jews of China speke the language of the
land. Notwithstanding Chrysander's ignorance of Judezmo
(Ladino), the language of Sepﬁé;di_Jewfx his gppreciation of
the unique status of ¥Yiddish was a feat for its time.
Chrysander was interested in the fusion of Germanlic and Semitic
in Yiddish as a systematic process although as a child of his
time he lacked the sophisticated descriptive machinery to
frame his views c¢oherently.

Giehrl (1829: vi-vii) distinguished in a primitive way
befﬁeen_HgBrew:ﬁéf se on fhe one hand and the Hebrew within Yiddist

on the other. Giehrl noted that while speakers of the early



nineteenth century varieties of Western Yiddish with whom
he was Tamiliar used a huge number of Hebraisms in their

speech, they were unable to read a Hebrew book. In modern
times this distinction has been meticulously developed and

explored by Max Weinreich (e.g. 1954a: 85-86) as whole

proven itself o6f immense value to students of other Jewish
languages and Jewish interlingiistics (e.g. Wexler 1981:
120). In-the work at hand, limited to the history of

the Yiddish languacge, this opprosition will be expressed

as Ashkenazic (a cover term for both the Hebrew and Aramaic
of traditional Ashkenaz which were in extensive use for
liturgical and academic purposes, strictly as written?;r
Component (those parts itn Yiddish of Hebrew or Aramaic
origin).

During the nineteenth and early twentieth century,
there were two socichistorical forces working from 4ifferent
angleg to cause scholars to minimize the fusion aspect of
Yiddish. The firstwas the theoretical predominance of the
classic comparative model which envisages lineal development
of daughter lansuages from parent languages. It is within
the period of the heyday of this model that Yiddish linguistics
went through a crucial phase. The most noted monograph written
along strict neogrammarian lines and ignorinz the non-Germanic
parts of Yiddish was Jacob Gerzonl's (1902) Heidelbherg
dissertation comparing the sounds of Northeastern ¥iddish with
classical Middle High German. A second force was German

patriotism of German Jewish and non~Jewish scholars alike who
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wished to see the speakers of‘Yiadish as the carriers of
German cwlture into the Slavonic speaking lands (ef.
Hildebrand 1859; Gudemerm 1888: 295),

Attitudes began to change around the turn of the
century. The key transition figure on a number of crucial
issues was Leo Wiener, an Bast Buropean born professor of
Slavonics at Harvard University. Remaininzg faithful to
ideas that were on their way out, Wiener (1898: 2) held that
the non-Germanic parts of Yiddish "in no way disguise the
German form of the language". But on the very same page he
remarks that "the influence of the Slavic intellectual
atmosvhere” and the "rigid adherence to’ the Mosaic ritual
and [...] Hebrew training" results in a "most extraordinary
mixture of Germanic, Slavic and Semitic elements, such as it
probably not to be found elsewhere on the globe”. Wiener's
(1899: 15) account of the fusion character of Yiddish laid
special stress on the religiousg factor, and he held that those
non-Semitic languages impacited by Islam, such as Turkish,
Pergian and Hindustani, were better analogies to Yiddish than
was a language such as English.

The conceptualization of Yiddish as purely a Germanic
langnage was crumbling quickly. Pioneer Yiddish linguist
Alfred Landau {(1904: 262) was perhaps the Tirst to openly
state that any philologist ‘wishing to investigate Yiddish
seriously has to squip himself to deal with three wholly

dissimilar language groups — 'Germanid,”81a#qg;cﬁanﬂ Hebraic.
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By the early twentieth ecentury, =ven German-Jewish scholars
were criticizing such efforts as Gerzonis (1902) for
disregarding the non-Germanic aspects of Yiddish {ef. RB.
Loewe 1904: 44).

Cne of the first scholars to actually attempt an
analysis of the fusion of the several parts of Yiddish into
an integrated system was Matisyvohu Mieses {1908: 157).
Examining a number of near-synonymcus pairs of lexical items
where each is of different historical stock, Mieses
concluded that fusion could make for subtle semantic and
stylistic differentiations and contributes to the expressgive
potential of the language. This idea, that Yiddish enjoys
an inherent proclivity to delicate Semantic nuance in
consequence of often being able to draw‘upon items historically
synonymous from different components within the language, has
been put forward by scholars of widely disparate orientations,
including Christian thedlogians (Strack 1916: iii),
German-Jewish scholars (Perles 1918: 195) and Yiddish
linguists (Borokhov 1913a: 11, 16; Birnbaum 1943: 599}.

Like so many other issues in Yiddish linguistics, the
groundwork for the present paradigm of fusion was laid by
the founder of modern Yiddish linguistics, Ber Borokhov.
Writing a few years before the posthumous publication of
Saussure's (1914} celebrated dichotomies, Borokhov (1913a: 9)
insisted upon the nativized synchronic status of the several
components: "German, Hebrew and Slavic elements, as soon as
they enter the vernacular, cease to be German, Hebrew,

Slavie —— they shed their erstwhile status




and agsume a new one: they become Yiddish. Their
pronunciation is suited to Yiddish phonetics, their
affixation to Yiddish morphology, their declination to
Yiddish etymology, their position in the sentence to Yiddish
syntax?. These ideas were further developed and systematized
vs. Qg@gggggg {cf. §1.5).

A number of twentieth century Yiddish scholars have
regarded the fusion of several components into a unitary

system as the decisive factor in the rise of Yiddish (e.g.

Falkovitsh 1940: 8). As a powerful device capable of —~— —— .

descerintive and explanatory adequacy in diachronic Yiddish
studies, fusion has been the central theme of the writings

of Max Weinreieh (e.g. 1936: 533, 53?;538J. For Weinreich,
the fusion between the determinants that gave rise to Yiddish
continues as a synchronic process of fusion between the
components that continues long after the actual materials
have entered the language. In Weinreich's mddel, the history
of Yiddish is pfimarily a study of the "interpenetration,
read justment [and] reinterpretation® of the several
components {(1953: 514). 1In his investigations of many
nignly specialized difficult points in Yiddish historieal
linguistics, Weinreich frequently seeks explanations in
terms of the mutual influences between the components and of
each comporent upon the whole {(e.g. 1958a: 117). His

magnum opus is his four volume history of the Yiddish language
(1973; partially translated as M. Weinreich 1988). Unlike

conventional language histories proceeding from prehistory to
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the present more or less chronclogically, Weinreich's
concentrates on-the cultural and historical framework, the
stock languages and the paths connecting them with the
determinants and components of Yiddish and most centrally,
the fusion of the components. Weinreich is thereby able

to emphasize the factors of selectivity and specificity

of Yiddish with resprect to the cognate languages. As |
summarized by his son Uriel Weinreich (1971: 792), the fusion
model for the history of Yiddish maintains that "the complex
fusion of the several stocks and the rise of purely internal
innovation is as important a principlie in the formation of

Yiddish vocabulary as the multiplicity of its origins?®.

2.2, Fusion and the Soclology of Yiddish

The fusion character of Yiddish has played a pivbdtal
role in the historical sociology of Yiddish. The ease with
which even the naive observer could discern the multiplicity .
of the origins of the language —— due to continuing
familizrity with contemporary stages of the stock languages —
continually resulted in attacks upon the legitimacy of the
language. The detractors of the language on the basis of
"bastardization® have included anti~Semites (e.g. Gottfried
1753: 3), German-Jewish scholars (e.g. Zunz 1832: 438-439)
and adherents of the movement to revive Hebrew {e.g. Tavyov
1903: 128). A number of scholars not directly involved in
the.social debates over Yiddish have none the less expressed

conflicting sentiments on the issue (e.g. Andree 1881: 1Q35).
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Supporters of the social status of Yiddish have in
turn made the fusion character of Yiddish one of the focal
points of their own arguments. Pioneering Yiddish
lexicographer Y. M. Lifshits (i863: 326) asked of other,
supposedly pure languages, "Were they then given on Mount
Sinai? Like our own language, they too arise from other

Eapr

languages”. In his spirited defence of Yiddish, =

written incidentally in Hebrew, Mieses {1907: 270) pointed

out that such lancuages as French, italiarn, Spanish and
English were also characterized by fusion. In his classic
address before the Tshernovits Language Conference of 1908,
which played an immeasurably important role in the sociological
history of the language, Mieges (1908: 155) noted that even
ancient languages could lay no ¢laim to purity; that only
languages developed in isclation from general civilization
preserved their genetic purity "as kosherly as during the

six days of Creation" (150); that it was only linguistic
gself-hatred that caused gome Yiddish speakers to despise
their native language on account of its mixedness {(149-150);
and finally that the multiplicity of sources is an asset

in terms of expressive potential (157). t Béspon@iﬁg'to the

" eries of "Japgon® of the movements antagonistic towé&d Yiddish,
Borokhov (1913a: 8), citing English, Japanese and Persian as
parallels, noted that "there are in fact beautiful, powerfuli
languages which are even more mixed than Yiddish, but nobody
will call them 'dirty Jargon! on account of it'. A full

account of the importance of fusion in the sociolinguistic
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history of Yiddish deserves to be the topic of a special

monograph.

2.3. Interest for General Linguistics

Fusion has been the chief point of contact between
general linguistics and Yiddish studies. Max Grunbaum
(1885: 32-41) integrated his study of Yiddish with his
survey of fusion languages. It is clear from a personal
letter of Alfred Landau of 8 Octcober 1892 that Hugo
Schuchardt's writings on fusion languases were a great
source of inspiration for his work (cf. Gininger 1938: 288).
Schuchardt in turn felt that Yiddish was promising
territory for the testing and developmeﬁt of his own theories
of language mixture. In fact, Schuchardt encouraged Landau's
lonely work in Yiddish linguistics both in print (1886: 324)
and in personal correspondence (cf. Ginlhger 1938: 290-291;

1954: 154-155),
The potential interest of Yiddish studies for

general ﬁigﬁ?§§¢a1;éndrdesbfiptive linguistics on the issues
of the &evelopﬁent and the‘structure of fusion languages has
been repeatedly noted (e.g. M. Weinreich 1937; 1940b: 1035;
Althaus 1972: 1349). With the exception of Gray's (1979?“
220-221) receﬁt efforts o countep Whitney's proposed o .
constraints on language mixture (éf;iéi}gi;;ﬁsing;evideﬁéé ;

from the fusion of Slavonic aspect and Germanic morphemes
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in Yiddish, . iittle has yet been done in the way of

J

reaxamining fusion processg in Yiddish from the vantage

point of general linguistics.

2.4, The Components of Yiddish

Chrysander {1750a: [173; 1750b: 4) analyzed the Yiddish
lexicon into four elements: firstly, German, even if in
altered form; secondly Hebrew and Chaldaic [= Aramaic];
thirdly, combined German and Hebrew, i.e. Hebrew or Aramaic
stems inflected by German affixes; finally, uniquely Yiddish
words. This final category is defined as comprising forms
of German origin lost in the German with which Chrysander was
familiar but preserved in the Yiddish known to him, and items
of Latin and Polish origin (1750a: {8-10]).

If Chrysander's third category is set aside and two of
the three subecategories of his fourth group are reclassified
as separate categories, we are left with the present day
standard classification, as advocated by, among others,

Max Weinreich (1973: I, 32). The Weinreich scheme analyzes
Yidadish into four components: Hebrew-Aramaic, Laazic (= Jewish
correlates of 0ld French and 01d Italian), German and Slavonic.

Between Chrysander and Weinreich there have been a
number of variations in the classification. Friedrich (1784:
[xiii-xiv]) analyzed Yiddish into three elements: Geprman,

wholly Hebrew and fused Hebrew stems and German affixes.
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Zunz (1832: 439-441) counted four elements: Hebrew; fused
Hebrew and German (of which he distinguished four types):
German; and finally a category comprising everything left.
Avé-Lallemant (1858-1862: III, 198-199) devised a classification
comprising two Semitic elements, the first preserving
original morphology and flection and the second inflected
éermanically. Thus, Avé-Lallemant's second type of Semitism
corresponds with the Chrysander-Friedrich-Zunz category of
combined Germanic- and Hebraic.

It is obvious that the number of comporents in Yiddish
depends on how the reckoning is done and what counts as
a component depends on the c¢riteria employed. Jechiel B
Fischer (1936: 110-111 [= Bin-Nun 1973: 110~1111), t}aégi-egent
Bin-Nun strongly underlines the importénce of différéntia%ing
between element 1in the widér sense, which can include any
attested items of whatever quantity, spread and structural
significance and a more restricted technical sense in which
the parts of Yiddish cognate with stock languages are termed
element only by virtue of meeting five criteria. Bin-Nun's
criteria are firstly that the candidate set of items be more
or less common to all of Yiddishi secondly, that it played a
role in the birth and development of Yiddish; thirdly that it
have impact in all areas of grammar; fourthly that it be
of quantitatively substantial importance; and finally, that
its qualitati;e import not be negligible. By his own criteria
Bin-Nun arrives at three elements: German, Hebrew and Slavice,
with a qualification that the few Bomaunce vestiges can be

included if desired, in which case there are four elements.
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In the work at hand we shall be using the term

A T e i P i A i .
Py

that is synchronically Yiddish (ef. §1.5), but with the

following three more stringent criteria. A component

in Yiddish must be

(a) geographically of Pan-Yiddish distribution;

(b) temporally of Pan-Yiddish distribution;

() of unquestionable lexical and structural consequence.
By these qualifications there can be no more than two

components in Yiddish: the Gepmanic Component and the Semitig

Component:.

Within Eastern Yiddish, three components can_bé;:m:_
reckoned with, Germanic, Semitic and Slavonic. The Slavonic
Component is prominently?fépéégéﬁiéﬁjin the phonology, lexicon
and syntax of Eastern fiddiéh;wein as much as all Yiddish
spoken today is Eastern Yiddish, it is quite correct to u
describe modern Yiddish as containing three components by c alone.“
However, the now defunct but once massive speech community
of Western Yiddish had no Slavonic component. At most,

Western Yiddish has a handful of lexical borrowings from
Eastern Yiddish. In any enquiry concerning the whole of

the speech territory of Yiddish and the entirefy of the history
of Yiddish, there are but two components — Germanic angd
Semitic — meetinz the three criteria. It cannot, however,
be stressed too strongly that the issue of the number of

components in Yiddish is one of methodological significance,

not of empirical substance.
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All forms of Yiddish share a handful of lexical
items of ultimate Romance origin, e.g. béndy 'bless; recite
the grace after meals', 1l&jsnan 'read'. Max Weinreich
(1973: II, 350) concedes that his Laazic Component is
justifiable only on grounds of vedigresd genealogy. The
notien of a RBomance (or Laazic) component is intimately bound
uo with the theory that Yiddish criginated in the Rhineland
in the territory known in medieval rabbinic sources as Loker.
According to this theory, the creators of Yiddish were
Jewish migrants from p@rtS”cf'Fraﬁeéﬂéﬁa'Itaiy'and~§héir
descendants. This theory of the riée of Yiddish, first alluded
te BihEﬁ@h' Levita (1541:[1647) nas been sxtensively
developed by Max Weinreich (195ka: 78; 1973: T, 3=f; 334-
353; ITII, 344-381). Students of the history of the
Germanic Component in Yiddish, while debating amongst
thenselves whether Ravarian or East Central German was of
greater importance in the formation of Yiddish, are agreed
that scarcely anything in Yiddish points linguistically %o
the German dialects of the Rhineland (ef. Mieses 1924
269-318; King 1979: 7-8}. Whatever the historical reality
of medieval Jewish vopulation concentrations and the linguistic
reallty of affinity with certain German diazlects, it is clear

ha

+

he linguigtic evidence does not sustain a 'Romance

<
D
[

Component! osven in a far weaker sense than cur own. A number

of nineteenth century scholars sought to demonsirate a welighty



French influence in 014 Yiddish texbts (ef. Jost 1850: 323; :
GuUdemann 1880: 273-280). Hokhem Shtif (1913: 317) has

nnoted correctly that the "Prench commection" in 014 Yiddish
cannot be geen even through a telescope.

We conclude this chapter by explaining our cholcse
of names for the two Pank¥i@diéh components .

The term Germanic Compousukl is chosen over the equally
possible German Component toc smphasize the diverse dizlecfal
orizins of the Germanic Component, and to aveid confusion
with some general "German" which may be misunderstood as
modern standard German. The use of Germanic is not intended
to leave open the possibility that some Cermanic language
other than forms of medieval German may be involved in the
development of Yiddish.

The term Semitic Coumponent is chosen as a cover ferm

for both Hebrew and Aramaic, and to avoid confusion with

some genersl "Hebrew" which may be misunderstocd as modern

standard Israeli Hebrew. We reiect the notion of "Hebrew-
Aramaic® as usually defined {e.g. M. Weinreich 1953: 488;
Wexler 1981: 119} in terms of a single, merged written

languazge. To be sure, nmedieval Hebrew had a weighty Aramaic
Component and medieval Aramaic a weighty Hebrew Component,

but the two remained separate written languages in Ashkenaz.

The use of Semitlic is nol intended to leave cpen the possibility

that some Semiflc language other than Hebrew or Aramalic may be

involved in the development of ¥Yiddish.
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3. The Issues

3.1. Origins of the Semitic Component in ¥Yiddish

As noted at the outset (§1.1), the mystery of how,
when and from where Yiddish, a European langusge, acquired
a Semitic Component is the central issue of the thesis. There
are essentially two major theories of origin of the Semitic
Component. The oldest and most widely accepted theory is

the fLext theory. According to most versions of the text

theory, Yiddish originated as a nearly wholly CGermanic language
{with or without Romance elements!) which initizally contained
only a small set of Semitisms semantically restricted to
the spheres of religion and communal 1ife. Semitisms -
entered the language over the centuries from the frequently
studied texts of the Pentateuch, Talmud and later rabbinic
writings, and from the frequently recited texts of canonical
prayer. The text theory of necessity entails two
gorollaries: firstly, that the Semitic Component in its
attested strength and structure could not have been present
at the outset, and secondly that iT originates from within
Ashkenaz —— the Jewish subculture of the medieval Germanic
speaking lands which expanded through much of central and
eastern Europe.

" Paradigmatically, the text theory rose by analogy

with the impact of Latin upon the European vernaculars.
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Historically, the text theory orizinated in the writings of
sixteenth and seventeenth century Christian scholars of
Yiddish. Elias Schadeus (1592: [140-1411), citing the
parallel of Latin and French borrowings in the language of
German chancelleries, provosed that the Jews incorporate
Semitisms "partly ocut of habift and partly to prevent
Christians from understanding them", Buxborf (1603: 152)
likewise cited noncomprehension as a ¢onscious objective,
and added (1609: 657) that daily use of Semitisms was a
means to teach children Hebrew. Perhaps the first to
make the explicit claim, eveén if in primitive terms, that
Semitisms in Yiddish derive from lgxis was Johann Jacob
Sehudt (1714-1718: II, 281). Chrysaender (1750a: 3)
suggested three explanations for the presence of Semitisms
in Yiddish: firstly, love for the Hebrew language;
secondly, the Jewilish inelinastion to be different} finally,
to avoid being uﬁderstood by non-Jews.

The text theory has on the whole been accepted by
modern Yiddish scholars. Wiener (1904: 305) cites
"jsolation and [...] predilection for Talmudic and exegetic
studies” as having "introduced a large number of Hebrew and
Aramaic words into the vocabulary of the learned and thence
into that of daily life'. Borokhov (1913f: 37%6), making
the text theory less riszid, holds that ”Hebrew words
penetrated into Yiddish not only directly from the Bible,

Talmud and religious beoks; they also entered indirectly
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from official communal use and from comercial ties with

Jews who did not speak German”. Prilutski (1930: 144)
identifies the origins of the Semitic Component with the
traditional Jewish institutions where sacred texts were
studied and recited — the kheyder (traditional primary
school), the yeshive (traditional Talmudic and rabbinical
academy; and the synagogue. Pigcher (1936: 113)
distinguishes between the Semitiec Component which entered
from religious writings and the other parts of Yiddish which
.were'gleaned from the language of livinz speakers.

While conceding that religious terminology of Semitic
derivation existed in early Yiddish, Beranek (1957: 1961,
1970) ascribves the origin of the Component to the

sacred language in use by the Jews. For Uriel Weinreich
(1971: 795) the rise of the Semitic Component is characteristic
of "the o0ld Diaspora pattern of reaching into the sacred
language for additional vocabulary". Une of the twentieth
century curiocsities of Yiddish linguisticecs is Nokhem Shtiffs
aboub~-face on the history of the Semitic Component.

Without delving into the sources of the Semitic Compeonent per
se, Shtif (1913: 320-321; 1922: 189) regarded it to be of
congsiderable antiquity in Yiddish. After settling in the
Soviet Union, Shtif (1929: 12-13; 14) went beyond the normative
calls of his colleagues for eradication of the Semitic _
Component from moderrn literary Yiddish. He argues that

the "Hebrew occupation in Yiddish" wzs a late phenomenon




35

resulting from increased power of the »abbinic class
which helped replace earlier "real Yiddish" words {(i.e.
Germanisms) which he holds were characteristic of the
working classes {(c¢f. M, Weinreich 1931; also Spivak 1934).
The text theory has been most meticulously developed
and most ardently supported by Max Weinreich. Like most
other modern adherents of ‘the theory, Weinrsich allows that
a certain religious terminclogy was in use by the earliest
speakers of Yiddish {ef. M., Weinreich 1928a: 13; 1939: 49;
1940a: 30-311). But by and large the Semitié Component,
in Weinreich's view, resulted from the specific interaction
of Ashkenagzi Jews with their traditional texts.-— "From
the sacred books there flowed into the language words,
phrases, sayings and proverbs relating ﬁo The most varied
aspects of 1life" (¥, Weinreich 1973: I, 222). Analyzing
the linguistic mechanism by which the Semitic Component
entered inio Yiddish, Weinreich (1973: II, 264) stresses
that it was "not from mouth to ear but from the sacred book
or through quotations from the sacred book". Thus Weinreich,
like Fischer before him, posits a uwnique mode of entry for
the Semitic Component. In faet, Weinreich often warned
against parallels with earlier written German, insisting
that the Germanic Comporient entered Yiddish not from texts
but from coterritorial German dialect speskers (e.g. 1928a:
20;  1953: 489; 1954a: 75), Weinreich (1973: I, 227;
ITI, 232-234) carries the text theory a stage further than



most of his predecessors by seeking to systematically
establish the specific passages in traditional sources

from which Senitismg derive, a notion that had previously
only been aliuded to by Yiddish linguists (¢f. Golomd

1910: 8:; Borokhov 1%913e: no. 341). He derives alpi
taccording to! < Genesis 45:21, hakdirey 'soon' < Egekiel
11:3, herdigsz ‘angry' < Habakluk 3:2, txilss 'initially!

< 2 Samuel 21: 9. Joffe and Mark (1961: xx), in the
introduction to their dictionary make the more modest claim
that cited passages are meant to offer a characteristic
usage of the item in a Hebrew or Aramaic context that
might have served as a stimulus for the introduction of tThe
item into Yiddish.

Although the text theofy overwhélmingly carries the
field, other suggestions have been put forward. Mieses
(1915: 32; 1924: 219) argues that the Semitic Component is
of great antiquity. Rubshteyn (1922: 22-23, 25, 33,
38-40) contends that the Semitic Component entered Yiddish
‘in the earlier portion of the Middle Ages in congequence
of Jewish participation in intermational trade. According
to this theory, Semitisms entered thénlaﬁguage partly to
facilitate communication with non-Ashkenazi Jewish
communities, and vartly to enhance the sccial prestige of
the intermnational trader in communities where use of Hebrew

and Aramalc words would be a commercial asset. Without

specifying his remark, Bloomfield {1932: 229) sugsgests
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Tiddish "be examined for a substratunm" on the grounds that
"its deviation from the other Germén dialects is not, one
infers, to be explained by separation since the late Middle
Ages®. Allony-(19?lJ a2ttempts to identify a select corpus
of Semitic Component items culled from a number of dictionaries
with the Jewish dialect spoken in parts of Palestine in the
tenth century. Solomon A. Birnbaum has steered a moderate
course by accepting the text theory as accounting for much
of the Semitic Component (e.g. 1923b: 153; 1979: 654) while
mzintaining that it "belongs to an uninterrupted develorment
in gpeech and writing" (1942: 64), and that it existed

"in and before the fourteenth century" (1939: 42). HMore
recently, Bifnbaum (1979: 58) has argued that the "Semitic

stratum wag the primary one, and the Cermanic stratum was

added to it" although he gualifies the remark by limiting
it to lexical items ﬁessentially connected with the sphere
of religion’,

T™he logical gliernative to the text theory is a
theory claiming that the greater part of the Semitic
Component - — not merely a core of religicus terminology —
was brought into German speaking territory in the everyday
speech of the settlers who were, retroactively spesaking, the
first Ashkenazim. It would then have fused with the medieval
German dialects at once. However modified and developed,
this Semitic Component was uninterruptedly transmitted in the

usual mamner of generation to gZeneration linguisvtic transmission.
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A theory making this c¢laim to account for the attested
existence of the Semitic Componéﬁt in later Yiddish may be
called the confinual transmission theory. The continmual
transmission theory of necessity entails two corollaries:
firstly, that the Semitic Component, at the very least in its
attested strength and structure, was present at the ocutbset,
and secondly that it is pre—Ashkeﬁazic. This second
coerollary further implies that to a considerable extent the
Semitic Component in each dialect of ¥Yiddish has its origin
in what may be called the Proito Semitic Component.

Wexler (1981: 99) in his proposals concerning the comparative
study of dJewish languages, notes that Hebrew and Aramaic
elements may be acquired by Jewish languages by adstratal
borrowing {compatible in the case of Yiadish with the text
theory) or substratal retention (consistent with the
continual transmission theory).

The central theme of the work at hand is the
denonstration of the plausibility of the continual
trangmission the&ry in the history of the Semitic Component
in ¥iddish, strictly on the basis of linguistic evidence and
with special reference to phonology. Needless to say,
such an inquiry cannot procesd without a workable framework for
the history of the language, its dialectal structure and its
minimal phoneological history. These will be briefly sketched

in the next chapter. There sre however two additional
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issues of utmost importance in the history of ¥iddish
which are closely linked to the origin of the Semitic
Component ——— the age of the Yiddish language and the

viability of the conecept of Proto Yiddish.

3.2. The Age of Yiddish

Debate concerning the age of Yiddish dates to the
nineteenth century. The first pronocuncements on the subject
were made by German-Jewish scholars of the "Science of
Judaism" school which sought to apply the modern methods
of the nisterical and philological sciences to the study of
Judaism. Soclally, the group was conditicned by the German-
Jewish Enlightenment of the late eighteénth and early
nineteenth century of which they themselves were a product.
An important part of their integrationist vrogramme entailed
the spread of Standard German amongst the Jewish population
of the German speaking countries and the stamping out of
Yiddish. In their capacity as scholars, many of the
"scientists of Judalsm" made invaluable and permanent
contribufions to the science of Yiddish, especially in the
fields of literary history, historiecal bibliozraphy and
traditional philology. Nevertheless, their socially
conditioned biases led them to propose solutions to
problems in the history of ¥Yiddish that would be compatible
with their social avoroach. As a scholarly guestion with

votential social ramifications, no question in Yiddish studies



10

was more explosive than that regarding the antiguity of
the language -

The model for the history of ¥Yiddish espoused by
' maéy nineteenth century German-Jewish schelars was first
formulated by one of the group’s founding fathers, Leopold
Zunz, who had participated in the launching of the Vepein
fir Kultur und Wissenschaft der Juden in 1819. TFor Zunz
{1832: 438) the history of Yiddish is the decline of German as
spoken by Jews. While conceding a few early specificities
in the speech of German Jews, Zunz argued that medieval
Jewry spoke a close approximation to the German of tTheir
neighbours. In the sixteenth and subseguent centuries,
according to Zunz's model, the language declined to the
contemptible “Ja*gon"tbfé was in Zunz's own time. This
model was accepted by a number of scholars (e.g. Karpeles
1886: 1002). Both in regarding Yiddish as a corruption and
by claiming that in earlier times Jews toc spoke German, the
Zunz model exnibited a Jewish patriotism for Germany that
wags in line with efforts on behalf of Jewish emancipation
(ef. Shtif 1913: 319; 1922: 192; Shiper 1933: 81; M.
Weinreich 19540H: 104-105%; 1947: 2199). This patriotism has
a certain parallel in Eastern Europe where some scholars
arzued that Jdews initially spoke 3lavonic dialects and switched
to Yiddish secondarily. Considerable debate has been devoted
to the Slavonic theory {(ef. Harkavy 1867; Borokhov 1913e:
nos. 422-458; Rubshteyn 1913; Dubnov 1913; Shtif 19173:
321-324; M. Weinreich 1973: I, 92-95; III, 83-83).
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There arose amongst a number of mid and late nineteenth
century German-Jewish scholars the more extreme visw that
Western Yiddish did not exist until the gegyenteenth century
when a large number of East European Jews, fleeing the
massacres in the Ukraine of 1648 and 1649, fled westward
and brought their Yiddishzwith them. Jost (1859: 208)

claimed that the\seventeehth centg;z;westward migration of

"teachers, cantors, rabbis and community officials" was
instrumental in displacing German with Yiddish. The
theory was most vigorously espoused by Glidemann (1887:
105; 1888: 296-297: 1891: =xxii-xxiii). Steinschneider,
who made no secret of his loathing of Yiddish {(cf. 1898:
75; 1904: 759-760), attributed the rise of Yiddish to
the "forced isolaticon and general crudeness" resulting from
the Thirty Years' War (1898: 74).

By the Iatelnineteenth century, however, some German-
Jewish resgearchers wers pointing to the importance of ¥Yiddish
studies for Germanics (ef. Grinbaum 1882: viii), and sonme
were even lamenting the academic losses resulting from the
prejudices against the language (cef. Berliner 1898: 162).
As on the recognition of fusion as a key feature of ¥Yiddish
(ef. §2.1), new ideas on the age of Yiddish began to emerge
in the writings of a number of scholars around the turn of
the century. Countering the arguments of those who sought

to see seventeenth century versecutions as the cause of the
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development of Yiddish, Shulman (1898: 44-46) proposed

that fourteenth century persecutions, the most notorious

of which were the Black Death massacres of 1348 and 1349,
would have had an analogous effect upon the language spoken
by fleeing Jews. Shulman 4id however accept that the
gseventeenth century return westward had serious linguistic
implications. Here again the major transition figure was
Leo Wiener. On the one hand Wiener was ostensibly commitfed
to the Zunz model {cf. 18%4: 175-176). On the other he
had his doubts. Onn the same page in which he repeats
Zunz's claim that there ié no sign of Yiddish éredatinga the
sixteenth century, Wiener (1893: 42) discusses a fiffeenth
century manuscript in which "there are already to be found
the peculiarities that distinguish the ﬁussian variety of
the Judaeo-German from the Nlew] H{izgh] Glerman]". He
furthermore finds it puzzling that Grinbaum (1882: 29-30),
explaining away some of these specificities as dialectal
German variants, ignores the parallel provided by modern
svoken Yiddish. Wiener's conflicting statements are
symptomatic of hig time. t one point he argues (18%9:
16-17) that the importation of Yiddish books emanating

from the Slavonic gpeaking lands was a decisive factor

in the development of Western Yiddish. At another (1904:
30L-305) he cites Buxtorf's (1609), Preiffer's (1680) and
Wagenseills (1699) remarks on the specificities of Yiddish
as evidence "that the origin of Judaeo-Cerman must be

assigned to a period much earlier than that of which tThey
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treat”.

Modern Yiddish linguistics has unequivocally
discarded the notion that seventeenth century migrations
westward intec Germany could have had any seriocus impact
upon Yiddish (ef. e.g. Birmbaum 1923a: 152; 192%:

270; M. Weinreich 1923a: I, 50). One twentieth

century school of Yiddish linguistics argues that Yiddish
is roughly a thousand years old. A second opts for a

period of corigin anywhere between the thirteenth and
ifteenth centuries.

The "millennialists" contend that Yiddish originated
"on touchdown", that the language of the first compact
settlements of Jews on medieval German soll differed
from the very begimning from that of their coterritorialists.
As irony would have it,-it was Tirst proposed by the
celebrated German police chief and criminologist, Friedrich
Christian Benedict Avé-Lallemant who was responding to the
theories of one German-Jewish scholar and was soon attacked
by another for his views on the age of Yiddish.

Ave-Lallemant (18358-18%2: ITI, 204-207) chalienged Zuné’s

(1832: 438-443) ideas concerning the history of Yiddish

and put forward the theory that the history of Yiddish

beginsg with Jewish colonization on German speaking territory.

Ag evidence he cites the intensity of the fusion of the elements
in Yiddish, the documentation of Yiddish lcanwords in early
criminclogical sources and the attesgtation of Germanic

archaisms in Yiddish. MNost of Avé-Lallemant's specific

examples offered in support of his views are unconvincing and
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frequently erronecus, but the methodology he proposes and

the conclusions he reaeches- — anticipating many achievements
of twentieth century ¥Yiddish linguistics — are indicative
of a Yiddish linguist ahead of his time. Almost

immediately he was sharply attacked by Steinschneider (1864:
36-37) for his view that Yiddish was far older than Zunz
had allowed. -

The twentieth century millemnialists are nearly all
students of the "Yiddishist school" in fiddish linguistics,
the brarnch of Yiddish language research founded by Borokhov
(1913a) which views Yiddish studies as a self centered
discipliné rather than a satellifte of Germanic studies.
Borokhov himself {(1913a: 4) cautiously maintained that
Yiddish "ig probably not younger than six or seven hundred
years". Mieses {1915: 30) was apparently the first in
the present century to argue that Yiddish arose as soon
as Jews setiled in what was to become Ashkenaz {(ef. also
Mieses 191%9: 123). Rubshteyn (1922: 8), in the context of
his theory of international trade in the earliesr Middle Ages
as the prime force responsible for the rise of Yiddish,
conciuded that Yiddish arose in that period. Shiper
(1924: 109} reexamined onomastic sources dating back to the
eleventh century and coqcluded that the attestation of
personal names of Hebraic, Germanic and Romance origin
matches the later attested structurs of Yiddish. He
proceeded to reconstruct an early form of the fusion languase

of the eleventh century. Introducing the sociclogical
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thought experiment, Shiper (1933: 79, 83) argued that
certain individuals of a privileged class may well have
spoken German but that this was not the case with respect
to the vast majority of the Jewish population who spoke
Yiddish. Although Shiper's specific linguistic points
are frequently flawed {cf. Prilutski's notes to Shiper
1933 and Kslmanovitsh 1937: 38L4), he introduced methods
whnich have yet to be fully explored for possible linguistic
ramifications. Another proponent of the theory that
Yiddish was distinet from the very earliest times of the
Ashkenagi subculture was Yiddish literary historian Y.
Tsinberg (1935: 22-28).

Solomon A. Birnbaum (1929: 270) was perhaps the
first to gpecifically state the view that Yiddish is
about & thousand years old. Invoking practical,
psychological, philological and sociological cfiteria,
Birnbaum too (1939: L43; 1979: 57) traced the origins of
Yiddish to the beginnings of continuous compact Jewish
gettlement on Germanic speech territory. In his Marburg
University doctoral dissertation, Max Weinreich (1923%a: I,
53) had maintained that even the oldest Yiddish was
distinetly different from coterritoriél German dialects.
At first, Weinreieh (1923a: I, 65; 1928a: 1i4) set the age
of the language at "at least seven to eight hundred years®.
Later, in his outline of the history of Yiddish placed before

the Fifth International Congress of Linguists in Brussels



in 1939, he asserted that the beginning of ¥Yiddish must be
asgigned "tc the time when the uninterrupted history of the

Jews in Cermany starts, that is, to about 1000 A.D." (1939:

49), bringing him into conformity with Birnbaum. Weinreich
often stressed that Jewish communities —— as opposed to
individuals — on German soil never spoke German before

modern times (cf._l953: 4LG7; 195ka: 78-79; 19354b: 107-108;
1985: 13; 1959: 565). For Weinreich (1954a: 78), any
model positing a ore-Yiddish stage in which Jews spoke
German could be tenable only "if we were to fancy a group
of Germans in the Rhineland, pagan to begin with and afterwards
Christianized, embracing Judaism® and developing a separate
language. It is somewhat curicus that one of the staunchest
adherents of a maximal age of Yiddish ié at once a strong
supporter of the text theory (cf. §3.1) which implicitly
suggests fusion as a sécondary process in the history of
Yiddish.

None of the adherents of the millenﬁial_theory nas
produced hard linguistic evidence although the school has
collectively mustered a ncteworthy collection of eclircumstantial
evidence. The modern opposition to the theory maintaing that
Yiddish bezan somewhere between the periocds proposed by
the Zunz school and the Avé~Lallemant approach. Consisting
largely of Germanists, this school places the birth of Yiddish
anywhere between the thirteenth and the fifteenth century.

Its founder is Jechiel Fischer (1936: 39-40C) who maintains
that the beginnings of Yiddish can most productively be

sezrcned for in the thirteenth and fourkteenth centuries.
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Specifying his datings further, Fischer (1936: 61) concludes
fhat the thirteenth century needs to be included in the
higtory of Yiddish as the veriod of events leading Lo the
development of Yiddish and the fourteenth century as the
early stage of actual development of Yiddish.

Stisskind (1953: 106}, disputing Weinreich's datings,
posits a period of "Judeo-German” extending until around
1350, followed by an Old Yiddish period which he extends
from 1350 to 1300, Joffe (1954: 102} considers” that
present evidence confirms the existence of Yiddish for
Tover six hundred years" noting "I prefer to err on
the side of understatement’. Beranek (1957: 1961, 1943-
1964), maintaining that the language of Ashkenazi Jews did
net differ at first from German, with fhe exception of
Hebrew and Aramalc expressiong for religious concepts,
places the begimmings of Y{ddish between 1300 and  1350.
Marchand (19465: 250) places the beginnings of Western
- Yiddisn as a language with certain uniform traits not
linked to the local German dialect between 1450 and 1500.
His pupil Howard (1972: 18, 21) contends there is no evidence
of Yiddish before 1450 but his own uwnfamiliarity with
Yiddish linguistice renders the limguistic portions of his
dissertation spﬁéﬁﬁéﬁ'éon:using.

Now the specificity of Yiddish vis-&-vis medieval
German is not exclusively contingent upon the weizghty presences

of a Semitie Component in the language. The cooccurrence of
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attested German dialectal features in a structure that

is uniquely Yiddish would have made Yiddish a separate
entity in the medievzl period.: In fact, it has been

shown that the configuration of the Germanic Component

in later Yiddish is not congruent with any one German
dialect (cf. Landau 1896: 58; Prilutski 1917: 289-29C;

M. Weinreich 1938: 289). The separatensss of such an
early Yiddish would have been enhanced by the sprinkling

of Romance lexical items and the use of Semitisms for
religious concepts and communal activities. Nevertheless,
the resclution of the question of the'origin of the Semitic
Compeonent in Yiddish woui& be of inestimable value as 2 hard
linguistic tool for helping determine the age of Yiddish.

On the cne hand the presence of the Semitic Component

~—— by and large in its later attested strength and
structure — at the outset is incontrovertible evidence of
fusion from the very beginning. Cn the other, it would
be debatable whether any CGermanic dialect spoken by Jews
without the Semitic Component can be called Yigdigh. It
can be argued that Yiddish by definition incliudes as <two
panterritorial and panchronoclogical elsments the Germanic
and Semitic Component {ef. $2.4). In the work at hand,

we zre not necessarily interested in confirming or réjecting
any of the proposed datingg for the beginnings of Yiddish.
The contribution of Semitic Component studies to the
debates on the age of Yiddish is only of value in a relative

capacity. Suffice it to say that the text theory of
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late origin of the language as & whole. The continual

—_——————

3.3. The Viability of Proto Yiddish

The protolanguage concept, an axiom of the stammbaum
theory, is neither completely valid nor wholly fallacious.
It frequently represents a portion of reality and an even
greater degree of practical usefulness for the expression of
systematic correspondences between attested language varieties.
Some modern scholars consider as one of- the geals of historical
linguistics the recovery of the "ancestor languazes"
(Hoenigswald 1940: 119) while for others "the end result
of reconstruction is vastly less interesting {...] than the
assumpticns and procedures that advance us toward that
reconstruction® (King 1969: 155}, This is a difference
in emphasis, A far more substantive theoretical clash
ig the classic debate between the comparativists and the
diffusionists. Sehleicher's (1848-1850) stammbaum theory
and hig (18%8) reconstruction of a Proto Indo-European fable
symbolize %the first school. Schmidt's (1872) wave theory
and Schuchardt!s (1884, theory of language mixture represent

the second. The real question is then whether phenomena
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explained by the comparative model in terms of genetic
descent from a protolanguage might not be equally explainabtle
by diffusion and language mixture.

Marchand (1960: 41), concerned with the inter-
relationships between Yiddish and German dialects, has
pointed to Yiddish as an ideal test case for general
protolanguage theory. Perhaps even more valuable for
general historical linguistics is the question of the
genetic unity of the Semitic Component in Yiddish. The
text theory of necessity assumes polygenesis of the Semitic
Component — continuous use of sacred texts in many
different times and plages cumulatively resulting in the
component as it is known today. Continual Trangmission
assumes monogenesis of the Semitie Gomﬁonent — initial
entry of Semitic languagze material in the everyday speech
of settlers in Europe at the beginning of the history of
Yiddish fusing with and subsequently spreading and
developing along with the structurally and quantitatively Tar
more weighty Germanic Component. The protolanguage
model is here challenged by the text theory, not by diffusion
or mixture, and it is here that the interest for general
historical linguistics is 'gréatest. As there were no
Hebrew or Aramaic dialects spoken in Central or Eastern
Burope, diffusion and nixture are eliminated from
consideration as potential contributing factors to any
attested aspect of the Semitis Component. There are.‘of course,
possibilities of giffusion between dialects of Yiddish,

but phonological criteria generally betray such cases.
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While any Germanic Component form is a priori under

suspicion of having entered at any one of a number of

possible times Trom a coterritorial or contiguous German
dialect, the possibility of wave theory explanations is
cruclially reduced with respect te the Semitie Component.

The notion of a Proto Semitic Component can be tested by a
number of methods, including examination of the degree of
lexical and structural affinity between the Semitic

Components of disparate Yiddish dialects, and most impeortantly,
the degree of similarity in the precise structural way in which
the two components have fused in different areas.

As the Semitic Component does not exist in a vacuum, any
evidence for or against a Proto Semitic Component is in effect
contributory evidence for or against Proto Yiddish. A number
of scholars have taken a positive view toward the possibilities
of reconstructing Proto Yiddish (e.g. M. Weinreich 1923a: I, 65;
1940s: 33-35; 1954b: 100). The most important accomplishment
of these scholars within the framework of protolanguage theory
has been the construction of-a number of systems of Proto Yiddish
vocalism {ef. below § 4.1). Others have taken a sharply
negative view of the concept of Proto Yiddish (Susskind 1953:

98; Marchand 1960: L41; 1965: 249-250).
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. An Cutline of Pan Yiddish Vocalisnm
%.1. Tne Systemabization of Pan Yiddish Voecalism

——— —

Any cosmic account of the genealogical relations
between a considerable number of vartially similar language
varieties over a great span of time of necessity does violence
tc the true synchrony of any of these varieties at a given
voint in time, Complexity and heterogeneity are obscured
by the comparative model and this is one of its overriding
weaknesses. Nevertheless, the comparative method, once Tree=d
from excesses, 1ig valid-as a more abvstract level of analysis
to the extent that stated reflexes of presumed preoicentities
do correspond to the actual empirically-real reglizations
as documented from informants or attested in older monuments.
Most significantly, fhe comparative model vrovides a framework
for the coherent expression of svecific correspondences. In
studying aspects of the phonology of the Semitic Comvonent,
work is facilitated if reference can be made te a systematic
framework for the history of Yiddish wvocalism —— that aspect
of Yiddish phonolsgy of direct concern to our work. Heedless
to say, such a framework can be dubions if it ig based upon
hypothetical reconstructions, even 1f these are posited on
the evidence of cognate languages. The meore seriocus danger
is that guestions for research are treated as foregone
conclusions and vosited as part of the "framework”. Reascning
then bvecomes circular and potential conclusions are rendered

fallacious. Reconstructions, as valuable as they are for
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heloving to express change, need to be kept notatiornally
digtinct from expressions of known correspondences. For

the study of the stressed vowel systems of a number of

related varisties, this can be achieved 1T reconstructions

are expressed in the traditional manner of asterisk prefixation
while known correspondences are expressed as diachonemes.

The diaphoneme is a child of structural dialectolozgy (ef.

U. Weinreich 1954b). which achieves a multidialectal
representation of spatially differentiated reflexes of
phonemes that occur in the same lexical items with no necessary
reference to a vrotolanguage or to cognate languases,

Attempts at systemigzing Yiddish vocalism in the
twentieth century have shown a constant rise in scope and
sovhistication. Gerzon (19C2: 20-29), faitnfully fellowing
neogrammarian tradition, took the wowel phonemes of classical
#iddle Hich Terman as his pecint of departure and weant on to
relate them to the realizations in cosnate lexical items in
a dialect of Yiddish. In Cerzon's time, it was of course
a feat to relate Yiddish to a specific form of German, rather
than some general "German”. The same overation was carried

out with a great deal more devth by Sapir (1915: 237-250!).

3,

Revzen (1920: 51-63) took the graphemes of literary Yiddish
as his point of departure and related these to realizations
in the dizlects of modern Eastern Yiddish and to #iddle High
German cognates. He then proceecded (?9;83) to relate the

vowel phonemes of classical Hebrew to their rezlizations in




the several modern dialects. Prilutski (1920; 1921)
presented far more material than anybody before him or since
on individual scunds, taking Middle High German, Hebrew,
or literary Yiddish as a startinz point, as seemed best to
him in any individual case. He drew explicit charts (e.g.
1921: 2407 276} to relate stock language vowels to
localized documentations from varietiss and subvarieties of
Yiddish, and incorporated evidence from the largely
defunct dialects of Western Yiddish. Birnbaum (1923b)
surpassed these efforts conceptualliy by positing The syrnchronic
vowel system of the analyzed languagze itself as a point of
departure —— the diglect of Yiddish he was studying —
and relating each phoneme to cognates in all the stock languages
as well as to those of another Yiddish dialect. Although
he reverted to using the stock languages for his framework,
Veynger (1929: 60-?3; QL-100, 116~119) related the usual
correspondances and exceptions holdinzg between ail the stock
languaces and all the modern dialects of Yiddish.

The-next major conceptual advance was Fischer's
system of Froto Yiddish vocalism which 1is an autonomous
system eaglly relatable to both stock languaze cognates and
attested 5Yidéish-realiiétions; a system he proposed in
the unpublishe& portions of his 1934 Heldelbers disssrtation
(see now Bin-un 1973: 1-83—5.’2_2);-' Tt was follcowed in its essential

by Zeranek (e.z. 1957; 1965ab). U. Weinreicn (1958/, in
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one of his now-classic studies on the development of Eastern
Yiddish vocalism, devised a system of fifteen numbered
diaphonemes corresponding with The fifteen correspondences
he selected for tThe study. The numbering of diaphonemes,
credited to Haudricourt and Juilland (1949) allows for the
expression of a dialectal realization and its relation to
an unlimited number of other dialectal realizations, with
no necessary tie to any sveciiic protovalue.

The system znow widely accepted in Yiddish studies is
M. Weinreich's interdialectal scheme of Pan Yiddish vocalisa
proposed as M. Weinreich 19460a and revised as 1973: II, 321-
382; IV, 364-384). It is primarily designed as a system
of synchronic correspondences but can serve as a protosystem
as well. It accounts for all known vafieties cf Yiddish,
and although autonomous for dialectological work, can be
easily related to stock language cognates in comparative
work. It has, mbreover alrea&y been succegssfully used by
a number of researchers (e.g. Cuggenheim-Crinberg 1984%: 1973;
Herzog 1965: 159-233, 275-278; 1969).

Max Weinreich's system, in short, is as follows.

There are five series of veowels, 1 — higtorically shcort vowels,
2 — higtorically long vowels, 3 — historically shori vowels
subject to early lengthening, 4 — historical diphthongs and

5 — a single lengthensd g vowsl. While avoiding reference

to specitic protoqualities of vowels, Weinreich (1973: IV, 369)
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doeg wish To malke a zgeneral statement about broad qualities

of protovowels. This is accomplished by means of upper case

characters. There are five series 1 vowels: Al, El, Il’ Ol

2r Eny Iy, 0, and Uy five

i : E I O U,: 1 i
series 3 vowels &3, 30 T30 O and JB, four series %

and Ul; five series 2 vowels: A

vowels: ,E@; Ig, O@ and UQ; cne geries 5 vowel: Eg'
As an illustration, one could say that E5 appears as the
diavhonene ei H L Il 4 Il & in Eastern Yiddish, with specifications
concerning the geographic areas intended by each part of the
diapvhoneme. In work on the Lanzsuaze and Culbture Atlas of
Ashkenazic Jewry, U. Weinreich replaced his father's upper
case letters by digital designations according to the code
1 =4A, 2=E, 3=TI, 4=0ard 5=1U and prefixing ths
number designations to the series desizgnation. The resulf is
the system of double digit desiznations in use today (ef.
Herzog 1965: 228, note 1). A6 an illustration, one could
now say that vowel 25 appears as the diaphoneme i # I # 1 1l g
in Bastern Yiddish; but more importantly, the double digit
designations can be subscripted o any actual realization
or reconstructiocn, e.g. Northeastern Yiddish 225 derives from
Prote Eastern Yiddish *525 in a collapse of tense and lax vowels
giving uvresent day Hortheastern Yiddish 321/25-

In the work at hand, the Weinreich system has been
modified. Tour of the provosed vowels, 23’(333, 33 (13}' 13
(03} and 53 (UBJ are omitted because they are in nc way different

from 22 (Ez}, 32 (12), b2 (C,) and 52 (U,) resvectively, in any



mown variety of Yiddish (cf. Xatz 1978b: §§ 2.2, 2.4; 1983:
§ 4. Tne positing of these vowels on the basis of cognate
Hiddle High German vowels 1s a vieclation of the synchronic
reglity condition which distinguishes a system of
interdialectal corresvondences from a vrotosystem in the
claggical sense. The omigsion of these four vowels makas
for the rezgrouping of the twe remaining nistorical short vowels
subject to early open syllable lengthening in series 3, and
the dropping of series 5. To awid confusion with the
existing literature, no anumber of any gingle vowel has been
altered. Hence vowels 13 {AB} and 25 {Eﬁk' forn series 3.
The diaphonemic systematization of Pan Yiddish Vocalism is
illustrated in Table 1, where ten everyday items in their
Standard Yiddish forms are provided to illustrate each of
the gixteen diaphonemes. All 140 examples are gleaned fron
the Germanic Component of Yiddish. The Semitic Component
ig the target of owr inguiry and the guesition of which
Semitic Component vowels have fused with which CGermanic
Componient vowels 1is potentially conteantious. It is a
tribute to the Weinreich system that it can be used to
disagree with its inventorl!s opinions on thsse matters as
easily as to defend tﬁose opinions. Finally, we have
supplied a proposed protovowel for each diaphoneme to
facilitate exvression 57 certain major developments in
historical Yiddish phonology and stabed the envircnment
for lengthening for vowelsg 13 and 25 which would, in a

clagsical protosystenm, be part of 11 and 21 respectively.



Table 1: ° Diaphonemic Systematization of Pan Yiddish Vocalism§

Sapi

o1:

= Tmp T oV TEE I = A s — C— P

Higtorically Short Vowels

1.1. Veowel 11 (Al) < Proto Yiddish *a:
alt 'old', arbat 'work!', bak 'cheek!', gast
teuest!, kalt 'cold!, laxn 'laugh', naxzt
"night!, vassr ‘'water’', zalc 'salt', zamd
Tzand!'. B '

1.2. Vowel 21 (ElJ < Proto Yiddish ¥z

. brénsn ‘bura!, fsn 'eat!, féfsr 'pepper?,

f£1d *field', néntolsx 'tiny hands!, ufxtn
'vesterday?!, Sprsk 'fear!, dvestar 'sister!,
v2lt 'world'; xent 'walls?.

1.3. Vowel 31 (IlJ <. Protc Yiddish *i:
din 'thin', £i8 'fish', govis ‘certainly'/
g113i)% 'slippery!, kind ‘child', Xlingsn
'ring, scund', nidsprix 'low', Sif ‘ship',
vinén 'wish', zilbor 'silver’®.

1.4, Vowel 41 (01) < Proto Yiddish %#p:

kop ‘head?, lax 'hole', ldzn 'allow’,

mwirgn 'tomorrow', sks ‘ox!, Lixisr ‘'daughter',
volf 'wolf', wdlvl Vinexpensive!, usx 'week',
zak 'sock'.

1.5. Vowel 51 (Ul) < Proto Yiddish *u:
frum ‘religious, pious', hunt 'dog'!, kimsn
‘come'!, kunc ‘trick, feat', kus 'kiss!,
pliclung 'suddenly?, putar 'butter!,
amatik 'sad', yndzar ‘our’, zun 'sun'.

il




Table 1 (Continued)

Historigally Long Vowels
(including lengthened vowels fully merged
with their originally long counterparts)

1.4. Vowel 12 (Az) < Proto ¥Yiddish *3:
blizn 'blow', garatn 'successful!, hor Thair',
jor 'year', klar ‘clear?, . umddl ‘'needle’,
nhant 'near', sdar ‘vein', nn fwithcut?,

W -

$15fn 'sleen!'.

1.7.. Vowel 22 (EEJ < Proto Yiddish *g&:
bhejz 'angry?!, &ibik 'forever', gein 'go!,
héibn '1ift', lejh 'lion', lejdik 'empty!,
lejen 'placef, néitik 'necessary', fein
‘beantiful', wejtik 'pain’.

1.8. Vowel 32 (IQ} < Proto Yiddish *1:

briv 'letter', dinon 'serve!, gign 'pour',

grin ‘green?, lik (haobn) 'love', 1lid 'scng,
i

poem', 3tivl iboots?, tifenig ‘depth?, fixl
'kerchief', zis 'sweet®.

1.9. Vowel 42 (02) < Proto Yiddish *a:
broit 'bread’, grajs 'large', hojksr
'hunchback!, hiizn 'trousers'!, lajiz 'looset,
noit 'necessity?, pojlisg 'Polish', =wait

o

'red!, dhin 'already!, ¥ojosn ‘dwell’.

1.10. Vowel 52 (U,) < Proto Yiddish *:
brudsr ‘brother!, bux ‘book!, du 'you',
fus 'foot!, grus ‘regards', husin 'cough',
nu '"Well! Come on'', Sul 'synagogue’,

dux 'shoel!, zuxn ‘lock for!.




Table 1 (Continued)

Series 03/035:

Series Ob:

'1.12. Vowel 25 (E5) < Proto Yiddish *e

Higtorigally Shorf Vowels sublject to Early
Lengthening -

1.11. Vowel 13 (A ) < Proto Yiddish *al, in
gtressed open syl 3010 position, extendatble
by analogy to closed syllabic allomorphs:

fAtar 'father', graz 'srass!, grdibn 'dig!,

i3gn 'chase!, nomon 'name', S13gn ‘hit! !
dtot 'eity!, tox 'day’, vign ‘wagon', zign ?
’say'. f

stressed open syllabic position, exteﬂdabla
by analogy to closed syllabic allomorphs:
hiétn "request!, k&z 'cheese!, lfbadik lalive;

lively', 1lédsr 'leather!, mel 'flour?!, mer

T AL

"more!, S$fmen (2éx) ‘be ashamed’, Spst 'late’
stétl 'village', zen 'see!.

Historieal Diphthongs

1.13. Vowel 24 (E@) < Proto Yiddish *ej:
f1ei3 ‘meat', gléjbn 'believe?!, hLéjlik
'sacred', heim 'home'!, klevd ‘dress (n.)?, :
Klejn 'little', méjnen 'be of the opiniont, :
nein 'no', réjxarn 'smoke!, zéizsr 'eclock!. :
1.14. Vowel 34 (IAJ < Proto Yiddish *z.ji:
vadé jmperlsx 'obvious', cajt ‘time?!, fain
'nice', lajlex 'sheet!, lajt 'people!

main ‘my', Sajnsn ‘shine', Snajdsr 'tailor?,
vajn 'wine', wvais 'white'

T o e e IV R Oy T T T




Table 1

(Continued) .

1.1%5. Vowel 44 (04} < Prote Yiddish *-Hu:
bajm 'tree', dzrliibt 'vermitted!, farkiifn
'sell!, hajbt 'main', 13ifn *‘run', Hig 'eye!
Aix(et) ‘*also', roix 'smoke (n.)', taib
1deaf?, toizn 'be fit for!.

1.15.  Vowel 54 (Uy) < Proto Yiddish *au:
hajan 'build!, haix ‘stomach', f£2il tlazy!,
hojz ‘house', l1lnjz 'lcuse', mnil ‘mouth',
majz ‘mouse', pojk 'drum', frsjsr !sadness’
z5jsr ‘sour!. )




L.,2, Pnonological Criteria for the Classification of
Yiddish Dialects

Given the overall regularity in the correspondences
between the stressed vowel vphonemes of the varieties of
Yiddish and the sharp differences in the concrete realizations
of these diaphonemes, it is hardly a surprise that nearly
all provosed classifications of Yiddish dialects have
emnloyed vocalic criteria. HNeedless to say, there arse
many salient differences in lexicon and syntax but none of
these can compeie with stressed vocalism as a means of
delimiting both the entire territory of ¥Yiddish aad most of
its vocabulary from the perspective of geolinguistics.

The major divide sets off Western Yiddish from Eastern
Y¥iddish. It was proposed by Landau-(1896j who defined
as "west" those areas where the two vowels now known as
24 and 44, cognate with Middle High CGerman diphthonzs el
and ou, are merged as unitary 324/@4, hence Western Yiddish
£188 'meat!, klan 'little?, méggg 'he of the opinion': DLam
'tree!, KAfn 'buy', 1Afn ‘run' (of. Middle High German fleisch,
Xlein, meinen vs. bhoum, keufen, loufen)-

Dividing each of the two major areas chronologiecally as
wall as geographically, Borokhov {(1913fg) proposed a north
va. south division for the Western Yiddish of old Yiddish
literature of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and
a three way division of the modern, Sbceken dialects of

Eagbern Yiddish more or less corresponding with the pepular




designacions "Polish™, "Lithuanian" and "Ukranian”/"Volhynian™
which Borokhov calls the "Southern dialect”. Takins into
consideration that the two southern varieties (Zorokhov's
"Polisgh” and "Scuthern™} share many features which set them
off against the north {("Lithuanian®), Birnbaum {1918: 15)
grouped the two tozether. Seeking at the time to avoid
zecgravhic or ethnographic nomenclature, Birmtaum callesd the
two southern varieties the u dialect (aftér vowel 12/13 realized
ags 1 or U in the south and as 5 in the north), and the northern
variety the ¢ dialect. He then subdivided the u dialsct iato
an aj and an gi subdialect (after vowel 22/2L realized as ai
in "Polish" and as g} in "Ukranian'). This analysis, setting
the south vg. north division as the primary one for modern
Yiddish, was in its essentials followed by Mieses (1924),
elaborated upon by Pischer (1936) and restated in geographic
terms by Birnbaum himself (1979).

Seeking to classify the entire historical speech
Territory of Yiddish —— the neariy defunct Western Yiddish
alongside the modern spoken Yiddish of Eastern Eurove ——
Prilutski (1920: 79) adovted vowel 24, one of Landau's
criterial vowels for delimiting the West, as & classificatory
deviee. 1In a single sweep, Priluitskl postulated three major
divisions within Yiddish: Western Yiddish (ézgi, Central

Yiddish (aj,,) and Bastern Yiddish (332@}. To this day,
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Yiddish linguists speak of Birnbovms simen ("Birnbaum's

eriterion’, i.e. vowel 12/13) ve. Prilutskis gimen ("Prilutski's

criterion”, i.e. vowel 24). Prilutski’s scheme has
become almost standard, probably becauss of M. Welinreich's E
acceptance of it (e.g. 1940a: 37; 1958b: 41-42). Prilutski's

ethnogranhic ﬁ651c4atloas for the two subdivisionszs of his

"Eagstern Yiddish" . " South Russian and Lithuanian — have
gince been replaced by the correlétive geographic ferms
Southeastern and Northeastern Yiddish. While masterfully
succeeding in spanning the entire time and space of Yiddish
with a single isogloss, Prilutskil's classification suffers
from two major weakrnesses. Pirstly, the two most similar
dialects of modern Yiddish, Prilutski’s "Central'" and his
"South Russian" are severed, and the latter attached to |
"Lithuanian" on the evidence of a single isogleoss. Secondly,
the term "Centbtral Yiddigh" is somewhat migleading as it implies
an ares intermediszte between West andg BEast when in fact the
aj dialect ("Polish") oecupies much of the heartland of Eastern
¥Yiddish.

The several schemes are of course not mutually
contradictory when ceonsidered within a more modern frameworX more
sympathetic to the description of obser ed vhernomena tThan to —

the "reat" of classification by a single isogloss. Some of

=

the D 0“osed 373381?1cab10ns are schematically outlined 1in

Tahle 2. The seventh column ocutlineg the clagsification
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followed herein {(after Katz 1979b; 1983: §3). Westernm Yiddish
ig divided into Northwestern ¥Yiddish, Midwestern Yiddish and
Southwestern Yiddish. The latter two, sharing many features,
collectively comprise Southern Western Yiddish. Analogously,
Eastern Yiddish consists of Northeastern Yiddish, Mideastern
Yiddish and Southeastern Yiddish, the latter two collectively
comprising Southern Eastern Yiddigh. The area intermediate
between West and East and indeed displaying features of beth
is ealled Transitional Yiddish in the proposed schema.
Transitional Yiddish itself exhitits twe distincet branches,
Northern Transitional Yiddish and Southern Transitional
Yiddish. The approximate geographic spread of the dialects

is illustrated in the appended map of the historical speech
territory of Yiddish. The stressed vo&el systems of the

six major varieties are schematically illustrated in Tables
3-8. That of modern Standard Yiddish is.illustrated in

Table 9. Although a sccietal creation rather than a nacturally
developed system, the standard variety is used by a
noteworthy number of speakers. It is based upon the vocalism

of Northeastern Yiddish {Table A).
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Table 3: Northwestern Yiddish Vocallsm

1y, B,
1a3 ©g1
S5 B S12/13
Sloo/3h Uy / sty
®21(/31) : Pu1
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Midwestern Yiddish Voeslism

PU90 /o) 54

213 /21/ 4l
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Table 5:

=4

32
31
g5
€l22(/25)

€01

Southwestern Yiddish Vocalism

a ﬁ59

u51

ol

12

YU(12/ )42/ 54

41

aij

813/004/44
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Table 6: Northeastern Yiddish Vocalism

©loo /ol /o /e

12/13/81




| Table

7

Mideastern Yiddish Vocallsm




i Taple 8 Southeastern Yiddish Vocalism

I3p/22 | Y12/13/50
Y(25/131/51

elzz/2u(/25) . 2 dua/u
51 °11/41

a11/)3L




Standard Yiddish Vocalism

23up i/ sl

M1p/13/L1
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4,3, Fhonological Criterig for the Periodization of the
History of Yiddish

For expository vurvcses, the history of Yiddish may
be divided into 01d Yiddicsh, Middle Yiddish and Yew Yiddish
on the basis of vhonological ecriteria. Unlike other
veriodizations (e.g. Birmbaum 1929: 270; Slisskind 1953: 105;
M. Weinreich 1973: II, 397), the vproposed periodization is
correlative. No specific dates are proposed or defended, and
only internal linguistic evidence is taken into account.

The eariiest event in the history of Yiddish lending
itself to reconstruction is Oven Syllable Lengthening (7 =
[+ilong] / _§), a rule Yiddish obtained no doubt from the well
known development in German (ef. e.g. Bach 1970: 226-227;
Penzl 1975F 113-114; Paul 1975: 52-53; Russ 1978: 74-77).
The complexities of the Yiddish rule, and the ways in which
it differs from its German counterpart merit special study.

As for the guestion of which vowels were orocessed by Lengthening,
we have empirical evidence from Yiddish only with respect to
Prote Yiddish *g and ¥z, which split as a result of Lengthening
into *a/3 and *£/E. At first allophonic, the split was in time
vhonologized, perhaps in direct consequence of its extention
by analogical levellinzg to closed gyllabic allomorphs and to
closed syllabic position by apocove of unstressed vowesls.

In any case, the effect of Lengthening upon the Froto Yiddish

vowel system {Table 10) was to Zive -rise to two new diaphonemes



Table 10:

“€01/25

Hg 33}-;'

Proto Yiddish Vocalisn

*211/13

13

L
)

T
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vowels 13 and 25 (Table 11). Unlike iater regiocnal splits,

Lengthening has Pan Yid&gsﬁ- effects which are anparent in

the form of the nodern diaphonemes. Southern YJestern Yiddish

T oUDOSses 513 Lo ﬁ[/ou]lz. Northwestern Yiddish nreserves a

distinect ézs. Conversely secondary mergers have obscured

these diaphonemes in gsome areas. Thus, Tor example, all

of Eagtern Yiddish and Northwestern Yiddish have merged vowel

13 with vowel 12. Hortheastern Yiddish has merged 25 with 21.
Begides giving rise to two new digphonemes, Lengthening

served as pvart of the i1nvut to the Great Yiddish Vowel Shift,

which congisted of two stages. Firstly, the eariy Yiddish

lower-mid long vowels, *325 (< *221/25) and %512 wers

raised to upper—mid_*ézs and %ﬁlz while the original upper-

mid *522 and %ﬁﬂz were lowered to lower-mid *522 and %542.

This exchange 1s illustrated in Table 12, The resulfing

lower-mid *Egg and %5@2 were then dionthongized to *2322

and *ngz while the original diphthongs, %5124 and %ﬂﬂua

were monophthongized to *32& and %iﬂ@' This exchange is

iliustrated in Table 173. All these events precede the

split into Western and Eastern Yiddish and may be regarded

That is

=
<

H=ts

i

I

I

[1#p}

ry

as belonging To the period of C1d fiddish
not to say that featuress later known to be characteristic
of West and Tast did not make their appearance in the 01ld
Yiddish period. They undoubtedly 4id. But the major

vhonclegical split of the two branches postdated Open
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Syllable Lengthening and the Great Yiddish Vowel Shift.

That gsoplit defines the onset of the ¥igdle Yiddish veriod.

It involved the four preducts of fThe final stage of the
Great Ziddish Vowel Shift —— divphthonzs *i@zz and *Qﬂug and

the new lower-mid long *E y, and *5“4' In the West, {0ld
2 e

22
¥3y,, merged as unitary By /1y the nallmark of Yestern

Yiddish *gj and *Qnﬁz remained unchanged, while *iza and

Yiddish to this very day. In tThe east, the iower-mid long

monopinthongs %32@ aad *3;, merged with diphthongs *£i,, and

3 iRt Rl 11 e 3 . ') \ 1 FR— L

.. SiVIAZ unitary *el,, /., and *au, /- Whatever the

phonetic realizations, 22 is merged with 2% ard 42 with 44 in

all modern forms of Eastern Yiddish (Mideastern ﬁizz/za’ gj42/44
e 5 3 i M 3 3 j

| Southeastern €lso /ol 2o/l i Jor'-.,neastern 3_122/24/1@2/;_}@; .

The Primary Split into ¥West and East is illustrated in Table

oF

14, "West® and "East! rather than the technical dialectal
desiznaticng Wegstern Yiddish and Eastern Yiddish are used because
as mentioned previocusly, certain characteristic develouments

of each branch undoubtedly were taking vlace before the Primary
Split, If we use the modern dialects as our point of departure
and recongtruct Profto Western and Proto Zastern Yiddish, the
svstems arrived at will resemble those 1llustrated in Tables

15 and 16, One cannot recoustruct *324/4@ for Froto Yestern
¥iddish because Yorthwestern ¥iddish (cf. Table 3) hnas rounded

vowel 13 to 3, giving unitary HJorthwestern Yiddish 572/lq. Yowel
il -
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Table 15: Proto Western Yiddish Vocalism

"3z gp
193 gy
825 12
*5322 f"-‘ju&z
FEou oy
%821 %’)L},l
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Table 15: Proto Eastern Yiddish Vocalism




2i/4l is preserved as 3. Had 13, 24 and 44 been merged

in Proto Western Yiddish as unitary &, vowel 13 could not

have then been disentanglied and nmerge on its own with 12.
Northwestern rounding of 13 1is btherefore of great antiquity

and was underway in the 014 Yiddish period. Nor could one
reconstruct merged 512/13 for Proto Western Yiddish as Southem
Western Yiddish has preserved unrounded 513. Had the fwo been
merged, vowel 13 could not have then been disentangled and
merge on its own with 24/44. Analogously, the Primary

Split does not "equal® Proto Eastern Yiddish in any mechanical
way. One cannot, for example, reconstruct Proto Eastern Yiddish
*Quhz/hh because all the modern reflexes (Mideastern, Southeastern
2340 /1h | Northeastern Yiddish &3y, /) display front unrounded
offglide J. We therefore reconstruct Proto Eastern Yiddish
g§42/44 (cf. Herzog 1965: 163).

During the Middle Yiddish period, the two Xkey blocks
underwent continuing consolidation and the underlying north vs.
south divisions within each block became firmly established.
Amongst the phonological shifts which in all likelihocd
transpireﬁ-during this veriod, one may cite the monophthongization
of 22 and 42 in Midwestern Yiddish (ef. Table 4) and the chain
shifts initiated by the fronting and unrounding of 51 and 52
in Southern Eastern Yiddish (ef. Tables 7-8). The dialectal
structure of the language known from twentieth century

investigation characterizes New Yiddish.
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5. Synchronic Evidence

5.1, The Synchronic Semitic Componant

It is an inherent feature of the fusion process that
each component can exert an attractive analogical force upon
its sister components within the overall structure cof the
fusion languace. Such attractive analogical forces c¢an result
in new forms specific to the fusion language which are
inconceivable in the stock languages and their determinants.
A few examples from Yiddish can serve to illustrate the
process of transcomponent analogy. The Hebrew roots “amhg
and JEEE, albeit of obvious Semitic origin, have joined the
Synchronic Germanic Component within ¥Yiddish. They give
the weak Yiddish verb mikn 'erase!, past participle gaméki

(cf. e.g. Cermanic Component lékg 'lick!, past participle

galékt) and the strong Yiddish verb S8xty 'slaughtert, past
participle goSixtz (cf. e.z. Germanic Component mésin 'measure’,

past participle gamssty). By proportional analogy with

such Germanic Component nouns as 1lax ‘hole!, pl. léxsr, the
Semitic Component in Yiddish pluralizes pinem 'face’ (< gﬁgig,
itself morphologically a plural) by umiaut and suffixation of
-ar, giving pénamor. The series of Semitie Component abstract
nouns terminatine in suffixal -sg (< -ii8) is pluralized by
suffixation of Germanic Component pluralizirg morpheme -am (<

-en), e.g. hisxAijves 'obligation', 3ijxss ‘relation', pls.
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hiszidjvesn, $Aixesn. Analogously, Germanic Component diktar
‘doctor! and piisr 'peasant' are pluralized by suffixation

of Semitic Component pluralizing morpheme -am (< im}, hence
the Yiddish plurals dok{doiram, pajarsn.

As important as these types of fusion are for the
understanding of the history of Yiddish, they must not be
permitted to obscure the degree of synchronic structural
antonomy enjoyed by each of the components. Using strictly
discerned at certain levels. With the exception of the
types just enumerated, it will most frequently be congruent
with the Semitic Component in the usual historical sense of the
term. The coexlistence of diverse vhonoclogical and morphological
patterns within the suprasystem "Yiddish" 1s at least as
characteristic of the language as intercomponent fusion. . -

Just as many Yiddish speakers familiar with several geographically
disvarate varieties of Yiddish are at home with the diasystem
1¥iddish" (ef. U. Weinreich 1954b: 393-394), all ¥Yiddish

gpeakers are by definition in control of the suprasysten

within which the synchronic components coexist and interact.

5.2. Syntax

In the realm of syntax in the strict sense of the
term —— entailing the underlying arrangements and relationships
between parts of the sentence — there is 1little that can be

proven to emanate from the Semitic Component. Some features
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have been attributed diachronically to Semitic Component
impact {(c¢f. e.g. Birnbaum 1922: U45-49). Many of these,
such ags the use of vag as relative pronoun in gll three
genders and both numbers, or the nominalization of
adjectives, e.g. 4i mejidl iz a_ﬁéjng-'the girl is pretty?
(alongside di méjd]l iz 8ejn), are better explained as
results of Slavonic impact within Eastern Yiddish or as
internal Yiddish developments. In any event, such features
can by no stretech of the imagination be discerned as
belonging to the Synchronie Semitie Component. The most
prominent syntactic category restricted to the Semitie

Component within Yiddish is the construct state of nouns

(coéxistiﬁg with the Cermanic Component genitive!l, e.gz.
sxan“iiﬁ@d ?ﬁuitibﬁ;ﬂfée)—Elit. tpoward of stu&y!]j;-

But even these can plausibly be treated synchronically as

simple nouns. Evidence for a counter construct argument
includes the fregquent reduction of the unsitressed nead or
attribute as the case may be, e.g. bes médrss 'traditional
small synagogue' (< hés wmidred < 188 midr5%), bizdy 'traditional
court?! (< ﬁia.dig < pag din). The only syntactic prominence
of the Semitic Component within Yiddish is its representation

in most grammatical word classes (parts of speech),

5.3. Word Classes

The Semitic Component exhibits a number of typical

nominal paradigms. An illustrative corpus of fifteen items
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each for two prominent canonical shapes, (ClaC(Ci5Ca ard
agentive G{C)A oln is provided -in Table 17. Table 18:

1-15 exemplifies one of the more prominent synthetic verb types
formed in Yiddish by infixation of invariant az between the
first and second radicals of the triconsonantal Semitic root,
to which Germanic Component inflectional endinzs are suffixed
as appropriate, giving infinitives of the canonical shape

{C)aCCoan(snl. Table 18: 16-30 illustrates one of a number

of analytic verb types in which an invariant Semitic Component

{historically participial) verb is periphrastically conjugated

by the use of Germanic Component auxiliaries. The canonical
shape illustrated is mac{gl{s)(C). Fifteen illustrative items

cach are provided for Semitic Component adverbs (Table 19:

1-315) and prepositions {Table 19: 146-30).

5.4, Morphologival.Speeificities

Among the formatives extensively employed in Yiddish
to inflect and derive Semitic Component lexical items are
pluralizing -am (e.g. malbes 'garment', xiver 'friend!, pls.
malbifSsm, xavéirsm), pluralizing -ag (e.g. dlgme ‘example’,
tdivs 'favour', pls. dugmres, tiiveg), feminizing -ks {(e.g.
Zavsr 'friend', xdzy 'cantor?!, fes. xaverts '{girl)friend?’,
xaznts 'ecantor's wife'), abstracting -as (e.g. gadlen ‘'braggart’,
pifat 'simple', abs. gAdlss ‘haughtiness', padtes ‘simplicity!) and
adverbializing bs- (historically a prefixed preposition; e.g.
kavine ‘'intention', 3itfss ‘'partnership!, advs. bakavins

'intentionally', baSutfes !jointly?
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5.5. Semantic Characteristics

Nearly the entire corpus of the linguistically
codified parts of traditional Jewish religious life
characteristic of the Ashkenazi subculture in which Yiddish
arose is written, studied or recited from Hebrew or Aramaic
texts. Needless to say, nearly all matters and concepts
connected with the specificities of Jewish lifestyle are
expressed in Yiddish by Semitic Component 1eﬁica1 items,

e.z. micys ‘commandment; good deed', 3dbas 'Sabbath; Saturday!,
t3irs 'Torah, Pentateuch'. There are however a few important
items from the religiocus sphere that entered Yiddish from other
sources, e.g£. bhéndn 'bless; recite grace after meals', gat 'God!,
trap ‘traditional accents used for the chanting of the
Pentateuch and weekly readings from the Prophets'! (ef. Latin
benedicere, Middle High German got, Greek tropos).

A far more important synchronic consideration from
which history may be inferred is the semantic range of the
Semitic Component. Far from being limited to religious items
and ideas, it encompasses such items as ££8sr 'true', msstamo
Iprobably', pinsm 'face! and Soites 'fooll. Although presented
to illustrate other aspects of the Semitic Ceomponent, the
135 items provided in Tables 17-19 and 21-23 may also serve

to illustrate the semantic diversity of the Semitie Component.
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5.6. Phonological Specificities

The most expliicit synchronic evidence lending itself
to historical interpretation is provided by the rhonology
of the Semitic Component. In no Yiddish dialect are
there any phonetic realizations exclusive to the Semitic
Component. All parts of Yiddish share a transcomponental
phonetic inventory, at least with respect to the components
as we have defined them (ef. above §2.4). In modern Eastern
Yiddish, however, there are features restricted to the
Slavonic element, most notably the series of palatalized
consonants (ef. Bratkowsky 19741. While the Germanic
and Semitic Components are fully integrated with respect
to segmental phones, they differ markedly in their
prosodic. phonology (stress assignment}, dynamic synchreonic

phonoclogy (component specific rules) and segmental

phonemie distribution.

_5.6.1. StreSSiﬁssignment

The Germanic Component in Yiddish, like German,
exhibits root-bound or lexical siress which is, broadly
speaking, vhonologically assigned to the first syliable
of most lexical items. The basic stress rule in the
Germanic Component is then

¥ = [+stress] / #C.

as exemplified by the illustrative corpus of fiftsen dtenms




@5

in Table 20. Because of the stress assignment rule, the
initial syllable retains word level stress notwithstandinz
inflectional or derivational suffixation engendering syllable
addition, as exemplified for the corpus provided in the
right hand column of Table 20. The e¢litic boundary (#)
rather than the full word boundary (##) is used in the rule
to enable'it to account for stressed stem vowels preceded
by stressed prefixal clitics. While sich stem vowels
are generally relegated to secondary stress, they remain
stressed with respect to the feollowing syllables. Thus,
for example, the primarily stressed a of arbst 'work! may
be relegated Lo secondary stress upon prefixation of
a stressed prefix, e.g. Ajisarbsim 'work cuk'!, but the basic
stregss rule continues to apply. |

In the Semitiec Component, stress is usually strictly
pheonological and is assigned to the penultimate syllable by

v = [+gtress] / Co(VC, J##

[+tense]

where the [+tense] constraint precludes th¢ rule from
fallaciously stressing reduced vowels and the parentheseées
allow for the siressing of monrosyllables. Semitic Component
Stress Asgssignment ig exemplified by fifteen illustrative items
in Table 21, In consequence of the rule, suffixation
entailing syllable addition engenders a shift in stress

to the new penultimate position. In sharp distinction to

the Germanic Component pattern, stressed Semitic Component
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vowels 2re destressed and occasionally reduced to 2 (and
its allophones — i, I, etec.) upon syllable addition
while reduced vowels emerge as fully stressed vowels or
diphthongs in consgequence of being ir the new penultimate
syllable. Thus, for example, the reduced a2 of xavar
'friend'! emerges as stressed &j in the plural, zavéirem
while the stressed & of the singular loses stress. This
marked recrganization of word level prosodiess applies
equally to words of greater number of syllables, e.g.

mexuty 'in-law'!, pl. maxatinem.

5.6.2. Semitic Component Postltonic Reduction

There can be no doubt that historically speaking,
the reduction of posttonic vowels in the Semitic Component
is a direct result of attractive analogy by the well known
process of historical reduction of unstressed vowels in
Germanic. Now in the synchronic phonology of the CGermanic
Component, as indeed in any modern variety of German,
phonetically reduced vowéls are nearly always derivable
from likewise reduced vowels on a more abstract level
of morphophonemiec or underlying representation. From the
evidence provided by the modern language, one cannct establish
a unique nonreduced underlying repregsentation. Thus,
for example, Yiddish 2 in hétlsr, ictor ‘*now', kimsn 'come'

is synchronically derivable from a likewise reduced segment
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in the un&erlying phonemnic inventory of the Germanic
Component. |

Due to the Semitic Component rule of Penultimate
Stress Assignment, reduced vowels frequently alternate
with full vowels or diphthongs in suffixed forms (ef.
Table 21). A synchronic offshoot of Penultimate Stress
Asgignment in the Semitic Component is then a synchronic

rule of Posttonic Reduction

v
ress | Co

¥ - [-tense] / [+st
as exemplified by_an illustrative corpus of fifteen items
in Table 22. The synchronic status of the rule is
attested to by the unique underlying representations

that are determined on the basis of suffixed surface forms.

5.6.13. Systematic Vocalic Altermations in the Semitic
' Component :

At this point in our investigation, we nust forsake
Standard Yiddish representations which were employed in
Tables 17-22 where the dialects do not diverge with
regpect t5 the phenomens illustrated. In as much as the
dialects of Yiddish diverge radically in their systems
of stressed vocalism (ef. Tables 3-8), the standard language
cannot adeguately serve as a model where stressed vocalism

is 2t issue. We shall use Mideastern Yiddish as a convenient
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point of departure, and thén proceed to take other

representative dialects inte account. The Semitic Component

of Mideastern Yiddish exhibits systematic morphophonenic
alternations in which the syllable boundary features open

vs. closed are the conditioning factor. Mideastern Yiddish

43, 2j and 1 in open syllables alternate with £, 2 and &,
respectively, in closed syllables. These alternations are
exenplified by five i1llustrative items each in Table 23. It
would appear from the first and third set that 4i ~ £ and 4 ~ &
have become morpholeogized as plural ~ singular markers, but

other items {e.g. sfek sfajks 'very dubious matter?! where € ~ aj
in the same phrase; klivom 'dogs' ~ kilafte Xfig.) biteh') in which
thesge two alternations occur, as well as frequent paradigms in
the second set (cf. nos. 7, 9210) demonstrate that the environment
commorn to all the alternations is the conditioning syliable
boundary. Turning to three other representative Yiddish dialects,
Northeastern, Midwestern and Northwestern Yiddish, we find (Table
24) that they too exhibit allemorphic alternation in the same
lexical items, although the phonemic realizations of the

stressed vowels differ markedly in each dialect. In Northeastern
Yiddish the open vs. closed syllabic alternations are & ~ £,

-

éi~ 3, 5~ 4; in Midwesterm Yiddish & ~ &, 5~ 3, @ ~ 4; in

-

Northwestern Yiddish £j ~ £, 3u~ 3, § ~ 4.

) In terms of the systematization of Pan Yiddish vocalism
{(ef. above §4.1, Table 1), the Semitie Coumponent
of all known varieties of Yiddish exhibits open vs. closed

syllabic allomorphic altermations in which 22 ~ 21, 42 ~ 41,
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{ Table 23: Systematic Vecalic Alternations in
j the Semitic Component of Mideastern Yiddish

o Fw N oHoH

N TT:

a =]

£ 10.

_ZII:

] 11.
§ 12.
§ 13.
] 14,
{115,

s1/_8 o~  a/__c8

21 /__ 3 ~ & /__C$

gairsm 'proselytes! ~ sg. ger
m&jisam 'corpses! ~ sg. mes
naires '(rit.) candles' ~ sg. ner
S4idom 'ghosts' ~ sg. Sed
g4imas 'sacred pages! ~ Zem ‘reputation' |

Tm— T — -

dlirss ‘generations! ~ sg. dor
J5iras 'neir' ~ pl. jdrdsm
siideg 'secrets' ~ sg. sod
shifsr 'scribe! ~ pl. gifranm

-

gaixar 'merchant! ~ pl. sixrem

]:l/_$ o~ a/ C$
kKldlsm 'rules? ~ sg. klal
kglvem 'writings' ~ sg. ksav
priksm 'detailst ~ sg. nrat
psuksn ! judegments'! ~ sg. psak
Sviixem ‘praises' ~ sg. fvax
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and 12 ~ 11.

5.6.4, Segmental Distribution

Considered within the framework of the overall
system of segmental phonemes within each Yiddish dialezt,
the alternations 22 ~ 21, 42 ~ 41 and 12 ~ 11 can be seen

as the result of a Pan Yiddish rule

22 RS

Lo ——e 1 41

12 11
L R

affecting the Semitic Component only. - Evidence of the

rule is provided by the general nongccurrence of vowels

22, 42 and 12 in the Semitic Component in closed syllables. A
few anomalous occurrences of these vowels in closed syllabic
position are are for the most .part semantically restricted.
{ef. Kaﬁél9?837$- Thé most prominent lexical items
fesisting the rule are names of letters of the Yiddish
alphabet. The letters 2 and 97, (Standard Yiddish ﬁejz and
reli, = [b], [r]) appear with vowel 22 while the letters

! and 0, (Standard Yiddish wav and kaf,; = (v1, [t]) appear
with vowel 12. The exceptions %o the nonoccurrence of

22, 42 and 12 in.,clogéd;syiiépi;sh“éfe discussed at greater
length i&lKatz“f19?8a) in their histprical context. At

present, the synchronic focus leads us to one key
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observation. In the Germanic Component, vowels 22, 42

and 12 occur in both open and closed syllables. Cf. e.g.
Mideastern Yiddish Sajn 'beautiful', pl. S8iéns; grojs ‘large’,
pl. zrii$ss; kxlur *clear', pl. kludrs. Analogously, there

is nno restriction on the distribution of these yowels in

other Yiddish dialects. Cf. Northeastern Yiddish Sein, Séins;
gréis, gréisa; kisr, klsra || Midwestern Yiddish $8(n), £8ns;
gros, grdss; kl@r, klirs || Northwestern Yiddish Sein, 8sins;

grous, grouss; klor, klors. In the Semitic Component,

the oppositions 22 vs. 21, 42 vs. 41 and 12 vs., 11 ——
whatever their concrete phonemic realizations in any given
Yiddish dialect — are neutralized in closed syllabic
position, phonetically in favour bf the local realization

of 21, 41 and 11. In Northeastern Yiddish the mergers

22 and 42 as unitary =i and of 12 and 41 as unitary 2 have
obscured most of the systemic impact of the process. _It is
moreover noteworthy that 42 snd 41 are virtually in
complementary distribution in the Semitic Component of Yiddish
dialects. While vowels 21 and 11 occur in open syllables,

41 occurs only anomalously. The nonoccufrence_of_?OWel-hlffn,
open syliableé‘in the Semitic Component reflects a pre-Yiddish
distribution. Synchronically speaking these are overriding
features of the Semitic Component ard the Semitic Component
only in all known varieties of Yiddish with respect to
segmental phonology. 42 and 41 are in complementary
distribution, while the oppositions 22 vs. 21 and 12 vs. 11
are neutralized in closed syllable position. This neutralization
results in the characteristic alternations {(Tables 23-24).
These phonological specificities are schematically illustrated

for Mideastern and Northwestern Yiddish in Tables 25 and 26.
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Distributional Specificities in the Semitlc Component

of Northwestern Yiddlsh

Open Syllable

Tabhle 26:




108

5.7. Historical Inferences

The notion of inferring the past from the synchronic
state of affairs immediately brings to mind reconstruction.
All reconstruction, as Saussure (1915: 305) so rightly
 emphasizes, entails comparison. In the present chapter
we have not compared Semitic Component forms with the
cognate Semitic (comparative reconétruction) or with other
Semitiec Component forms with an eyve to recovering an eariier
state of affairs (internal reconstruction). We have
approached transcomponent reconstructioﬁ, as one may call
the compardison of genetically unrelated but synchronically
fused forms within a fusion language. We have not carried
this process to its conclusion in the present chapter. Nor
have we provided anything close to a comprehensive syachronic
grammar of ithe Semitic Component. We have merely attempted
to provide as briefly as possible & cross section of the
Semitic Component for one purpose only. The point of the
exercise is to determine whether there is a prima facie case
for or against the text theory or continual transmission or
a combination of the two. To put it differently, if a
linguist wholly unfamiliar with any of the languazes cognate
with Yiddish were to discover the known varieties of Yiddish
on a desolate island, would he or she discern a "minority

component” on purely linguistic grounds? Would he or she
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héve grounds to vresume that this "minority component®
entered Yiddish from a vernacular source, that is to say
from a language that was at some point in time in sccietal
contact with the "majority component"? Or conversely,
would the linguistic evidence point to borrowings from a
sacred or liturgical language?

A hypothetical Semitic Component restricted te nouns,
wholly inflected and derived by Germanic Component
morphelogical machinery, semantically limited to the
religious sphere of 1ife, and an indistinguishable part of
Germanic Component phonology would militate powerfully
azainst the possibility of a vernacular source. Dlachronic
evi&ence only could then be adduced in support of a
vernacular-origin theory (e.g. continual transmission).
Although of no syntactic import (§5.2), the Semitic Component
does entaill a number of word classes (§5.3), its own
inflectional and derivational formatives (§5.4) and a wide
semantic range (§5.5}. None of this proves anything,
except that judging synchronically one is compelled to
conclude that there is no prima facie case against the
notion of a vernacular source, which is left open as
a possibility meriting further invegtigation.

The only true evidence in favour of a theory of
vernacular entry is provided by the phonolozy (§§5.6 —
5.6.41). It would not be very easy to conclude that a

minority component in a fusion language possessing its
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own- stress assignment rule (§5.6.1), the resulting rule
of posttonic reduction (§5.6.2), systemétic morphophonemic
alternations unattested in the majority component (§5.6.3) and
a unique distribution of phonemes (§5.6.4) has entered
the fusion language from hallowed texts. Moreover, the
appearance of parallel alternations in the same lexical items
in dialects that are both structurally different and
geographically noncontiguous (cf. Tables 23-24) is
powerful evidence that the items in gquestion originate in
a comnon protolanguage (cf. above §3.3). This conclusion
is strengthened by the considerable phonetic differences
in the realizations of cognate vowels in the several
varieties. These differences militate against the
posgsibllity of horizontal diffusion through space.

An argument in favour of the text theory in the face
of the empirical evidence of the Synchronic Semitic Component
in the modern language would seek to demonstrate that all the
rhonological specificities of the Semitic Component within
Yiddish are derivable from the sacred texts in Hebrew and
Aramaic in use by the Yiddish speaking community. It weculd
further seek to show that the structural parallelism amidst
differences of concrete rezlization tetween the several
dialects could have arisen by parallel acguisitions from
texts in each area.

The next task is then to compare the phonclogy of the
Semitic Component with that of the forme of Hebrew and

Aramaic in use in the society in which Yiddish developed.
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The Semitic Component and Ashkenazic

(62

A.D. The Notion Aghkenazic

——_——_—==—

Parailel with the internal linguistic confizurations
obgerved in cother Jewish language compunities, derivatives of
Hebrew and of Aramalc etymons continue to survive not only as
synchronically fused components of the fusicn language,

They appear in at least two other clearly discernible linguistic
formations. The first of these comprises written Hebrew and
Aramaic on the speech territory of Yiddish. Aithough not in
use as vernaculars Hebrew and Aramaic continued to be used
extengively for numerous communiicative, academic and religious
purposes. They were thus in a manner of speaking in socistal
complementary distribution with the spoken language, Yiddish,
and with those functions of writing which came to be assocliated
with Yiddish (ef. M. Weinreieh 1973: I, 251-320; ITI, 253-331).
In fact one theory of the rise of Yiddish literature views 1ts
growth in terms of the filling of gaps provided by arsas not
covered by Hebrew and Aramaic (¢f. Shmeruk 1978: 9-24). As
noted above {($2.4), we reject the notion that Hebrew and
Aramaic had fused into a unitary "Hebrew-4ramaic” and contend
that a monograph on the differences maintalned between thsse

two written languages on Yiddish gpeaking territory will

prove valuable to the study of exotic types of multilingualism.
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The researcher must contend with internal Jewish trilingualism
(¥iddish, Hebrew, Aramaic) and overall muliilingualism often
entailing knowledge and use of at least one coterritorial

or contiguous non-Jewish language. It is however the second
linguistic formation of Hebrew and Aramaic which is directly
relevant tTo the issues at stake in the histery of the Semitic
Comoonent . While only scholars (a class virtually restricted
to males in the traditional society in which pre-medern Yiddish
developed) actually had occasion to write Hebrew or Aramaic

on Yiddish sveaking territory, nearly the entire speech
community of Yiddish participated to some degree in what has

come to be called the readinz tradition of a liturgical languaZle

{ef. ¥oraz 1958). Hebrew and Aramaic texts were shtudied, read,
praved from and recited from memory. Thege "uttered" fornms
of Hebrew and Aramalc appeared in very frequent setiings in

the traditional community.

Qur Tirst category (the Semitic Component! corresponds
with M. Weinreich's (19354a: 85-8%) mergsd Hebrew. Cur second
oroposed conceptual delimitaticn (written Hebrew and writiten
Aramaic) and the third (uttered Hebrew and Aramaic) both

corresvond with Weinreich's (ibid.) whole Hebrew. While

b=

b

ebrew and Aramaic continusd to exhibit obvious

—
Wricoen

[8)

-+
[{]

n

[

differences

tothy

xicon, morvhelogy and syniex, uttered Hebrew

and Aramaic {Moraz's reading tradition) share a unitary

phonological sysitem. We propose to cecllectively call
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uttered forms of Hebrew and Aramalc Ashkenazic. The
linguistic term Ashkenazic can be distinguished from the
cultural and historical adjective Ashkenazi {usually
Ashkenazic in North American usage), referring to the
history, territory and culture of the Ashkenazim, the carriers
of the Jewish subculliure that arocse in the Rhineland around a
millennium ago {cf. M. Weinreich 1964).

Notwithstanding the coterritoriality of Ashkenazic with
the vast historical speech territory of Yiddish (cf. map on p. 67),
and its long history, it has been subjected to a dlspropoertionately
small number of empirical studies. The only detailed monograph
is U. Weinreich's (1960-1961) on intermal geolinguistic
differentiation. Treatments and mentions of Ashkenazic are
included in Steinschneider (1845: 29-31), Schreiner (1886: 255-
259), Emper (1903), Idelsohn (1913: 531-532; 697-699), Segal
(1928: 18, 29, 50, 75, 80, 90, 137), CGumpertz (1953: 1-32),
Schramm (19864: 15-30 [cf. Morag 1967]), Altbauer (1948), Morag
(1971), Bin-Num (1973: 298-301) and Waldman (1975: 1305-1306,
1309),

5.2, Ashkenszic as a Continuunm

The phonology of Ashkenazic is a continuum. AL one

[

end of the continuum, it is identical with the phonclogy of the
Semitic Component (cf. above §§6.1 — 6.4). This end is
sociologically heterogencsous, covering the pronunciation of
both Talmudic texts by learnmed males and the prayers of some of
the least educated. The conditicner is the application of

a specific system of diacritics marking vowels and stress
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placement in the (largely) consonantal Hebrew or Aramaic

text, In the first cited case, this is due to the c¢ircumstance
that Talmudic texts are not marked by the traditional

system of diacritics. They constitute part of the

corpus of unpointed texts. In the second case, the

prayers are indeed pointed, but the least educated tend

to ignore the points in favour of the more familiar
pronunciationsg prevalilling in the Semitic Componsent of their

Yiddish. At the other end of the continuum, Ashkenazic

|
2]

maximally different from Semitic Component phonoclogy.

ig toward this end of the continuum that Ash¥kenazic may

[
ck

be understood in é more restricted ssnsge still as the

pronunciation of pointed texts accerding fto a tradition
affixing a given phonsmic value to each diacritic. The
most Trequent texts read and studied in Ashkenazic are

the Fentateuch and regular readings from ithe Propheis, parts of

O

f the Hagiographa (most prominently Psalmsi and canonic praysr.
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of reszslizations of graphemes by gspeakers of Yiddish. These
gravhemes closely correspond to the classic Tiberian systen
of vocalization and accentuaticn of the 0ld Tegtament. The

relation of Tiberian to the Semitic Component will be
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considered below (Chapter 9). At present it is the
Ashkenazic realization of the Tiberian system that is at
issue, rather than a reconstruction of the Tiberian system
itself. Of the sixteen Pan Yiddish diaphonemes (cf. Table 17,
all but five (13, 24, 34, 44, 54) regularly participate in the
Ashkenazic of each dialectal area of Yiddish. The most
frequent correspondences between Tiberian vowel graphemes,

Pan Yiddish diaphonemes and three dialects of Ashkenazic are
iliustrated in Table 27, where the point of departure is the
dlaphonene. Five illustrative ifems are provided for each
diaphonems., The table omits shewa (2) and hatef qames, which
is virtuallylunattested in Yiddish. The segments to which
attention is drawn are underscored.

Underlying Table 27 is the assumption that the phonemic
system of Ashkenazic in each dialect area undergoes change in
line with change in Yiddish itself. That is to say that
although a Tiberian grapheme in a certain environment, e.g.
games in open syllabic position, may give the same Yiddish
diaphoneme in all dialect areas (vowel 12}, the realization

vowel 12 will differ according to the coterritorial dialect

iy

o

of Yiddisn {cf. Tables 3-8). Hence oven syllabic games will

=

give Northwestern Yiddish 8, Mideastern Yiddish 3/u, Northeastern
Yiddish », ete. Each of these are of course structurally
disparate on the level of synchronic analysis of eacn dialect.
The Northwestern § is merged with vowel 13; the Mideastern B is
synchronically processed by Birnbaum's Law and shortensd to n

preceding labial and velar consonants; the Northeastern 2 1s
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4 Table 27: Pan Yiddish Diaphonemes Relative to the 3
; Ashkenazic Realizations of Tiberian Graphemes 2
27.1. Vowel 11 || pathah; hatef pathah: é
2 Mideastern Northeastern HNHorthwestern Gloss
g Ashkenazic Ashkenazic Aghkenazic
g (MEA) (NEA) (NwA)
f cad cad cad 'side!
{ canov gannv ganav "thief!
! kalu kals xald "bride!
i Sabos Sabos dabos 'Sabbath!
xazir zxazir xazir fpig!
I 27.2. Vowel 21 | closed syllabic segol; hatef segol:
| MEA NEA NWA Gloss
E =3 jm tdejm gdHmm 'Edom?
5 emes cies Emes 'true?
gstajr estejir esteir 'Esther!
§Igvjajn eviein gvjoun 'voor man'
;_hgspajd hespejd hespe jd ‘mourning’
i 27.3. Vowel 31 il closed syllabic hireq:
b MEA NEA NWA Gloss
] micvu micvo micvo ’commandment';
i midbor midbor midbor ‘desert! '
| mizrox mizrox mizrox least!
| Simd>in SimSejn SimSoun 'Samson'
é simxu simxo simxo ‘happiness'
1 27.4, Vowel 41 || closed syllabic games:
MEA NEA NWA Gloss
dom dom d~m ‘*bilcod!
jom jam jom fgea’
karban karbsn korbon 'offering?
Xaxmu XoXmo X2Xmo 'wisdom!
xuxom XHXam X0xom *wige man’
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Table 27

a 27.5.

{ MEA

{ rosis

i Silxon

f sis

4 xicpu

i Z3X1is

3 27.5.

| MEA

f almunu

{  Loruxy

f 1lsvuny
ns Sumy

| punim

E 27.7.

e

f balin

; najrﬁjs
nals
xajit

i zaixer

S 27.8.

) ME

4 cadikim

% madinu

i el

3 naginug

% nviny

{Continued)

Vowel 51 H closed syllabic shureq/qibbus:

NEA

rosus
sulxon
Sus
XUCDO
Z3XUS

Vowel 12 |l open syllabic games:

NEA

almona
baraxs
lavana
nasamo,
Donim

Vowel 22 I} sere:

NEA

bein

ne jrejs

neijs
xeijt
zajixer

Vowel 32 l| open syllabic hireq:

HA

2l i

=

cadikinm

madinn
mi
naginn

Fvinu

NWA

rssos
solx-n
E08
XQeDpo
Z3X08

NWA

almond
e roxsn
1svdng
ns $3mo.

ponim’

bein
ne jrous
neis
xeit
zglixer

NWA

cadlkim
mading
mi
naginc

ovinu

Floss

‘authority?
'table!
‘horse!
"insolence!

"merit!

Gloss

'widow'?
'vlessing?
'moon!
'soul!

lf‘acel

Gloss

'sont
‘candles’
'miracle’
Tgin!

i remeambrance!

Gloss

'upright men'!
tcountry!
‘who!
‘melody?

Your father® -

g e T e T S Y L T o, o iy T MR TRl LT

AR T b T MR

P i

'
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Table 27

27.9-
MEA
doir
joirais
gaifajt
so jf
sojnaj

27.10.
MEA

bagilu
gavirid
jesin
malixnu
saidu

27.11.
MBA

dejrex
keiley
lejxem
Sejker

xejsed

(Continued)

Vowel 42 || holem:

NEA
deijr
jejre s
Seifejt
sejf
seinej

Vowel 52 .l open syllabic shureq/gibbus:

NEA

basuls
g£avuro
jaSun
maluxs
saudo

Vowel 25 } open syliabie segol:

NEA

NWA

dhuyr
joure 38
Saufe it
sauf
saune j

IATH:Y
besilo
gavird
jasto
ma1Ux0
sailido

WA

dérex
kelevy
igxem
S8ker
xgésed

Iaight!

x
!‘

Gloss §
’generation'g

their?

Gloss

‘virgin't

Tsalvation!
txingdonm!
Ifeast?

Glosgs

?Way!

ldog!
'hread!
falsehood?

‘mercyt

'..
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merged with the originally short 251 and is part of a

vowel system that does not have length as a distinctive
feature. Such extrapolations of Ashkenazic from the

usual correspondences between Tiberian graphemesg in certain
environments and Pan Yiddish diaphonemes to the actual
phonemic gystem of any variety of Ashkenazic are

onn the whole accurate as Ashkenazic does usually follow
change in the vernacular Yiddish. Tnere are, however,
documentations of exceptions. As would be a priori
expected, Ashkenazic, a prestigious nonspoken reading

tradition, occasionally tenaciously maintains a realization

obsclete in the Yiddish of the same speakers. In Southeastern
Yiddish (ef. Table 8}, vowel 11 {Proto ¥Yiddish &) has
been roundsd to 2 in most envircnments. The dialect is

in fact known in Yiddish Tolklore as Labs-moms language, after
the Southeastern realizations of the words for 'father' and
'mother' which are tate and méms elsewhere. In the Ashkenazic
of Southeagstern Yiddisgh speakers, this shift has generally

not trangpired and the Tiberian gravheme corresponding with

vowel 11, pathah, continues to be realized as a, and is therefore
nerged with Southeastern Yiddish By (e.z. nant 'today’', vasn
wine' ), The realigation df vathah has thus split from vowel
11 and joined a new diaphoneme, vowel 34, in Southsastern
Yiddish {e?. U. Weinreich 1960-1%961: 249-2350). Anslozously,
in the Ashkenazic ¢f some speakers of Northeastern Yiddish

(cf. Table %), vowel L2(/LL) retains an 2] realization, despite

the Northeastern Yiddish merser of L42(/L4) with 22{(/24) as

B

witary 2iss /sy /uo/ny  (Gf- Altbauer 1568). Bin-Nun (1973:
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sharing aizz with Mideastern Yiddish where the local
Ashkenazic realization of sere {the Tiberian grapheme
usually apvearing in Ashkenazic with the local reflex of
22) is the more conservative ej. These three
examples of realignments of Tiberian graphemes with new
¥Yiddish diavhonemes in documented forms of Ashkenazic
demonstrate that the correspondences provided in Table

27 are subject to and cén be overriden by local
sociclinguistic forces.

In Biblical texts, the vprimary stress of each .
word is clearly marked. The vpractice of prayerbooks
varies widely bhut many mark penultimate stress which
devialtes from the more frequent ultimate stress assiznment
rule of Tiberian phonology. In the most explicit style
of Ashkenazie, Tiberian stress is adhered to butbt in the
many varieties along the continuur the pervaslive Yiddish
rule of Penultimate Stress Assignment in the Semitic

Component (cf. above §5.6.1) is apvlied to Ashkenazic.

A.4, The Semitic Component vs. Ashkenagic

Given the vhonological specificities of the Semitic
Component vis~2-vis the Germanic Component (5385.4.1.—~ 5.5.L4
and the essentials of the vocalism of Ashkenazic {(§6.3), we
are now in a vosition to compare the Semitic Component with
the reading tradition to determine whether the Semitic

Component is wholly derivable from the phonology of Ashkenazic.
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.1, Stress Assignment

In the most explicit form of Ashkenazie, the inherent
streass af-pointéa texts is adhered to. In the large majority
of lexical items processed in Yiddish by Penultimate Stress
Assignment, Ashkenazic has ultimate stress. Where Ashkenazic
itself has penultimate stress, the Semitic Component and
Ashkenazic agree on stress placement. An illustrative
corpus of fifteen items is provided in Table 28. Items
1-10 represent the usual difference between the two, while in

items 11-15, stress ig penultimate in both.

65.0.2, Posttonic Reduction

In explicit forms of Ashkenazic, there is no
apvlication of a rule of FPosttonic Reduction. Vowels ars
realized on the basis of the vocalic diacritics in stressed
as well as unstressed syllables. The ounly reduced vowels
occurring in Ashkenazic are realizations of the grapheme
for 3 {mobile shewa!}, usually s or 1. An illustrative
corpus of fifteen items, contrasting Semitic Component reduced

vowels with Ashkenazic full vowels, is provided in Table 29.

6.4.3, Lack of Systematic Vocaliec Alternation

The Ashkenazic cognates of Semitic Component
allomorvhs exhibiting open vs. closed syllabic alternations

of vowels 22 and 21, 42 and 41, 12 and 11 (ef. above §5.5.3)
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show no alternation at all or in the case of 12 and 11, a
different alternation. In conformity with the usual
realizations of the Tiberian graphemes in Ashkenazic {(ecf.
Table 27}, Semitic Component pairs exhibiting 22 ~ 21
alternation are consistently realized as 22 (il sere) anad
pairs exhibiting 42 ~ 41 alternation are consistently
realized as 42 (li holem). Those items exhibiting 12 ~

11 alternation in the Semitic Component do, howéver,
alternate in Ashkenazic as well, where the environment is
likewise open vs. closed syllabic position. The alternation
iz however between 12 and 41 rather than between 12 and 11.
The only dialect of Ashkenazic which does not exhibit
alternation is Northeastern. This is no surprise given the
merger of 12 and 41 as unitary Northeastern Yiddisn'giz/&l
(ef. Table 6). OCur original base corpus of fifteen

items 1llustratinz the three Semitic Component alternations
within ¥Yiddish (Tables 23-24) is revisited.for the Ashkenazic
reading tradition in Table 30. Cognates of the corpusg are
provided in Mideastern, Northeastern and Northwestern
Ashkenazic, which collectively comprise a maximal number

of ooppositions.

Thess salient differences between the Semitfic
Component and Ashkenazic are also evident [rom eighteenth
century Latin letter handbooks which describe both.
Although Christian (1727: 25) trasscribes the valus of

sere asg <ei>, of holem as <au>, and of games as <o>, the
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body of his dictionary, devoted to the lexicon of the

Semitic Component in Yiddish, generally has <e>, <o» and

<@> respectively, e.g. <Leff> 'heart! {(p. 34), <Mess> ‘corpse!
(p. 35), <Ness®> ‘'miracle' (p. 36); <Besoll> 'inexpensively®
(p. 30}, <Besot> ‘secretly' (p. 31), <Soff> 'end'! (p. 39};
<Befrat> 'specifically! (p. 31), <Dam> {blééﬂ}ﬂfi;;SQJ’
<Jam> 'sea' {p. 33). Selig (1792: 5} transcribes sere

as <e> (= & in his orthography in unchecked position), holem
as <aw>, games as <g>. In the body of his dietionary,
however, Semitic Component items cognate with these Ashkenazic
vowels generally have <e> (= £ or & 1in his orthography in
checked position), <o> and <a> respectively, e.g. <Lef> {p.
20555 <Mess>: (p. 2097, <Ness>-(p. 2181} <besol> (p. 175,
<Sod> t'secret' (p. ééﬁj; ?Séf; fﬁfféégj;jT'éBifrat>-(p. 257),
<Dam> (p 149), <Tam> (p. 193). The documented systematic
differentiation befween the Semitic Component and Ashkenazic
wasg, then, as valid for these variefties of now defunct
eighteenth century varieties of Westernm Yiddish ag for the

modern state of affairs.

6.4.4, Segmental Distribution

Whereas vowels 22, 42 and 12 are restricted to open
syllabic position in the Semitic Component {c¢f. above $35.6.4),
only vowel 12 is so restricted in Ashkensazic, As a result,

a great number of Semitic Component items with vowels 21 and &1

in closed syllabic position are cognate with Ashkenazic forms
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displaying 22 and 42. Moreover, in consequence of the
Ashkenazic alternation of open syllabic 12 with closed
syllabic 41, rather than with closed syllabiec 11 as in the
Semitic Couponent, many Semitic Component items with vowel 11
in closed syliabic position are cognate with Ashkenazic
forms displaying 41. The first two instances — closed
gyllabic Semitic Component 21 and 41 vs. Ashkenazic 22
and 42 —— reflect a key difference in the overall segmental
distribution in the synchronic phonology of the two formations.
The third — c¢losed syllabic Semitic Compconent 11 vs.
Ashkenazic 41 —— preflects only an etymological distributional
difference between the two. Vowel 41 is preciuded from open
syillabic position in both. |

- In terms of Tiberian graphemes these relations might
be reformulated as follows. In any dialect area of Yiddish,
the Ashkenszic oppositions of sere vs. segol, holem vs. closed
syllabic games and {open syllabic) games vs. pathah are
neutralized in favour of the local realizations of segol,
closed syllabic qames and pathah within the Semitic Component.
In Ashkenazic itself, the six vowels rstain unigue phonetic
representations and games has split into open vs. closed
syllabic allophones. These can be called "allovhones” oﬁly
on an abstract level as Ashkenazic was nobody's native
language, and each of the two is a phoneme in dialects that
have not merged 12 and 41 (as Northeastern Yiddish has).
An jllustrative corpus of fifteen items for each of the

- set of contrasts between Ashkenazic and the Semitic Component

is provided for #he three sample dialects in Tables 31-33.
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These specificities of the distribution of phonemes within
Ashkenazic are illiustrated for Mideastern and Northwestern
Yiddish in Tables 34-33, The Ashkenazie distribution
contrasts sharply with that of the Semitic Component in
each of these areas {cf. above Tables 25-26), Cnee again,
Northeastern Yiddish has obscured some of the differences
between Semitic Component and Ashkenazie distribution in
consequence of the mergers of 12 and 41 as unitary 230 /11

and of 22(/24) and 42{/44) as unitary elon( /ol (/i)

6.5. Historical Inferences

As noted in §5.7, the purpose of comparing rhonological

—

specificities of the Semitic Component (not shared by the
Germanic Component) with the cognate Ashkenazic is to
determine to what extent such specificities may derive from
the reading tradition of the liturgiecal language. To the
extent that such specificities are congruent with Ashkenazic,
the prima facie case in favour of a vernacular origin theory
of the Semitie Component provided by these phonological
specificities is cancelled. To the extent that Semitic
Component phonological features_diverging from the Germanic
Component are nonderivable from Ashkenazie, the prima facie
Ease stands. Needless to say, each specificity must be

considered separately.
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Comparison demonstrates that Semitic Component
penuitimate stress assignment (§5.5.1), posttonic reduction
(§5.6.2.), systematic vocalic alternations conditicned by
the syliable boundary features open vs. closed (§5.6.3) and
synchronic segmental distribution (§5.6.4) Jiffer
appreciably from the reading tradition. Ashkenazic exhibits
a largely ultimate accentuation pattern ($6.4.1), fully
oppositional nonreduced vowels in unstressed position (§6.4.2),
the lack of alternation between 22 and 21, 42 and 41 and a
12 ~ 41 alternation rather than a 12 ~ 11 alternation (36.4.3},
and a2 segmental distribution differing markedly from that of
the Semitic Component {(§6.4.4), The analogous stfﬁctural
differences between the Semitie Component in Yiddish and
the Ashkenazic of each dialectal area, coupled with the
evidence of the radically differing phonetic reflexes of
vowels in cognate items, strongly favbur a conclusion that
the differences themselves reflect a state of affairs in
a protolanguage. An argument in favour of the text theory
in the face of the empirically observed differences between
the Semitic Component and the Germanic Component (Chapter 5),
and the Semitic Component and Ashkenazic (Chapter 6) might
seek to investigabe the possibility that the unique phonciogy
of the Semitic Component results from historical Germanic
impact upon an earlier stage of the reading tradition.

The next task then is to compare the phorolegy of the
Semitic Component and of Ashkenazic with historical evidence

from the Germanic Component and the cognate German.
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7. The Semitic Componeﬁfhéﬁd_§¢rm§n§c-Impg@t

7.1, The Notion of Transcomponent Reconstruction

The classical nineteenth century comparative model
contrasts two (or more) modérn or attested languages (or
dialects or varieties), A, and A, énd proceeds to reconstruct
a unitary protolanguage {(or, ia weaker versionsg of the model,

a corpus of protoforms) A. By definiticn, A, and A, are |
genetically related, and the positing of reconstructed A helps
to uncover and to classify the changes that have resulted in

A; and A,. Over the pastlfew decades, the comparative method
nas heen complemented by internal reconstruction {e.g. Marchand
19563 Chafe 1959; Anttila 1973; Kurylowicz 1973; Austerlitz
1981) which compares two (or more) parts of the synchronic
grammar of a single variety, 4:4A: and proceeds to reconstruct
protolanguage A. By definition A, and A; are relatively
homogeneous genetically and are part of a single variety.

It has bheen determined, however, that no language is truly
homogeneous genetically and in many the fusion process is
especially conspicuous (ef. above §81.4 — 1.5). For the
purposes of historical reconstruction, a fusion language can
he defined in terms cf the éynchronic empirical evidence of
multicomponent structure such as would be evident to a

descriptive linguist who has no prior knowledge of cognate
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languages or diachronic evidence (ef. above §§ 5.1, 5.7).
To the extent that such synchronic differsntiation is-
discernible, the historical linguist is in a position to
draw the conclusion that fusion has transpired. This
realization can lead to a variety of reconstruction we shall
call ftranscowponent rsconstruction. Transcomponent
reconstruction contrasts two (or meore) synchronic components
in a single variety, A4:Bi1 and proceeds to recenstruct two
or more distinet protocomponents, A and B. By definition,
A; and B; are genetically unrelated and are synchronically
fused in a single variety used by a speech community. A
number of issues in the history of the Semitic Component
lend themselves to elucidation by each of these methods and
by combinations, where appropriate, of two or three types
of reconstruction which can be used to check and corroborate
-each other. The skeletal procedurés of comparative,

internal and transcomponent reconstruction are illustrated

in Table 36.

Telo German and Germanic Component Impact

Germanically conditioned changes in the history of
the Semitic Component and of Ashkenazic are not at all likely
to have resulted from direct impact by German.  Such changes

can safely be ascribed to the force of the synchronically
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fused Germanic Component within Yiddish upon its sister
Semitic Component and upon the reading tradition. The
fusion model postulates the entry of Germanic Componeni
items and features into Yiddish from those limited forms
of German which by reason of contemporality and
coterritoriality could have entered Yiddish. These

types of German are collectively called determinant
German in the fusion model of the history of Yiddish

{erf. above‘§1.5). Havinrg become part of Yiddish, a
linguigtic feature of Germanic origin may a priori

easily be extended to the Semitic Component. This likelihood
is increased considerably by the overwhelming structural
and quantitative predominance of the Germanic Component.
The picture is enriched by the potentiél influences the
Germanic Component may exert upon the lexicon, semantics
and syntax of written Hebrew and Aramaic (most notably
by calque) and —— of direct concern to us here — upon
the phonology of Ashkenazic. Finally, the Semitic
Component and Ashkenazic may exert influences upon each
other, with respect to both the phonological realizations
of cognate forms shared by bothh and with respect to
structural phenomena and synchronic rules. The most
prominent paths of Germanic impact upon the Semitic

Component and Ashkenazic are illustrated in Table 37.
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7.3. Stress Assignment

We have seen that the venultimate stress agsignment
rule by which the Semitic Component is processed differs
markedly from both the lexical (or stem initial) stress rule
of the Germanic Component (§5.6.1) and from thé largely
ultimate stress pattern of Ashkenazic (§6.4.1). In fact,
the mystery of Semitic Component stress assignment has been
a contentious one in historical Yiddish linguistics. A
number of schools of thought have arisen. Penultimate
Semitie Compongnt stress has been attributed to Germanie
impact (e.g. Saineanu 1889: 56; Wiener 1894: 178; Sapir
1915: 264-245; Bin-Nun 1951 143-142; 1973: 4-5, 262-
267; Leibel 1965}, to an ancient Semitic stress systenm
differing from the classical Tiberian pattern (e.g. Segal
1928: 75; M. Weinreich 1963-1964: 326-327; 1973: II,
32-34), to Slavonic influence (Tshemerinski 1913: 57) and
to spontaneocus development within Yiddish (Jakobson 1953:
75=-761), Solomon A. Birnbaum, who is noted in the field
of Yiddish linguistics for the consistency of his views
on nearly all major issues during his long and cresative
career, has nevertheless alfered his position markedly on
the question of Semitic Component stress. At first,
Birnpaum (1918: 235) implicitly agreed with the suggestion
that an originally ultimate stress system shifted to a
penultimate system dufing the history of Yiddish. He then
reversed himself (1922: 17-18), contending that an ancient

non-Tiberian Semitic stress system iIs preserved in ¥iddish,
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a view for which he has been crificized by Feist {(1923: 141)
and Bin-Nun (1973: 264). Arguing that penultimate stress
could not have resulted from the influence of a language
that 4id not itself have such stress (Birmbaum 1929: 274;
1934> 121), Birnbaum (1943: 600) concluded that the shift
"had taken place in the pronunciation of Hebrew long before
Yiddish arose as a language”. Having shifted from adherence
to a Germanic origin view to a Semitic origin theory,
Birnbaum has again reconsidered. He still rejects the
notion that a nonrythmic (i.e. lexical) stress sytem could
ha?e effected a shift from one rythmic éystem to another
(ultimate to penultimate), but concedes that a shift did

. transpire during rather than prior to the Yiddish era.
Birnbaum (1979: 66) now considers this shift to be "an
independent [...] development®, noting that "how and when
it took place has yet to be determined®.

We have proposed (Katz 198C) that comparative and
transcomponent reconstruction can demonstrate that a once
largely ultimate stress system (as in classical Tiberian
and explicit Ashkenazic) did indeed shift to penultimate
during the history of Yiddish at z peint in time after
the application of certain vowel shirfts. Semitic Component
.-8tress shift may thereby be assigned a position in the
relative chronology of the historiezal phonology of the
languaze, The following is a summary of one of the
available proofs, While Germanic Componsnt vowel 21 is

most frequently cognate with closed syllabic Middle EHigh




Jerman g and &, vowel 25 is most frequently cognate with
Middle High German £ in lengthening positiocn, i.e. in
stressed open syllables and closed syllabic allomoerphs.
Like the classical Tiberian vowel segol, Middle High

German & is thought to have been the graphic representation
for open lower-mid & {¢f. Penzl 1957: 471). Now-Semitisms
with vowel 25 can safely be assumed to have undergone
lengthening as part of the same development -— Open
Syllable Lengthening —- which characterizes the Pan Yiddish
split of Proto Yiddish *§21/25 into *g,, and *525 {ef.
above §$4.3; Table 11). Indeed, Semitic Component 25
appears exclusively in stressed open syllablc position.
There are however appearances of vowel 21 in the same
environment. This is a mystery, as thesgse instances of
21, cognate with Ashkenazic segol and hatef segol, should
likewise have been lengthened at that point in the 0id
Yiddish period at which Open Syllable Lengthening

v _,' /
{+stress] {+long] #

entered the synchronic phonology of Yiddish. The problem
resolves itself upon comparison with cognate forms in
Ashkenazic. Semitic Component 25 is cognate with siressed

- open syllabic segol, while 21 is cognate with unstressed
hatef segol (a virtual allograrph of segol) or segol. Items
1-5 in Table 38 exemplify the first category (vowel 25) while
items 6-10 exemplify the second (vowel 21) in Mideastern and

Northwestern Yiddish. Northeastern Yiddish evidence czEnnoet
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rroductively be included in the work at hand because of

the merger of 21 and 25 as unitary Northeastern Yiddish 251 /25

(ef. Table 6). It is obvious that stress was still

ultimate in items 6-10 at the time Open Syllable Lengthening

applied, rendering such items immune to Lengthening, part of

the structural description of which is the [+stress]

condition. Semitic Component stress therefore had to

have shifted from ultimate fo penultimate sometime after

the application of lengthening. The proof may zlso be

phrased comparatively with reference to Tiberian vowels

rather than their Ashkenazic reflexes. Where Tiberian

has stressed £ in open syllables, Yiddish has vowel 25.

Where Tiberian has £ or £ in unstressed position in open

or secondarily open syllables, Yiddish has vowel 21.

The Tiberian Hebrew cognates of items 1-5 in Table 38

are héved, dérex, géren, réyaGq, tfva4., Ibems 6-10

correspond with classical 1530m, 28101, 2Emor, 2Emée,

hetier. In cases such as the last cited item, the

syllable was closed in Tiberian bub opened in Ashkenazic

as well as in the Semitic Component due to degemination.
From a typological perspective, it is noteworthy

that the attractive force of Germanic initial stress

resulted in a collapse of Ashkenazic ultimate and penultimate

stress into a unitary system of pernultimate stress which

is curiously enough more prefectly phonological than its
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antecedents, Tiberian and Ashkenazic, which both exhibit

a minority of penultimately stressed paradigms. Germanic
impact upon a Semitie system has resulted in the rise of

2 new system that is neither Germanic nor Semitic, but
umniquely Yiddish. From the diachronic perspective, however,
any prima facie evidence for a vernacular origin of the
Semitic Component deriving from synchronic differences
between the stress system of the Semitice Component and

that of the German Component and Ashkenazic, is rendered
untenable. The apparent nornderivability of Semitie

Component stress from the two possible sources available

to it during the history of ¥Yiddish —— the Germanic
Component and Ashkenazic —— vanishes upon c¢loser diachronic
inspection, No evidence is provided for either major

theery of the origin of the Semitic Component.
Nevertheless, the reconstruction of the origin of the
Semitic Component stress system does have significance for
determining the age of Semitisms with vowels 21 and 25, and
there is of course no good reason to assume items with these
vowels to be a priori younger or older than items with any
‘other vowels. These items were obviously in Yiddish during
the application of Open Syllable Legnthening, which is the
oldest known sound shift in the history of Yiddish (ef.
above §4.3). Germanists date open syllable lengthening
to the period between the twelfth and fourteenth centuries,
with chronological variations aceording to region (ef. Paul

1975: 52 Penzl 1975: 114-115),
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7.4, Posttonie Reduction

Because CGermanic impact upon an ultimate-penultimate
stress system resulted in a more purely phonological
penultimate system, Semitic Component stress shifts to
the new penultimate position upon syllable addition (ef.
Table 21). As a result, reduced vowels processed synchronically
by Posttonic Reduction frequently altermate with fully
oppogitional nonreduced vowels in suffixed forms. Thie in
turn has led toc the survival of Posttonic Reduction in the
dynamic phonelogy of the moderm Semitic Component. It is
an irony of history that no trace of such a2 synchronie rule
remains in the Germanic Component. Nevertheless, this
phonological specificitf too, like Stress Assignment, is an
example of a case where interaction‘befween determinant A
(the pre-Yiddish largely ultimate Tiberian stress system)
and component B (the Germanic Component within Yiddish)

-has reznlted in a new feature in component A which differs
from both its major séurces. There can be no doubt that
the Semitic Component acquired Pogttonic Beductior as a
direct result of the impact of the Germanic Component. 1In
sharp distinetion to Open Syllable Lengthening, the
acquisition of the reduction rule does not lend itself to

any relative chronological datings of the presence of Semitisms

in the language. t is moest. easily extended by analogy
at any point in time. Cf. modern American Yiddish mggsika

iMexico!, Sikags 'Chicago! and substandard Anglicisms such
as hfépe ‘happy! and zinds 'window!'. Although differing

notably from the Germanic Component (§5.6.2) as well as from
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Ashkenazie (§6.4.2), the synchronic application of
Posttonic BReduction, like Penultimate Stress Assignment
is cancelled as an argument in favour of vernacular

origin of the Semitic Compeonent.

7.5, Systematic Vocalic Alternation and Segmental
Distribution

The salient alternations hetween open syllabic
22, 42 and 12 wifh closed syllabic 21, 41 and X1 in the
Semitiec Component of zll known varieties of Yiddish
(§5.6.3) and the resulting specificities of segmental
distribution (§5.6.4) diverge from the stressed vowel
system of the Germanic Component as-géll as from
Ashkenazic (§§ 6.4.3 — 6.4.4).  Unlike penultimate
stress (§7.3) and posttonic reduction (§7.4), these
alternaticns do not appear as morphophonemic alternants
in any known variety of German. - Nevertheless, there
is here too the theéretical possibility that some earliier
Germanic development may have céused the stressed vowel
system of the Semitic Component to differ so radically
from both the Germanic Component and Ashkenazic. 1In
fact, standard theory in the field of Yiddish linguistics
congsiders these alternations to have arisen in consequence
of the application of Open Syllable Lengthening in German
and the Germanic Component {(ef. above §4.3{ Table 11).

Now we have seen that the split of Proto Yiddish *g21/25
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_into 01d Yiddish *Qzl and ?525 is a direct result of
Cpen Syllable Lengthening in German. Besides resulting
in the rise of diaphoneme 25 {e¢f. Table 1.12} within
Yiddish, and applying equally to the Semitie Component
(ef. Table 38.1-5), this split also tranmspired in
Ashkenazic (ef. Table 27.11). Vowel 25, however, does
not participate in any of the characteristic morprnoephonemic
alternations in the Semitic Compcoment. It is vowel 22
with which 21 alternates (of. Tables 23.1-5, 24.1-5),
The only other cage of lengthening evident from internsal
Yiddish evidence is that of Proto ¥Yiddish *all/lj into
0ld Yiddish *a,, and *3,,.

The origin of the stresgssed vowel system of the
Semitic Component thus remains the key problem in any
effort to determine whether the Semitlic Component could
have phonologically resulted from Germanic impact ﬁpon
the reading tradition or Semitisms gleanad from the
reading tradition. This issue will be discussed in
detail in Chapter 9. But first we shall review the
dominant theory in the field concerning the vocalic

history of the Semitic Component.
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8. Major Theories of Semitic Component Vocalism

8.1. Theoretical Framework

The minimal history of observations, explanations
and theories that have been put forward concerning the
origing and development of the stressed vowel system of
the Semitic Component in Yiddish can be viewed against
a background of avallable theories and methods on the
one hand, and available data on the other. From the
theoretical perspective, pre-nineteenth century scholars
were hardly in a position to systematically postulate. -
genetic relationships on the basis of cbnsistent
regularities in interlanguage correspondences and produce
verifiable hypotheses of historical change. Before the
rise of the comparative method, the notion of regarding
two or more cognate languages as equally legitimate
derivatives of some unattested protolanguage was very
rarely encountered and never carried to practical fruition.
It is therefore no surprise that pre-nineteenth century
scholars who did deal with Semitic Component vocalism
restricted their observations to atomistice comparisons
btetween individual Semitic Component features and those
of cognates known to them in Hebrew and Aramaic. For
European Christian Hébraists; the standard pronunciation

of Hebrew was a close approximation of that employed by
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Sephardi Jewry, the Jews of pre-expulsion Iberia and tﬁeir
progeny throughout southern Europe. Paralleling the
proposed terminological distinction of Ashkenazi vs.
Ashkenazic (§6.1), the phonological system of the reading
tradition of the Sephardim may be called Sephardie, while

ad jeetival Sephardi may be reserved for the history,
territory and culture of the Jewish subeulture of Sepharad
wherever tranSplaﬁ§gd geographically. Christian scholars
familiar with variants of Sephardic were in a position to
compare features of Ashkenazic and of the Semitic Component
with those of Seﬁhardic. Christian Hebraists, however,

did not take an academic interest in determining the

origins or develqpment of Semitic Component or Ashkenazic
vocalism. Their concerns were either descriptive or
normative. The phonology of Sepnardic has snjoyed a

social prestige for centuries as the more elegant, correct
and original of the two. The lack of interest in Ashkenazic
has been compoundgd by social prejudices against it and has
hampered premodern investigation.

As for the data base, premodern scholars were in faet
in a position of aceess toc the vowel systems of the Semitic
Component, Ashkenazic and Sephardic. Althouxh German speaking
Hebraists were doubtlessly in a position to compare the
vowel systems of the Germanic Component in ¥iddishk and of
cognate German with these, there is no evidence that they
did so. Finally, and very significantly, they did not have

access to pre-Ashkenazic and pre-Sephardic Hebrew and Aramaic
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vowel systems which were rediscovered by scholars only in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

A comparative account must take into reckoning at
least six categories of vowel systems:
{a) the Semitic Component
{bJ Ashkenazic
(c) The Germanic Component
(a) various stages of determinant German
(e) Sephardic
(f) pre—ﬁéhkenazic/Sephardic Hebrew vowel systems

The last category, upon closer inspection, expands
to inelude at least three basic types of Northwest Semitic
vowel systems attested from the late first millemnium —

Tiberian, Palestinian and Babylonian.

8.2. Premodern Notes and Comments

Scattered contrasts between certain realizations of
Ashkenazie and those of (Christian) Sephardic weres made by
Haselbauer (1742: 243), Tirsch (1782: 5-5) and Selig {(1792:
5, 19-22), among others. More detailed and better
exemplified comparisons were drawn by Wagenseil (1699: 82-
83, 85) and Schudt {1714-1718: II, 285). Wagenseil,
comparing a moderately explicit form of Ashkenazic {processed,
howewver, by Semitic Component Penultimate Stress Assignment),

with the variety of Christian Sephardic kxnown to him exemplifies
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the differing stress and five segmental differences.
Wagenseil's observations, in his own orthography, are
summarized in Table 39 where one of his examples for each
contrast ig also supplied. Schndt selects the Semitic
Component rather than Ashkenagic as his point of departure

for his own comparison with 3Sephardic. His observations

and examples are summarized in Table 40. Leaving aside

these writers'! notes concerning stress (Tables 39.1, 40.1),
posttonic reduction (Table 40.2), conscnantal differences
(Tables 39.6, 40.6) and a Semitic Component diaphoneme,

vowel 34, resulting from earlier hiatus itself brought

about by loss of pharyngeal § (Table 20.5), we find that
Wagenseills and Schudt's comparisons point to at least

five differences between the Semitic Component and
Ashktenazic on the one hand, and varieties of Christian
Sephardic on the other. These are Semitic Component /
Ashkenazic B/¢j vs. Christian Sephardic £/8, ou vs. o/3,

3 vs. 2/3, I vs. 1 and @ vs. u. Qur pnonemic interpretations
of Wagenseil's and Schudtfs graphemes can of cgourse be no
more than tentative. We are guided by their German based
orthography and our knowledge of later Western Yiddish
realizations {ef. zbove Tables 3-5). In terms of the
diaphonenic system of Pan Yiddish vocalism, Semitic Component
and Ashkenazic vowels 22, %2, 12, 32, and 52 — all long
vowels — differ from their Sephardic counterparts in
cognate lexical items. Needless to say, premodern

scholars were unable to extend their observations of phonetic
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differences between individual realizations to a systematic

contrast of entire phonemic systemns.

8.13. Data Base

It will facilitalte discussion of the rise and
development of standard theory and its veriants if at
the outset, the most important vowel syztems and
bhonemic interpretations of vowel grapheme systems are
gschematically presented. Different scholars have taken
various systems from the repertoire as a basis for fﬁeir
theories. Using the correspondences between classical
Tiberian vowel graphemes and Pan Yiddish dlaphonemes (Table
27), the vowel systems of the Ashkenazic of the major
dialect areas of Yiddish (Tables 3-8) can be worked out.
Nevertheless, in the interest of greater clarity, the
Ashkenazic vowel systems of our three sample dialects
(which collectively represent a maximal number of historical
and synchronic oppositions), Mideastern Ashkenazie,
Wortheastern Ashkenazic and Northwestern Ashkenazic, are
schematicélly illustrated in Tables 41-43. The name of
the relevant Tiberian grapheme is subscripted to each
vowel phoneme provided under the numbered diaphoneme.
The vowel systems of the Semitic Component of each of
these areas are similarly illustrated in Tables 44-45,

As can be a priori expected, the graphemic vowel system
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of a reconstructed language is subject to varying interpretation
by different scholars. There are at least three major
phonological interpretations of the classical system of vowel
diacritics codified by the Tiberians on the western shores of
the Sea of Galilee in the late first millermium. In the
discussion that follows, we shall he concerned with the system
of stressed vowel phonemes. Interpretations of shewa and the
three ultrashort or hatef vowels will be disregarded.

One interpretation assumes a virtually perfect one-to-
one correspoundence between grapheme and phoneme and posits
seven vowel colours —— and no length distinctions —
corresponding with the seven vowel graphemes (regarding shureq
and gqibbus as allographs). The seven vowel system is posited
by the best known of the Tiberians, Aszsron ben Moshe Ben-Agher
{ef. Baer and Strack 1879: 11-12). .I% is illustrated in Table
7. It was espoused by some of the most lumindus Hebrew
grammarians of medieval Sepharad, including Abraham Ibn-Ezra
in the twelfth century (cf. Ibn-Ezra 1546: 134), and is
accepted by some modern scholars (es.g. Schramm 1944: 29).

The second version of Tiberian vocalism, by far the
most popular among scholars for a number of centuries, is the
Kimchian system, thought to have been first posited explicitly
by Joseph Kimechi (Qimhi). =% was elaborated by his sons Moshe
and David Kimchi in twelfth and thirteenth century Spain
(¢f. M: Kimehi [1509-1518: 111, D. Kimchi 1532: [86], 1545:
48a; Hirschfeld 1924: 79, 82; Waldman 1975: 1308). David

Kimehi's Mikhlol was highly influential upon the development
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of sovhisticated study of Hebrew by Christian European
scholars (e¢f. Loews 1971: 14) and it is little wonder that
the Kimchian version has itself acquired near-classical status.
Disregarding contextual lengthenings, the Kimchis posit a

ten vowel system comprising five vowel qualities distinguished

. by the feature [+length]. It is illustrated in Table 48. From

the perspective of the history of graphemics, it is noteworthy
that the Kimchis saw fit to frame highly specific phonological
environments to_account for the positing of multiple vowels
to correspond with single diacritics which they regarded as
multivalent. The charge that the Kimchian system lacks
historical linguistic validity has been effectively challenged
in recent decades. Cheomsky, who originally ascribed the
Kimchian sjsteﬁ'ﬁé;“the influence of the Latin languaces
employed in the Provence® (19352: 31), retracts this view
(1977: 177, xxvii) in light of the impressive metrical and
philological evidence adduced by Bendavid (1958). It would
appear that the Kimechis had recourse to an clder tradition as
the actual Sephardic in use in medieval Spain did not apparently
distinguish vowel quantity (ef. Garbell 1954: £93-694).

A third interpretation, favoured by many modern scholars,

combines the four degrees of opening of the seven vowel version

(Table 47) —— distinguishing e and o from £ and 2 with the
length feature, although there is difference of opinion on both
the ﬁhonological status of length and the degree to which the
graphemes were intended to mark length {(ef. Philippi 1897: 40;
Kautzsch 1910: 40; Bauer and Leander 1922: 147-169; Halone

1978} . A version of the "qualitative-quantitative"

interpretation of Tiberian vocalism 1s illustrated in Table 49.
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Toward the middle of the nineiteenth century, the
supralinear Babylonian pointing system was discovered and
toward its end the supralinear "Palgstinian® popinting
system came to light. | We consider the term poiniing
gysten more appropriate than the usually encountered
"vrocalization system® which can easily lead to confusgion
between the relevant system of graphemes on the one hand,
and the actual vowel system underlying it on the other.

It is of course the vowel systems which are of paramount
interest in the work at hand, rather than the graphemes.

In presenting the genetic corresponderices between the
Babylonian and Palestinian vowels and their Tibverian
counterparts, we shall continue to use the standard names

of the Tiberian diacritics. This is done parily as

a matter of convenience, as the Tiberian names are the

most familiar. Methodologically it also has the advantage
of using the system with the maximal nunher of oppositions
ag a point of departure. The subsceripbing of Tiberian
vowel diacritic names is not intended to imply in any way
the derivation of the other systems from Tiberian.

The Babylonian system has but one grapheme corresponding

to Tiberian pathah and segol, having merged historical

& and g {ef. Pinsker 1863; Morag 1972: 30-34). It is
illustrated in Table S50. The Palestinian systen repfesents
a continuum of systems. At the maximal end of the continuum,

it ig virtually identical with the Tikerian syastem, differing
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only in the shapes and positions of the actual graphemes.

At the phonologically minimal end, it is & five vowel systenm
digplaying unitary symbols for cognaste Tiberian sere/sesgol
and games/pathah. In many manuscripts, there are

Palegtinian symbeols corresponding with each Tiberian
nonreduced vowel but the confusion in their use demonstrates
that the system does not distinguish upver mid from lower

mid vowels. The Palestinian vowel system has a unitary
phoneme /e/ corresponding with both sere and segol, unitary
/a/ corresponding with Tiberian games (except in unstressed
closed syllabic position) and unitary /o/ corresponding

with Tiberian holem and unstressed closed syllabic games.

(cf. Kahle 1922, 1930; Revell 1970: 101, 102-103, 109-121;
Morag 1972: 34-41; Harviainen 1977: 102-104;. Now this
five vowel gystem is characteristic of nearly all of Sephardic
{with the exception 6f learned pronunciations deliberately
distinguishing vowel length in the Kimchian grammatical
tradition). It is also characteristic of manuscripts which
uge sublinear Tiberian graphemes bubt confuse gere with segol
and games with pathah thereby demonstrating lack of phonological
opposition Dbetween the members of each pair. Allony's
(194L: 143) name for this type of pointing system, the
"Palestinian-Tiberian” systen, has gained considerable
acceptance (e.g. Moraz 1945: 209; Eldar 1976: b2). The
five vowel system characteristic of the Palestinian polinting
system, the reading tradition of Sephardic and the Palestinian-

Tiberian pointing system, is illustrated in Table 51.
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8.4. Development of Standard Theory

8.4.1. The Preconfiguration Theory

The premodern popular notion that Sephardic is
somehow more correct and a hetiter representation of the
classical state of affairs than Ashkenaziec began to give
wgy to critical reexamination in the course of ths
nineteenth century. S.D. Luzzatto (1833: ¢2) and S.L,
‘Rappoport (1836: 63) btoth rejected the socioclogically
motivated value judgments of most of theif predecessors
and accorded equal legitimacy to both of the major
European reading traditions of Hebrew and Aramaic. They
were interested in historical explanation rather than
evaluation and put forward the preconfiguration theory
which seeks to account for the differences in the reading
traditions in terms cf dispafate geographical origin.

The preconfiguration theory ascribes Sephardic to the
reading tradition of Babylonia and Ashkenazie to that of
Palestine. It continues to win the suppert of a small
number of modern scholars {(e.g. Chomsky 1957: 112-113).
Nevertheless, it has been whelly overshadowed by the
variants cof what we shall ecall the standard theory of the

history of Semitic Component and Ashkenagzic vocalism.

8.4.2. 