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YIDDISH AND COLONIAL GERMAN IN EASTERN EUROPE:
THE DIFFERENTIAL IMPACT OF SLAVIC

by

URIEL WEINREICH

1. Introduction. — 2. Phonology. — 3. Grammar. — 4. Vocabulary. - 5. Folkloristic and
Ethnographic Parallels. — 6. Regional Consolidation. — 7. Geographic Aspects of Slavic
Influence. — 8. Conclusions; Chronological and Social Factors.

1. INTRODUCTION

In discontinuous currents lasting a thousand years or more, two major
groups of settlers moved into Eastern Europe from the lands west of the
Elbe: Germans and Ashkenazic Jews. The chronology and the social
character of their migration were not the same, but in one way or another
both groups came into close contact, culturally and linguistically, with
their new, predominantly Slavic, environment. Their reactions differed
profoundly. The Germans either were Slavicized completely and lost
their identity, or preserved a culture and language in which the Slavic
factor was marginal. The Jews, on the other hand, have generally main-
tained their distinctness, but have undergone a Slavic cultural and
linguistic influence so deep and enriching as to place them in a relation
of affinity with the Slavs. The purpose of this paper is to survey this
differential effect of Slavic contact on Jews and Germans in the East
European diaspora. The main emphasis will be linguistic, but certain
parallel folkloristic and ethnographic developments will be cited as
supporting evidence.

The Slavic influences discussed here are, of course, representative of an
even wider network of intergroup contacts: the effects of Rumanian,
Hungarian, and the Baltic languages and cultures on the Jews and Ger-
mans have in principle been of the same type as the Slavic, and the study
of these influences, taken together, becomes an important chapter in the
cultural history of Eastern Europe. But the present paper is intended also
as a contribution to the theory of language contact (cf. U. Weinreich
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1953a)' and to the problem of “bilingual dialectology” (U. Weinreich
1952:360-362). The possibility of comparing the differential reaction to
the relatively uniform Slavic stimulus of two languages that were, to
begin with, highly similar in structure and vocabulary — Yiddish and
German — is particularly attractive because it guarantees that differences
in the degree of influence will not gratuitously be attributed to a different
“permeability” of the structures influenced (U. Weinreich 1953a:113f.).
In the only previous work where Yiddish and German in a Slavic country
were discussed together (Utaszyn 1915), the comparative problem was
unfortunately not even raised. Shtif (1932:58, 62) referred briefly to
diaspora German in a study of Yiddish, but he was interested in the
existence of the Slavic impact rather than in the differences of its nature
in Yiddish and German.

We have restricted ourselves to the dialects of the German diaspora,
spoken in the so-called “language islands” (Sprachinseln), and to Yiddish
as used to the east of German territory. In order to limit the scope of
the discussion, we have excluded from this paper Slavic influences on
the Yiddish of Germany and on Standard German; we have also left
out of consideration the German dialects spoken within solid German
language territory, even in previously Slavic (Polabian, Pomeranian,
Sorbian, Czech) areas, or along the present language borders, where
Hugo Schuchardt collected most of the material for his Slavo-German
masterpiece (1884). The reverse influences of Yiddish and German upon
the Slavs, while also potent, are not discussed here, either. The period
dealt with necessarily ends in 1939: the resettlement of ethnic Germans
in the Reich, the slaughter of European Jewry by Germany and its
accomplices, the dislocation and emigration of many of its survivors, the
suppression of Yiddish cultural life, and the liquidation of German
population exclaves has brought an era of East European history to a
cataclysmic end. The use of the present tense in geographic references
in this paper is thus largely an “ethnographic™ device,

The physical destruction or dislocation of the societies under dis-
cussion rules out the possibility of fresh field work and forces the student
to rely to a considerable degree on materials published before the second
World War. For the problem at hand this turns out to be a major
handicap, for the ideological framework of research on colonial German
and on Yiddish has been different. Germanistic research even at its

best has been preoccupied with the origins and chronology of German
! All references, by author and year, are to the bibliography at the end of the paper.
Figures following the colon after the date indicate pages.
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eastward migration and with the patterns of dialect mixture and leveln;lg
(Zirmunskij 1929:181, 1956:99),%2 and it has therefore sought f)ut the
archaic, the Germanic elements of 1anguage an.d culture, whl.]‘e n}c]ew
acquisitions, seemingly irrelevant to migration history, were deem‘}i) ;1-
sized or overlooked.®? Moreover, German re.sear.ch h.as been marre g
a conservative concentration on pre-phonemic h{stoncal phonology anb-
morphology to the detriment of syntax and lexicology; completcly ?
livious of the great Schuchardt, it kept probh?ms of language mteracFlo‘n
well in the background. Yiddish scholarship has-btzen more reahs'tlc
and less one-sided. Because of its interest in t'hc. distinctness of Jewish
culture, modern Yiddish linguistics and folkloristics have bee.n favorably
predisposed to the discovery of Slavic influences as a promxnc?nltl fac;or
in the progressive separation of Yiddish frogl‘Germz«fn. F.specm y after
Yiddish studies were shifted from their primitive beginnings 'fxt Qemm
universities to Eastern Europe, the Slavic component of Yiddish was
discovered in earnest: by Alfred Landau (1850—1935') ?f Brody, wh;)4wz.xs
working in Vienna from the 1880’s; by Lazare Sainéan (1859-1934) tl1:1
Bucharest (cf. Gininger 1938, 1954); and by numt?rous sc.holars at the
new institutions for Yiddish research in Vilna, Mmsk., Klev,'M.osc.ow,
and New York ¢ Nevertheless, one may hope that desl:ntc. the h}xxltano:s
of the existing literature it is possible to reach an unprejudiced view of the
differential Slavic impact on the two languages and cultures.

2. PHONOLOGY

LISM - . -
it]m \liicc):(l:(Aof fiont rounded vowels (4, #) and diphth(?ngs in Y.lddlsh and
in some branches of diaspora German looks of’ tha.nd.hke a Slavic phclnm.ni
enon. But the presence or absence of such vowelsina German co om:s
dialect seems to depend entirely on the status of delabialization .m l's
home area in Germany (cf. footnote 16 below); the only exception. 1

. .~ eas.
? At its worst, in the hands of German N;ms (g.g. S;tua;re ;zgsc);cthe stusdy o{ ‘t)l;xiety e
i tion o TIan Superk
tern diaspora was a platform for the proclama . ged ¢ fgbghs:
a tool for activating languagefc;&clavt: astgut&ipzs; :;‘ utlhjeom:lti :gn:lhil;ihgh oo
t. The student in search of facts has the of wiing iy
E:)srass of pseudo-scholarship by Hitler’s professors and thehecx Nans glt: :)E:y E
sanguinely anticipated the planned massacre of Jews and other victims, shru
it off in retrospect as an accident of war. ) = i
lat OASla typica{):f(ample, we may cite the major §ynth&smng apd programna’at&c’ s 31\1&"!’3;
by Aubin (1937). The author bewails the ‘“kleindeutsche thk_vcl:cngung h.-:
common in German research and calls for th‘e l_);gadwt perspective; yet even does _
uch as mention the problem of Slavu:} fuence. N :
?OtF:Srr: survey of research problems and a bibliography, see M. Weinreich (1956)
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Latvia (Hwb. 2.202), where no better explanation for German unrounding
is available than local Baltic influence. In Yiddish the main wave of
unrounding, which yielded such forms as bixer® ‘books’, kep ‘heads’ (cf.
German Biicher, Kipfe), is probably also related to the unrounding
process on German territory; on the other hand, the ancestor dialect of
present-day Ctl and SE Yiddish® had developed a new front rounded
vowel (e.g. *biix ‘book’) which was in turn unrounded (bix) - a develop-
ment that was completed on Slavic (Polish and Ukrainian, but not
Slovak) territory (Birnbaum 1934:60),” and which may conceivably have
been caused by the Slavic surroundings (Shulman 1938:132). -

As for the distinction between long and short vowels, it seems to have
been preserved intact in colonial German (e.g. Zirmunskij 1931a:258 on
the Ukraine). In Yiddish, on the other hand, the length feature has been
eliminated in large portions of the NE and SE dialects (U. Weinreich
1958). This major structural change cannot be charged to Slavic with
complete certainty, since quantity has been eliminated in NE Yiddish not
only on the territory of Belorussian, which indeed lacks the feature, but
also on the territory of Lithuanian, which has it; moreover, Ctl Yiddish
has retained vowel quantity even though it is absent in coterritorial
Polish. But if this is an internal Yiddish development, it has probably
received regional encouragement from’ contact with East Slavic (Sapir
1915:236): in particular, the presence of a “sixth vowel” (v opposed to i)
in SE Yiddish is hard to dissociate from the Ukrainian-Balkan affinities
of that Yiddish dialect (Jakobson 1953:77f.).8

In the Yiddish of Belorussia, a shift of pretonal o to a (akanje) has
been attributed to the coterritorial Slavic language (Shtif 1929:9), €.8
akdrst << okorst emphatic particle after imperatives, xalile < xolile

‘Heaven forbid’.® The appearance of akan’e in colonial German has
never been observed.

® Yiddish forms are cited in a transcription in which x, j have their LP.A. values;
palatality is indicated by ’; stress is marked by an accent if other than penultimate.
¢ The following abbreviations are used: Ctl Yiddish-Central Yiddish, spoken in
central Poland, eastern Slovakia and Carpatho-Russia; NE Yiddish-Northeastern
Yiddish, the dialect of Lithuania and Belorussia; SE Yiddish-Southeastern Yiddish,
the dialect of the Ukraine, Rumania, etc.; Std. Yiddish-Standard Yiddish. On the
classification of Yiddish dialects, see M. Weinreich (1939); cf. also Fig. 1.

" The occurrence of i in the Yiddish of Brafisk (near Bielsk Podlaski; Kats 1924) is
most exceptional and must be explained as a contamination of « and i on the dialect
boundary.

® It is unnecessary to seek the origins of SE Yiddish y in Ukrainian loanwords, as
Jakobson does (1953:77); the transformation of the older Yiddish opposition i : i
into i : y could have developed from direct system-to-system contact.

* Shulman’s suggestions (1938:152ff.) about the correspondence of the alo and ofu
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The non-phonemic details of vowel quality seem to have b‘_een sutt)]cr::
to sporadic local influences in both languages. For exa@ple, in wes. ; "
most Kotevie (Gottschee) in N. Yugoslavia, Germar} ai, au are sal
have assumed Slovenian quality: ei, ou (Hwb. 3.75).; in Poland, Gem;a;
vowels, it is hinted, acquired nasaljzatior-x from Pohsh.(.Doubek 193‘1 ll ct
81). In Yiddish, the “Ukrainian” quality of short 7 1n t.he S}:j, ; e.:t
has already been mentioned (cf. also Shulmar.l 1938:144f.); the simi an.y
of NE Yid. [yjl = ¢ to Belorussian yj (Shtif 1929:21) also belongs in
this class of phenomena.

NANTISM s
i.ezr.hf;sNtst?e most important phonemic novelty encoun'tered bnyldldlts:;
and German in their Slavic surrcundings was the existence of palal
consonants. The German colonial dialects reacted by an exteilsn_re
palatalization of dentals and velars befo.re fltOIlt vowels: not on )trhm
Poland (Doubek 1933:169), but also in $p1§ (lef), Sl.ovakla, :lvhcre t ?’Z
came under the sway of trans-Carpath{an Polish dlalect_s ( e‘nc'c , g::f
‘caraway seed’, cf. Kiimmel; djan ‘to gve’, cf: geben; redp; :ﬁnzafﬁo,;
Regen). We also find German near Danzig shanflg a local pa z.z v
with Kashubian (Mitzka 1928:9, 23f.): I.c.> k'g, t¢ before' i :1; ta;:.m-
t¢éite ‘kitchen’ (< ké&ik), etc. But the condlthnal nature.of this p: = n;a %
tion makes one suspect that it is subphonemic. In Latvia, where

is said to have adopted the Lettish palatal phonemes /', 7, k’ (Mitzka .

1921:146; Kiparsky 1936:211), we do find l’grba, .a c?ur;)ter‘n;;ﬁtg;?
designation for a half-educated Latvian., contrasnng Wlt{l ao I.sds T
(Kiparsky 1936:96). Yet in the adoption ,of l’lu,ssmn oanw L;tﬁsh
palatalization is common (ndnd ‘governess ,< _nana), and ev;nl o

kalla ‘(kind of ) pole’, kidini ‘fowl’s innards’ yield Gerr.nan 1: t:{it OZ
without palatals (ibid.: 211; 88, 91).. b’l;:e eﬂ'ec:r ;i aSllav1c pa y

i an may thus be descri as m .

coi(r)lmél'lid(cjl‘iesr}:j1 too, sib-phonemic palatalization o_f dentals a;xvd.ve:;:r;
before front vowels is common in the NE and SE dlfalects (U. hemralso
1953h:124; Veynger 1929:91f.), but much more radical effects have

. . e T el Yo pdiesghay
isoglosses between SE and NE.Yic.ldxsh with Ukrmr;xg:—ifxilel(;‘iuz:taenrﬂlf;gilal s
farfetched. In Yiddish these d?stﬁnctllo;; :;:s ;::;ral W
1 riphera s .

E?ng%lﬁi;;‘ﬁ’ (igg‘l::z :02n6%,) g'tesp forms like g’n’epf ‘buttpns’ (cf. Iiw;liﬁe)éi::&(:;;s ttl‘(:;
attribute the palatalization of the consonlams to Sla‘v1cd‘coinntz§<;o.vakian R iins

alatalization of the dental clusters (e.g: ende < e_nde end’) Py piug sl
IC)}erma.n Schwarz (1934) explicitly denies Slavic 1qﬂuence an seedialecm
mediate’stage between ende and the eye common In SW German 3
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been noted. In NE Yiddish a process of cekan’e-dzekan’e analogous to

Belorussian has, in its extremes, produced a merger of 1, d with ¢, dz
or even with ¢ dZ before front vowels; and s, z have quite commonly
merged with §, Z before i even where there is no “Sabesdiker losn”
(Shtif 1929:7-9, 12f.). Above all, every Yiddish dialect in Eastern Europe
has developed new palatal phonemes: #, /', and dialectally also ¢’, d’, and
$.1* These palatals occur not only in words of ultimately Slavic origin
{Zmerie ‘handful’, per ‘stump’, mol’ ‘moth’, I'ul’ke ‘tobacco pipe’, t'oxken
‘to throb’) and in suffixes of Slavic derivation (-, -#ik, -riak, -arre), but
also in various personal names of non-Slavic origin which undergo pro-
ductive Slavic-modeled endearing transformations (dod’e from dovid,
pirie from pinxes, gnese from gnendl, etc.). Most remarkably, the palatal
phonemes in Yiddish also occur in “phonological pseudo-Slavicisms,”
in which they have been introduced in place of the corresponding dentals
(or dentals plus j) to add pejorative or endearing connotations (U. Wein-
reich 1955:606): riome, endearing form of binjomin ‘Benjamin’; kraker
‘big shot (more conceited than knaker)’, I'axen ‘to guffaw (more crudely
than Jaxn)’. Dial. nedire ‘dowry’ (< Aramaic ndunjo) also seems to have
a pejorative flavor lacking in the more usual nodn (Std. Yid. nadn),
which has no palatal.?

Another process which is sporadic in diaspora German but general in
Yiddish (Jakobson 1953:80) is the transformation of the consonantal
tense/lax opposition into a voiceless/voiced one. It has been pointed out
(Schwarz 1934:389) that German exclave dialects which have distinctive
voice need not have developed this feature on Czech or Slovak territory,
since they may have imported it from Silesia; and it is possible that
Yiddish, too, developed distinctive voice while still west of the Oder.
But even there the use of voice may have been induced, in both languages,
by contact with Slavic. In Yiddish, the Slavic environment has had a
still further impact: it was probably western Ukrainian (Zilyns’kyj 1928:
303f.) and southern Belorussian (Serech 1953:15) that served as a model

for the distinguishing of voice even at the end of words, a position in
1 Cf. U. Weinreich (19535:124). Jakobson (1953:79) is probably incorrect in speaking
of a feature of softening among non-palatals; all his examples of alleged /p’, b’, m’/
must be analyzed as /pj, bj, mj/; whereas the true palatals / n, £ (c, 3, §)/ are actually
opposed to dentals + j: marie woman’s name: manje ‘mania’; kal'e ‘spoiled, out of
order’: italje ‘Italy’; god’e man’s name: melodje ‘melody’; pese woman’s name: posesje
‘estate’.

* The manner in which “borrowed” phonemes are utilized by a language in non-
borrowed vocabulary is an aspect of language contact that has not been well studied
to date; the Yiddish example of direct semantization of a recently acquired distinctive
feature should stimulate parallel research in other languages.
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. y s the
which German tenseness (and Polish voice) are neutrah%ed. Th'e hyv;:];)li‘:h

i i istinction is a Yiddish innovaton
esis that the word-final voice dis : :
followed an earlier stage of general automatxc. W9rd-ﬁna1 v01c.elezsr;is;
is supported by the etymologically arbitrary dlstrlbut_xor_l of. voxce. ‘
voiceless consonants.’* On the other hand, final dlsnnct‘we.vonce x'n
Yiddish is found further north and east than in the co'terr.ltonal Slavu;
and Baltic languages, and the interaction of 1nterna:1 ch(iidls? st@ctt;;

i ic i t be considered. The adoption, 1n
causes with Slavic influences mus ; : ;
Yiddish, of the East Slavic and East Polish syste.m of sar;dhl(,pﬁy wm;:c};

: i nvoiced according to the onem
final consonants are voiced or u :
voicing of the initial consonant of the following w?rd (Gutmans.t:ffg
should also be brought into the investigation, fo'r 1t. contr.asts :éliﬁ ;
retention of a German-type sandhi system in Ctl Yiddish. Wuh,?1i onal
materials on Slavic that have become availab}e smce. b(:utmz:ins se:{::;eg;
i i f the problem is possible, and a
a more precise formulation o {asawinin
i i lonial German could be ins ]
corresponding phenomena in €O gyt Al
i i ifications, such as the redundan
Apart from minor modifica 3 ' ; . ‘
lenis z and # under East European (Slavic, Hungarian) mﬂuenee (M(;s:h
1937:102; intervocalic — Kramer 1934/35:3.27) or the deaspxratlon.ns e
in the Bukovina (Hwb. 1.629) and in the insulated ?vtels:msrll;avzfmiw
the Kogevje exclave (Tschinkel 1908), the contact with the g
feature has — outside of Silesia — had no effect on German e 3
stable has the imported tenseness feature been that at 1?ast in om : essian
group of colonies in the Ukraine, voiced con'sonat?ﬁts c;n a. :;c:h . euatumxjmng
ini instead of being identified Wi
of Ukrainian loanwords, ins . ol et
i ies, 14 rise to a new voiced series, n
lax-voiceless series,!* gave ! : o
1 iceless-aspirates: there is an oppo

voiceless-lenes and from voice . I B
the initial sounds in dina ‘melon’ (Ukr. dyn].a),thk thl::;‘,mzn a glf:

2 j i 1930:351).2%* This German
‘deaf’ (Sokolskaja and Sinder 0: his 03
be described as a mechanical addition of series, 1n contras: tc:‘ the. T

. ; LY A 5
13 Thus, *brief > *briF > briv ‘letter’ butl;{:f l> ‘n,I:‘ ‘>h ,::1{1 d> .h,w' §‘e>> hu:: e
‘mon * but *gevdlt > *gvalT > gva _oenoc, Legiroio:
iﬂ: _:;1::; y> EbangT < band ‘ribbon’. The :x:_s)tence of word-final voice
tly first noted by Sapir (19_15:23 ) . i e
Xas'?ﬁlia:ax; geen the rule in most diaspora dialects; of. Krimer (1934/ ‘

i an in E. Galicia. : o :
f’salalttuil: s?g:ur'rt?cam that to their cautious st'fztement o{ this facttl,l‘;tsﬁ“d:seot a;;rcl;sst ppendetlstudy .
an explanation of the phoneme concept }tsclf. '.l‘heu's w?s ot v i
diaspora German to be based on phonemics. It m_possnb e tha fhmnmusc 2 sensi :
resegrch could show up other Slavic ilr?ﬂueno:u (\;«t/tuch_s::aa\:1 (r:]c;; o dialectnmologim,

iti Anton Pfalz, almost a solitary s urali German e ;
?x: :f:?t,ifl;egn vowel patterns of diaspor? dialects (1937) dogs not generalize ufficiently
to make comparisons with Slavic possible.
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formed Yiddish pattern: German /th d/ + Ukr. [t d/ — /th d d/; but
“pre-migration” Yiddish */th d/ x Slav. /t d/ — Jt d].

The Yiddish loss of distinctive 4 in some areas has been connected
with the Slavic-induced elimination of aspiration in the voiceless con-
sonants (Jakobson 1953:79f.) and, although the geographic extent of
the Yiddish phenomenon is still unclear, this hypothesis is plausible. But
here the Yiddish dialects and subdialects manifest an unpredictably
differential reaction to the Slavic stimulus. In the Western Ukraine, for
example, Yiddish — modeling itself on the A-less Ukrainian system —
eliminated its phonemic 4 (U. Weinreich 19535:125), whereas in the
Eastern Ukraine it adopted, from the same Ukrainian model, the voiced
/B as a replacement for 4, without modifying its phoneme inventory.,
In still a third variety (Shulman 1938:159), Yiddish took from Ukrainian
a new phoneme /fi/ which it opposes to existing /h/: fiornitse ‘parlor’
(Ukr. hornytsa), but hober ‘oats’ (cf. German Hafer). In Ukrainian
German we read of a new phoneme /y/, which occurs in Ukrainian
loanwords (Sokolskaja and Sinder 1930:352; but is it opposed to h?)
or as the normal realization of intervocalic /h/ (ibid.: 339f.; Zirmunskij
1931a:256).

The darkening of / to [1] in German and in Yiddish is a process which,
like the evolution of voice, may have started under Slavic influence as
far west as Silesia. On the other hand, it was in Eastern Europe that the
labialization of dark [] to [w] took place, almost certainly on Slavic
models. This occurred in Kotevje German under Slovenian influence
and in the lowland parts of Upper Spis§ under Polish influence (Schwarz
1934:387).26 In Yiddish too this feature is reminiscent of Slavic in its
phonetic nature, but it is rather un-Slavic in distribution: the Yiddish
w <l area in Belorussia (Veynger 1929:133; Shtif 1929:21) is much
smaller than the Belorussian one (Buzuk 1928:map 9), while in Poland
there are numerous localities (Prilutski 1917:44-76, passim) where Polish
made the / > w shift systematically whereas Yiddish has it only in final
position ($pigu ‘mirror’ < Spigl). We are reminded of the dialectal
merger of hissing and hushing consonants in NE Yiddish (“Sébesdiker
losn™), which is also in all likelihood of Slavic origin but whose structural

and particularly geographic details are quite un-Slavic (Weinreich 1952;
see also § 7 below).

*  In Slovakian exclaves where German / was not so dark to begin with, labialization

Schwarz refutes the hypotheses of Slavic
an, the unrounding of i and ¢ in Wilamo-

did not take place. In the same article (1934),
causation of the v > fshift in Slovenian Germ
wice, and certain other changes.
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The general reaction of Yiddish and colonial Ge@an to S;?llc;zl?zk;;ni
consonants has not been uniform. Doubek mentlonsl (1 fi : e
“differentiation of sibilants” in Poland German, but w1th01lx(t fo;::smn
tation. It appears that neither language adopted the full stqc : o o }gl
(5...) and palatalized hissing (s...) con.sonants .charac.tc‘rlst(l‘f‘: o o
dialects which are free of mazurzenie: in fact, in Galicia ermzn i
number of orders was even reduced when imported ¢ wa§ m«:.rget wt .
§under local Slavic influence and the § of loz}nwox'.ds was hk?;v;seGrea en
like § (Krimer 1934/35:327). But near Dan'mg.(Mltzka 19-23}" K) herblgs;1
was enriched by # sounds derived, inha shift ;lt ;ha;reldY»;/:itd - a:h: pho,

j i tain positions (e.g. heZ ‘hay’ < hej). . ) o-
if;f;‘esf ;naie; é caznot be said to be due to'Slavic, since both ocl;:u:l 12
words of pre-Slavic origin. But it is undepab]e tha’f their dllstn u t;e
has been extended, and their frequency mcreascizd. 1m:vnevnse ()1/, as -
result of the absorption of Slavic loanwords containing Z, ¢ a1'1 J, ;?etr)gOn
with these, Polish Z, ¢ (U. Weinreich 1952:368, foanotc 40,ba ol t;eir
1953:80). An accumulation of Z and ¢ s.ound's n'otxceably a t<')vcdevicc
normal frequency has even been utilifled in Sr{::idlils 21175 a poetic

“Slavicness,” and hence village earthiness. .
. Isnu;;iils;al the distributional structure of Yi(_idish has bee; hlrn:‘:}?i;‘:
by Slavic to a greater extent than that of .coloma‘l G.errflan. e

adaptation of Slavic lexical items (dl-‘ as in dlot ‘chisel’, xrl- ats o

‘to snore’, etc.), the possibilities of 1nmal. consonantal ¢ u;‘ er; gr -

been greatly extended even in non-Slavic vocabulary.  As M ing

pronunciations of Hebrew-origin words probably became more

considerable regional differences in Yiddish which still have to be studied.

2.3. PrROSODY = :
An important Slavic effect on Yiddish prosodic structure has been

detected in the elimination of certain non-phone@c sef:onda.r)_' streistseiz
in Yiddish (Hrushovski 1954:241). In the domain of mtomi]u,?;ddish
now apparent that the most noticeable and famous of a

17 E.g. Moyshe Kulbak, “Raysn’ (19207): "Nas}aée hot sézlw)tet g:l;l:il: :?g: ez:]nttil:x;
di stezkes, / a moltsajt tsu maxn Antosen..." SN. plcked_ sor.r:: laShn“ prmvted el
to make a’ meal for A.). Yankev Glatshteyn, * Und{x.zr tsﬂcll’m . on e i i
zejdes . . . [hobn] arajngevebt in im / ‘gutmut fun po_|cr§nh aﬁu llxlless ok pdreie i
forefathers weaved into it [the Yiddish lapguage] / t!le c g . o ] Shasick s
peasant speech / and of lively [an improvised extension o
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contours — the “rise-fall” — is not of Slavic origin (U. Weinreich 1956:
640f.), but other intonation influences are not thereby ruled out (M. Wein-
reich 1956:629). In German, strong Lettish and Estonian influences have
been alleged in the Baltic countries (Hwb. 2.202). Unfortunately the
rudimentary state of description of Slavic, Yiddish, and colonial German
intonation makes generalizations premature.

3. GRAMMAR

3.1. ADOPTION OF AFFIXES

The adoption of derivational affixes from Slavic sources is extremely rare
in colonial German!® but common in Yiddish. Only a single prefix
(bez- *-less’) seems to have become even incipiently productive,!® but
the number of Yiddish suffixes adapted from Slavic languages is im-
pressive. Some have a rather limited distribution in the vocabulary: the
feminizer -se, the endearing -¢ik, the pejorative -dk, -d¢, -éts, -l'dk, -ndk,
are all restricted to a relatively small number of words each. But cther
suffixes are highly productive: -ke feminizer (cf. /érer-ke ‘woman teacher’;
_in some dialects slightly pejorative), -ke- verbalizer of interjections (cf.
bom-ke-n ‘to say bom’ [to chime in]), -(e)riu and -inke endearing vocative
suffixes (cf. kind-eru ‘dear child’, mum-inke ‘dear aunt’), -ske usually pejor-
ative adjectivizer (cf. oriman-ske ‘fit for a pauper’), -(ev)ate usually a mildly
pejorative adjectivizer (cf. tam-evate ‘dull’ < tam ‘dullard’), -ixe femi-
‘nizer of animal and (dial.) some personal names (cf. Iéjb-ixe ‘lioness;
Leyb’s wife’), -arsie mildly contemptuous nomen loci (cf. xasid-arne
‘gathering place of khasidim’), -#ik personalizing or agentive suffix (cf.
Jisuv-riik “village Jew’),20 -fijtse feminizer of the preceding (cf. ejses-is-
nitse ‘adulteress’ < ejses-is-riik ‘adulterer’ < ¢jSes-is ‘married woman’),
-k pejorative suffix, esp. for names of occupations (cf. Suster-iik ‘con-
temptible cobbler’); and many others. Even Polish -usiu, which has

18

Kleczkowski (1931) lists various “Polish suffixes”
out that this is merely a classification of complex Pol
are synchronically irrelevant from the German point o
morpheme borrowing, see Weinreich (1953a:31).

1*  Even so, bez- seems to be limited to constructions with
bez-bus-rik ‘shameless person’ (cf. buse ‘shame

in Prussian German, but it turns
ish loanwords by suffixes which
f view. On the theory of bound-

-iik in pejorative vocabulary:
’). There are, of course, numerous Slavic
o scald’ beside paren ‘to steam’, dial.
; but they have not yielded productive

loanwords with prefixes, e.g. dial. pri-paren ‘t
za-Cepen ‘to provoke’ beside céepen ‘to touch’:
prefixes *pri-, *zq-.
Kleczkowski (1931) reports the productivization of -nik in East Prussian German
asadesignation of inhabitants of the place named by the base,

‘one who dwells on the Wolitte river’, is suspect: the at
Wolittnick.

20

but his example, Wolittnik
lasses actually list a town called
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yielded an apparently productive -usu in various Germa:\ ele:a':‘eisu;x;
i : to be restricted to vocatives (kind-
Poland,? seems in that language . L to . HEE
ild’ su ‘kitten’ hereas in Ctl Yiddish the cog
‘dear child’, kac-usu ‘kitten’), w eas in C1 ognate -est
dc(:es not necessarily place a syntactic limitation on the noun: di mdmesi
‘Mom’, ctc. In Yiddish even place-name suf’ﬁxes‘ have b.een partly mjo-
ductivi,zed' _sk. -ev, -evke have been utilized in_certain to?onvrm_cs
) : : . [ SA2? .e.
_ themselves of Slavic origin — to give them almolre can;x:;c' cfor;;,’ ,1( =
like typical place names: cf.
to make them sound even more . iy £ i
Zarki 5 16d), brisk (Pol. Brzes¢, Uki. 3
Pol. Zarki), mziglev (Pol. Mrzyg ' Tki. Bre
SQerest/‘a' Bcranek°l951 :95) — not to speak of fictional towns in Yuli(ilsh
litera{ur;t like kasril-evke (Sholom Aleichem), gh{p-sk (M‘endele Moykher-
Sforim), etc. Nothing similar has been noted 1;1 colox;ila:nGc‘a::ﬁaxn.uke”
ic i i i tilization of non-final, “infix-
Particularly interesting is the u s g
1 i igi hich have a diminutive functio
suffixes of ultimately Slavic origin W Lunction
i jecti they have been registere
hen used with adjectives. In German
milamowice only (Mojmir 1930:x), but there they are appa:irsnctlly um:.bt:
i d to which they are added mus
to close a construction and the wor iy
“readjectivized” by the native German suffix -ig: klin uc;‘zk . smcm;
rut-uss-ik ‘red’, etc.; furthermore, it is not clear that these a Jecnvles 5t
) ) ’ "2 . - . L o
be used attributively as well as in the predlcate.l I(z; Yl::idlsh, analog
1 jecti n to a ects;
endearing_adjective suffixes are co‘mmo th Lo
'disqualify the adjective for attributive use; and thefd;;en:iut :?nﬂ;)ctrfa?
i 1 - der dlt-ick-er man ‘the old (endea v,
endings to follow directly: . . e
yjt-i iSele * ittle red (endearing) pillow’. .
dos réjt-ink-e kisele ‘the litt Sl
i i adverbs, and at least one
Yiddish are also used with verbs, some : : : =
jé:ction' 5l6f-ink-en ‘to_sleep (nursery-talk)’, pan:él-;nk-e: slowly ( a
ild-i ¢ . A further set of non-final suffix
dearing)’, gvdld-ink-es ‘Heavens!’. : ; et ¢ s
occurs in Yiddish (at least colloquially) in adjoicu:i/es :ncc}l :;1::,; :tl?'d
i i f Slavic origin or blends of Gei
mologically, they are either o e fad
i 5 i fluctuate between indifie
Slavic stock; semantically, they . be res r
j i i jon: in adjectives -en-, reminiscen
ejorative or augmentative function: in ; o
;l;ejlorussian and Ukrainian devices (gdnts-en-e teg d.ays ({)Tn ?;%;L o,
remphatic than gants-e teg; cf. Belorus. bahats—en-n;:]; Jo ej ‘to.mlc’z
in verbs, -eve- (dial. hérs-eve-n ‘to rule high-handedly’ vs. hers-n 5

‘ C 4 : to
dial. pdk-eve-n ‘to_pack sloppily’ vs. pak-n ‘to pack’).® According ,

i i ice); 36:200
n Forstemann 1852:426 (Danzig); Mojmir 1930:x (Wilamowice); Kage 1935/

Ino). . nnote tive~
S’Sor;lnp:omz verb doublets the extended form with -ev- even seems to 0! repetil

; e
ness, as in Slavic: cf. marid(ev)en ‘to dally’. The fact that in some of these pairs,

i i entered
one member is of direct Germanic descent while the other is a doublet that has

\b
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one possible analysis (Joffe 1928:310), the infinitives and present-tense
plurals like xrdp-en-en ‘to snore’, which for some speakers may be more
expressive than the shorter xrope-n, involve an extension of the verbal
base by -en- partly on the analogy of Slavic devices (xvat-an-ut’, etc.).23

3.2. REPRODUCTION OF DERIVATIONAL PARADIGMS

Most Yiddish nouns have two degrees of diminutive, e.g. grub ‘pit,
hole’ — grib-I ‘little pit’ — grib-ele ‘little pit (endearing)’, Zuk — Zuk-I —
Zuk-ele ‘bug’, hun-hin-dl-hin-dele ‘hen’, etc.?* The formant morphemes
are of Germanic origin, but the pattern of two degrees of diminutive
is hardly attested in German;? it is, on the contrary, clearly reminiscent
of Slavic: cf. Polish jama—jamka—jameczka, etc. The NE Yiddish dialect,
in which the neuter gender has disappeared (in a development which is,
as Sapir and Jakobson have observed, itself probably related to the coter-
ritoriality of that dialect with neuterless Belorussian and Lithuanian),
has also adopted the un-Gesmanic but Slavic rule that diminutives have
the same gender as the base form (Zaretski 1929:96).

Colonial German has not shown the same susceptibility to the “inner
form™ of Slavic diminutives. In Volga German, for example, we find
historically complex forms such as /oSad-ka-I-ja ‘little horse’, where -ko
is the Russian suffix, -/ a dialectal German suffix originally attached in
the southern Volga region, while -ja is the productive German suffix
finally added by speakers of another dialect (Siller 1928:81). Yet this
multiplication seems to have no synchronic value; in other words, we
have no evidence that losadkalja represents a higher degree of diminution
than */oSadkal, or that either of these is more diminutive than */osadka
or */osad’. We find a similar example in E. Galician jasokalco ‘head
pillow” << Pol. jasiek (Krimer 1934/35:343).

A major Slavic influence on Yiddish verbs has been the establishment

Yiddish through Slavic (e.g. pakn-pdkeven) is synchronically irrelevant, even though
it is characteristic of the fusion nature of Yiddish (Shulman 1939:74).

#  According to an alternate analysis, such verbs are merely unstable in their selection
of the -n or -nen allomorph of the “-en” morpheme, and no Slavic-type augmentation
is involved.

¢ Such restrictions as do exist depend largely on the phonemic shape of the word
(Zaretski 1929:611F.).

% InBerne, a “‘second diminutive” is formed only when the first has lost its diminutive
force (Hiisli-Hiiseli; Henzen 1947:147). In Southern Germany there are only traces of
a second diminutive. (Wrede 1908:79: *. . . die Bewahrung des sog. Zwischenvokals
in den siiddeutschen Mundarten [ist] zumeist von dem Grade kosender Zirtlichkeit

abhiingig (bifle-bissele), aber auch dieser Unterschied kann nur hie und da beriick-
sichtigt werden.”) .
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of semantic equivalences between certain Yiddish prefixes or “comple-
ments” and Slavic verbal prefixes, e.g. za- and far-, do- and der-, etc.
(Tavyov 1914; Landau 1928; Shtif 1932:52f.; Shklyar 1933:68-73).
These “equivalent” prefixes occur (a) in “loanblends”, i.e. verbs whose
base is of ultimately Slavic origin: far-cepen ‘to provoke’, modeled on
za-Cepen, far-(h)iken zix ‘to stammer’, modeled on za-(h)iken zix., der-
kucen ‘to annoy’ modeled on do-kucen, etc. 128 (b) in “loan translations”,
i.e. verbs in which both stem and prefix of a Slavic verb are reproduced
by non-Slavic morphemes, e.g. dp-brengen ‘to bring back’, modeled on

od-nies¢, dial. 6js-3piln ‘to win’, modeled on wy-grac, etc. ;27 (c) in verbs
where the Yiddish prefix is applied productively without reference to a

Slavic model, e.g. dial. far-zejgn ‘to pacify (a child) by nursing’: this i.s
analogous to far-$piln ‘to divert by play’ (cf. Polish za-bawié), but is
not itself modeled on a specific Slavic prefixed verb (Pol. za-ssaé, UKkr.
za-ssaty have different meanings). The prefixes generally_also add a
perfective aspectual meaning to the verb: ven er hot gelejent dos bux
when he was reading the book’, but. .. iber-gelejent . . . ‘had read’
(cf. Pol. czytal-prze-czytal). =
This Yiddish development stands in clear contrast to the situation in
diaspora German. In the dictionary of the Wilamowice d.ial?ct, the only
one for which we have extensive material, we find (Mojmir 1930:s.v.)
that prefixed verbs correspond in structure to their Standard German,
not their Polish translations: cf. fyr-blutta = ver-bluten ‘to bleed. to
death’, but Pol. umrze¢ z uplywu krwi (whereas Yiddish far-blﬁtikn.ls a
precise replica of Pol. za-krwawic ‘to soil with blood’);. fy_r-braxla =
ver-brechen ‘to commit (a crime)’ has no structural similarity to Pol.
wy-kroczy¢ (whereas Yid. far-brexn is a precise replica of Pol. za-lamaé
‘to wring (one’s hands)’). We do find scattered refer.enoes" to German
verb calques, e.g. ver-bitten ‘to beg pardon’ in Volhym?. (Liick 1933:13)
modeled on Pol. prze-praszaé, an-znacern ‘to appoint’ modeled on
na-znaczy¢ (Liick 1929:21), etc., but on the whole it appears that ooloma{
German has not duplicated the profound enrichment of the verbal system

26 But not every verb is subject to “loan blending” seven though :va- has bea’x identified
with on-, there is, for example, no *dn-znacen for dxal: naznacen ‘to appoint’. e
21 Polish forms are cited here as a matter of convenience; frequeptly it is impossi

to determine which Slavic language has served as the model ina specific case. - The r.sefw,
Slavic-modeled functions of prefixes have not of course displaced the older os:s, ol
example, Yiddish has both der-trinken ‘to drown’ (cf. German er-trdnken) an:'l)d d:;n:-n
ken ‘to drink (up.to a point)’ (cf. Pol. do-pic). — Transmvxty may also be m provbe
Slavic. For instance dn-§rajen ‘to scold’, which was transitive in older Yi s

German jemanden an-schreien), has become intransitive probz?bly on the modelrof
_such verbs as Pol. na-krzycze¢ na . . . .
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that Yiddish has experienced under Slavic influence; in the only three
complemented Slavic loan verbs which Krdmer found in his E. Galician
dialect (1934/35:331), the complements followed German, not Slavic
usage, as in sich apmutsata, cf. sich abqudilen.
Another instance of Slavic-derived enrichment is the increased use of
the reflexive (Shtif 1932:53f.). It appears in East European Yiddish
(a) with verbs possessing certain (Slavic-modeled) prefixes, e.g. fse- . . .
zix (cf. roz- . .. sig), on- . .. zix (cf. na- . .. sig), and the like: tse-vejnen
_zix ‘to break into tears’ (cf. roz-plakad sig), on-trinken zix ‘to drink one’s
fill (cf. na-pic¢ sig), etc.; (b) arbitrarily with certain verbs which are
semantically not reflexive, e.g. Spiln zix ‘to play’ (Pol. bawi¢ sig, but
German spielen), éndkin zix ‘to end (v.i.)’ (Pol. skonczyé sie, but German
enden, endigen), and many others ;28 (c) to form a “‘casual voice” of any
verb, which signifies that the actor is not so fully engrossed in the action
as when the verb appears in the normal active voice (without zix): er
zingt zix ‘he sings casually’, mir esn zix vécere ‘we are casually eating our
supper’ (cf. Pol. spiewa sobie, jemy sobie kolacj¢).?® In colonial German
this phenomenon seems to be sporadic, and is only poorly described : we
read, for example, of “‘the frequent use of sich™ in the Bukovina (Hwb.
1.629), of er lernt sich gut ‘*he is a good student’ in Sompolno (Kage
1939:168), etc.; but these may be local Yiddishisms.

3.3. WorD ORDER

In_Yiddish adjectives may be placed after the noun they determine
_usually with an affective connotation: dos land dos farbétene ‘the for-
bidden country’, more solemn than dos farbdtene land; di toxter majne
‘my daughter’, with a touch of disparagement absent in majn roxter. This
degree of freedom in word order is lacking in German and may in Yiddish
be due to contact with Slavic (Shtif 1932:57f.); where it occurs in colonial

German (die Nachbarn unsre, in Volhynia; Liick 1929:21), it may be a
Yiddishism.

28

In this category the reflexive pattern becomes productive in Yiddish and is applied
to particular verbs which have no specific reflexive Slavic models: cf. dp-ruen zix ‘to
rest’, a blend of older djs-ruen zix and the prefix op- modeled on non-reflexive Slavic
verbs with od- (Pol. od-poczngé, Russ. ot-doxnut’); in fact, here the colloquial NE
Yiddish non-reflexive dp-ruen is the Slavic calque.

* The first two types were already noticed by Sainéan (1889); cf. Gininger (1954:175);
the third was observed by Shtif (1932:36). - In some Yiddish dialects the “‘casual voice”
requires a dative pronoun: “‘casual” ix vas mir is opposed to reflexive ix vas mix (cf.

Pol. myje sobie vs. myje sig). But in those dialects which use zix as the universal reflexive
for all persons and both oblique cases (a phenomenon attributed by Sainéan and Sapir

to Slavic influence), there is a unique Yiddish syncretism: ix vas zix ‘I am casually
washing’ = ‘I am washing myself’.

; g}
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The fact that in Yiddish subordinate clauses the place f)f th.e Vel'b.lS
the same as in main clauses is reminiscent of the stat.e of thmg§ in Slach.
In Volhynia German (Liick 1929:21) thi_s r.nay agamaobe an innovation
due to Yiddish rather than a direct Slav.lc m.ﬂuéncej. oo

The position of the reflexive pronoun in Yiddish is after th.e in fnllt)lvle
verb when the latter is the subject of a sentence.: I'famen zix, c.(.id.oh.
czesaé si¢ but German sich kdmmen. ?n sorfxe varx‘etles’ of 1;1’E ?chis ,
the negative, nit, precedes the imperative: nit freg. d.on t as! , of. .bc;r,
nie pytaj but German frage nicht. In both cases Slavic influence 1s possible.

NTACTIC FEATURES
i:ég?&l{e SuYse of inflected adjectives in the prefiicate in Gerr’narlxgl;alls'
been attributed, whether justly or not, to Slov.ak mﬂue.nce (Grcbd. :
75). But in Yiddish, when adjectives appear 1r}ﬂectz?d in th'e pxé icate,
they do so not sporadically or indifferently as in Mlddle. nglh .e'rm:.n
or in Spi§ colonial German, but with a specific sefnangc va vjlek. ix t:l
krank ‘I am sick (now)’, but ix bin a kranke.r ‘1 am‘snfk (i.e. a‘ ‘sxc r’r’lan)(i
This is suggestively reminiscent of the dlf-ferenuatlon. of . long and
“short” forms of the adjective in East Slavic: cf. Russian ja bolen an
g 'llj‘iremx)ljc.)n-contradictory use of repeated negative words I.las 'been noted
in both Yiddish and colonial German. The double neg:mvej is coxpmor;
in oldec and modern non-standard German, but the. mul}lPh'cact;or;' -:)1
negatives in excess of two may be a fea?ure of Slavic onlix_n_.‘ ..L ul‘:k
kejner hot zix gornit_nit getrdxt, colonial Gem_mn (Yo ym:t o
1929:21, Sompolno: Kage 1935/36:200) es hat sxch. k.efner nth:!dZ{Sh_
gedacht, with Pol. nikt sobie nic nie myslil. (The poss1b11.1ty of a.2 314 i
Slavic connection was apparently first advanced by Sapir 191?. ; ) ”
The use of “negative purpose clauses” after verbs of fearing 1:8 .w ,-
established in Yiddish, e.g. ix hob mojre er zol mt kumen (cf. Pol. Ojfr.;s g-
zeby nie przyszed]). In Volhynia German (L.uck 1929:21)Stt(.1he (;:;ma :
ponding pattern, ich fiirchte mich [!] dass er nicht kommt ( be g
... dass er kommt) may be a local Yiddishism; the sa.mc.may Syt
several other isolated features of Volhynian (.}erman which are (Ycid =
in Yiddish, e.g. the use of vi with adverbs in the superlfxt;cve b ézej
tsum gixstn, colonial German wie am schnellsten, cf. P?l. ja na]poi yid
but Std. German maglichst schnell ‘as fast as possible’), the use

v . ! b
3 The shift of the past participle to a p(gmor;n mﬁ:ﬁggyti S:: mﬁe:tgeg‘a o

ich bi n in die Stadt) in Bukovina Germ X among Slav
(ll{?n?:rll‘igaerlxg ﬁﬁences (Hwb. 1.629). Itis much more probably a German provincialism
or a Yiddishism. .
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after the comparative of adjectives, e.g. Yid. greser fun mir ‘bigger than I,
cf. Pol. wigkszy ode mnie but Std. German grésser als ich (noted by
Sainéan, cf. Gininger 1954:175; Shtif 1932:36); a number of further
examples are cited by Shtif (1932:55-60). In the colonial German
dialect of Wilamowice, where the lexical impact of Slavic was strong, the
syntactic influence of Polish was nevertheless nil, on the word of so
qualified an observer as Kleczkowski (1921:5).

4. VOCABULARY

4.1. INVENTORY OF LOANWORDS; MECHANISMS OF INTERFERENCE
Loanwords are difficult to count. Apart from the elusiveness of loan-
blends and loan translations, even directly transferred forms do not lend
themselves to easy listing, since the criteria for the incorporation of a
foreign word into the receiving language are, among bilingual populations,
indeterminate in principle, and ephemeral loans are hard to distinguish
from better integrated material. It is therefore only with great caution
that one may juxtapose the “‘over 150 loanwords” of Slavic origin
counted in Galician German (Hwb. 3.34) or the 800 Russian loanwords
found, in addition to the many ephemeral ones, in Volga German
(Dinges 1917; cited by Siller 1928:69) to the 1,948 items in the Yiddish
list by Shulman (1939:80) or the “thousands upon thousands™ to which
Joffe alludes (1928:241). However, samplings of vocabulary within any
semantic field do confirm the impression that in Yiddish, words of Slavic
origin are considerably more numerous than in German; and it is in-
structive that normativists in warning German colonists to resist lexical
Slavization repeatedly held up Yiddish as a terrifying example.3!

In both languages, the lexical influence of Slavic consists not only of
outright importation, but also of more subtle interference mechanisms
(U. Weinreich 1953a:47ff.). One of them is semantic matching. For
example, in Ko€evje German the local form of zufrieden ‘pleased’ is also
used for ‘always’ on the model of Slovenian zmirom, which has both
meanings (Tschinkel 1908:2). In the Bukovina (Hwb. 1.629) allein
‘alone’ has merged semantically with selbst ‘oneself ’, probably on the
model of the unified Yiddish aléjn (cf. Pol. sam; Shtif 1932:36). In
Volhynia German (Liick 1929:21) we read of schon nicht ‘no more’
used for nicht mehr (cf. Pol. juz nie), oder . . . oder for entweder . . . oder
(cf. Pol. albo . . . albo), etc.; the latter form is also cited for Sompolno

31

“If you colonists don’t want in future to speak a mixed language similar to the
Jewish jargon, watch your German right now!” (Liick 1933:13).
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(Kage 1935/36:200). But all these may also be Yiddishisms in German.
For Yiddish, on the other hand, we have large sets of parallffl voca.bula‘ry,
both in folk speech and as an explicit principle of tclzrmmologlca.l in-
novation (e.g. Shtif 1932:42-5; Shklyar 1933, 1934; Spivak 1935). pften
the Yiddish calque of a Slavic expression has ser'ved as a basis .for
further imaginative modification within Yiddish, parncfxlarl‘y in bota:mc.al
and zoological terminology. Thus, mojse-rabejnus_kiele la({vmg (lit.
‘Moses’ little cow’) is based on a cow image, like Uk.r. ‘boza korovka
but unlike German Marien-kdfer (lit. ‘Mary’s bug’);. s1nulz.1r1)", “xdnele:v
éjgelex ‘pansies’ is based on an eye metaphor like Russian anj,utmy glazki,
but unlike German Stiefmiitterchen (lit. ‘little stepmothers’). ‘
In both languages we also find instances of an unusual_ boTrowmg
mechanism which involves the compounding of a word with its 0@
complete or partial loan translation (U. Weinreich 1953a:52): cf. Yld:
dial. fis-ribe ‘fish’, fis-nohe ‘chilled calv as food)’ (Ve:.ynget: 1929:
123); Volga German suba-belts ‘particularly heavy fur coat‘ (< Suba —i:
Pelz: Siller 1928:85); Slovakian German Kalina-beer-baum ‘rowan tree
(< kalina ‘rowan tree’ + ‘berry” + ‘tree’; Schwarz 195?:19); etc. :
Among the telling results of Slavic lexical inﬂuenoe_ is the formation
of “blends,” i.e. of forms which are synchronically single morphemes,
but whose parts have their origins in different languages. In the
Bohemian border dialects of German one finds pamelich, a: blcnd.of
pomalu and allméhlich (U. Weinreich 1955: 605, footnote‘12)'sxde by sxdc
with the unblended bumala, and occasional folk etymologies like Schnittei
‘breakfast’, lit. ‘cut egg, sandwich egg’ < snidané (Schwarz 1932'/3‘3:223).
In Sompolno, Poland, the self-contradictory pun Muskel-arbeit mentlal
work’ (cf. Pol. mézg ‘brains’) has been recorded (Kage. }935/36:201).. n
Yiddish such blends are much more numerous; in addition to tho.se cited
in a previous paper on this subject (U. Weinreich 1955), the follo‘wmg ma):
be mentioned : bendk ‘son (contempt.)’ (ben X synék); oremetd ’[.he poor
(orem x bednotd; Zaretski 1931:73); fartdxleven ‘to vwaste‘ (taxles’
‘worthwhile purpose’ x Pol. tachlowad; Joffe 1928:306); zur?en to buzz
(cf. German summen, Pol. szumi¢, zuznic); smokden ‘to suclf (cf. de:illt':
High German smakezen, Ukr. smoktaty); (aréjs)star,d‘en to pr;t.ru.cé
(cf. German starzen, Pol. sterczyc); dial. d'egexts ‘tar ’(cf. Pol.? Ziegie:
and -exts as in Smir-exts ‘grease’); dial. abile ‘as long as ('< byle? T:T.vy;w
1914:353; < dfile ‘even’ X aby ‘as long as™? Kalmanovitsh 1926:161).
Instances of “subtractive blending” in Yiddish a’s' the re:sult’ of met- :
analysis of Slavic roots are strigeven ‘to baste'(’m se‘wmg) ’< fa(r):
strigeven, cf. Pol. fastrygowac; and Zaver ‘rust’ < Fdvern ‘to rust’ < far
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Zdvern < far-rZdvern, cf. Ukr. rZavjity. We may classify as “formally un-
marked blends™ those cases of homonymy in which a pair of identically
sounding words, one of Slavic origin and the other not, pass into a
relation of polysemy. No German examples have been recorded, but
Yiddish has pen ‘quill; stump of a feather’ (the latter meaning from
Slavic, cf. Pol. pieniek), maxn (mit . . .) ‘to make; to wave’ (cf. Pol.
machac; Joffe 1928:241, U. Weinreich 1955:608f.); krie ‘tearing (of
clothes in mourning); floe (of ice breaking up)’ (cf. Ukr. krvha). The
reclassification of nouns by gender according to the model of Slavic
gender may also be listed here. A clearcut Yiddish instance is the word
for ‘beard’, which has nothing feminine about it either in form, meaning,
symbolism, or etymology, but which occurs as a feminine — bord or
burd - in all dialects; cf. Pol. broda fem. In many cases the transfer of
old masculines to the feminine gender in NE Yiddish also accords with

coterritorial Slavic: di kop (cf. Belor. halava), di fus (cf. naha), di fejgl
(cf. ptuska).

4.2, ToPICAL DOMAINS; SEMANTIC INTEGRATION

The topical domains in which Slavic has exerted its lexical influence are
roughly the same for Yiddish and German. Joffe’s representative Yiddish
list (1928:241f.) takes in “clothing, food, plants and animals, house and
household, parts of the body, family and home, street and market place,
religious life, customs and festivities, workaday life.” None of these
categories is excluded from the much more sketchy German lists; it is
particularly interesting to observe that modern technical terminology
among German peasants in the diaspora was also developed by inde-
pendent innovation or by borrowing from Slavic, and only rarely by
reference to the standard language of Germany: cf. Volga German Ofen
‘railroad engine’, lit. ‘oven’; braxdd ‘steamship’ < paraxdéd (Siller 1928:
74); etc.

But while the topical domains of Slavic lexical impact are similar in
the two languages, one finds numerous discrepancies within each domain :
Slavic forms which were adopted in the one language but not in the other.
For example, in Jamburg (N. Ukraine) the German colonists borrowed
buhdj ‘bull’, komdr ‘mosquito’, patalék ‘ceiling’, arbuz ‘watermelon’
— words which are also known in Yiddish; but they retained Germanic
words for ‘mare, filly, duck, ant, pin, potato, grandfather, grandmother,
shepherd” (Zirmunskij 1931a: passim) — concepts which in Yiddish are
represented by words of Slavic etymology. In the more extensive Volga
German lists (Siller 1928) one finds loanwords which are familiar in
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standard or substandard Yiddish too ( pqsy{ka ‘parcvzel’l, ‘Iopat/:’a ;(S:l;:rd‘t)o
but also many that are unknown inﬁYt:S;ist}; (Skotgf;tOl I;z eé.er,mans -
§ jat’ ¢ d 'sa ‘to 5 .
Stealt; ftrlf;l{z’t (It(;ls.l;)r?)tst,ol?aﬁr{?(li.S(;rost),g Sapalken ‘matches’_ (Pf)l' zalfalk:',
1(71";2; Yig zdpalkes); but their use of Wuja ‘uncle’, przekfrn;zhu;g;c:;;:&i
leglich ‘ad y umpilnich ‘gluttonous’ seems to
fr:zi(lle(f(ill(;ﬁ af;aéztzﬁézﬁ)vaiian German (Schwarz 1?32/ 1?3) tl}e stuci«ixzn
of Yiddish recognizes such Slavicisms as pata -‘he‘el (Ybled. 13];1;1; ':;
‘puddle’ (Yid. luZe), Zaba ‘toad’ (Yid. Zabe), m(flm; fasp r‘rcyr R iYid
line), kreéam ‘inn’ (Yid. krecme, dial. (NE) kr_ecem), smetar:svomxts) bu;
smétene), tforyx ‘pot cheese’ (Yid. zvorex, dial. tsvorax, ndmc; %
there are numerous other which show no such cc;rres;;glaﬁc o;igin
comparative vocabulary of Yiddish and German wor sﬂ;)t e
would be worth compiling; but it is already apparent ; a : r]i)nd 2
exclusion of Slavic vocables did not follow 'any consisten pnjfo rfm t;
and there is no more reason to look for dedlsh-Germlan.:l sk
than for agreement between, let us say, two separate colom
dla’ll"::gs.topical domains of Slavic le.xical inﬂ}lcnce ‘&:'ldis?g?ﬁ%
special comment. It was the impression of Sainéan ( utlsg i te.d 4.
that among the Slavic designations for character t;a.lB N kc;‘;:) g
Yiddish, it is mostly bad qualities that are .reprgs?nte ; ‘?sed > ,“the
(1913:10), thought that vocabulary of Slavic ongfn v\.rasl riting
forms and feclings of workaday life in a narrow family c1r:: :1’ :‘i T m:
negative qualities.” Such generalizz;lnglr;lseiuxs:ml?; ;z:l ity
. For one thing, a muc 1 _
31:::;:123:;? than these early scholars had carried out must be awaited.

.. .. ; e
Moreover, considering that it is often the-pejorative domains of

ulary that show the most rapid automatic turnover, &:lnd tlfat lz%rr;l\:l;g.
i ical renovation for these domains (U. ;
is but a natural source of lexica ‘ fo Ao
reich 1953a:58), the existence of Slavic-origin to_:rms of ogprobr;t;?;ﬁc
Yiddish is not necessarily a symptom of a ncgauve_t?vgluauogtﬁ ki
culture. On the contrary, the occurrence of Slavicisms Wi

g TN
i bj i the veins of’, kojlen ‘to
ritual connotations (e.g. tréjbern ‘to remove 5

. A “raditioal
slaughter’, praven ‘to celebrate (e.g. a circumcision)’, skarbl:v? tr:;dilgtix: of
(of certain cantorial melodies)’, etc.) shows that the Slavic

; - : =
words — recognizable to many bilingual Jews — did not disqualify the

Many Slavic loanwords have undergone semantic change in t?en:):::ie:;
of adaptation. In Volga German, we find such narrowings o
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as reSenje ‘punishment’ (< ‘decision’), malitva ‘Greek Orthodox field
service’ (< ‘prayer’; Siller 1928:84); in E. Galicia, the only case scems
* to be puskaga ‘little jug’ < “little box” (Krdmer 1934/35:337). In Yiddish,
nardd is listed by Sainéan (Gininger 1954:177) as ‘large crowd’, not as
‘people’;_mezinik _as ‘youngest son’, but not as ‘little finger’: horb as
‘hump’, but not as ‘hillock’. It would be instructive to correlate a
generalized statement of Yiddish and German semantic adaptation with
the difference in the receiving cultures and in the social conditions of
contact. German and Yiddish reborrowings from Slavic might be
especially symptomatic as results of double filtering through a repeated

loan process. Thus malina, a Slavic thieves’ term for ‘hiding place’, |

originally from Jewish cant, has been reborrowed in Yiddish to designate
hiding places used during German raids within the Jewish ghettos of
1941-44; the ironical faneberje “aristocrat’ is a reborrowing of the dial.
Polish or Ukrainian word, originally from Yiddish (< fajne berje *skill-
ful, efficient person‘; Shulman 1939:77). In Volga German, Jjevrédr
‘corporal’ represents a reborrowing of Russian jefrejtor < German
Gefreiter (Siller 1928 73); in Wilamowice, German has baserunkja ‘blows’
< Pol. baserunek < German Besserung ‘improvement’ (Mojmir 1930:
S0,
Are there specific patterns for the integration of the Slavic-origin
words in the synonymic resources of the receiving language? That
Borokhov’s attempt to delineate such patterns for Yiddish was based
on flimsy evidence is clear (cf. Shulman 1939:89f.). There may be a
consistent ironic connotation in recent adjectives in -ne adopted by
Yiddish from Slavic (e.g. glavne ‘principal’ etc.; U. Weinrcich 1953a:56),
but such a rule is quite restricted. Few speakers of Yiddish would agree
that xmare (cf. Ukr. xmara) represents, let us say, a more threatening
cloud than volkn, that horb (Ukr. horb) is a more grievous hump than
hojker; such further pairs as plejtse (Pol. plecy) and rukn ‘back’, kacen
(Ukr. kacaty) and vdlgern or vélgern ‘to roll’ are probably geographically,
but not semantically specialized. In E. Galician German, on the other
hand, a pattern of pejorative loanword synonymy seems to be systematic:32
kapelux ‘shabby hat’, Sepka ‘shabby cap’, fajka ‘old, worn-out pipe’,
pastux ‘unreliable shepherd’, etc. (Krdmer 1934/35:338f.).

4.3. PHONOLOGICAL INTEGRATION OF SLAVIC-ORIGIN WORDS
Both languages contain Slavic-origin words of sufficient age to have

# A similar phenomenon is ascribed to Sudeten German, where Messer ‘knife’ is
opposed to nus ‘bad knife’ < Czech miZ (Stegmann 1938; U. Weinreich 1953a:56).
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been completely integrated with the receiving phonolo:gical systterr;-lg
Volea German we find §, Z, ¢ all merging into §; occasmx;xl m111;28. i
§ ’f inik ‘teapot’ < cajnik), X- > k- (kaldt ‘robe’ < xalat; 1lle'r ‘l..m,
s74(1rs) ISimiJarly in an E. Galician Palatine exclave, we find I;tzzl;pggrzl ) fr h:
: ; ié* ¥ S Kramer 1934/35:327, 3
: halupa, koié ‘at least” < chod, etc'..( ! : ). T
::)lrtw:rscion :f final -a to the more familiar -2 18 umver;al.k 11111 th’dd:l};
i i - (dial. rec¢ke < hrecka ‘buckwheat’,
- has been simplified to r- (dia
}i hr:ba ‘stove’); and so on. Final -a has so generally be(?n replaced'll))ly
¢ that among Yiddish-speaking girls in Vilna in the lf93f)slsl’t ;v:; :)sss; ,-,Z \/
3 i ffective vocative of gir g
extra-systemic -a for the a \ .
;(())ru::ire sorka for sorke. On the whole, phonological fievelgpment; ‘1:
iddish whi the contact with Slavic and were
yiddish which took place before .
i t of the language seem to hav
to the Hebrew-Aramaic componen : : cdogephions
iddi imilar to the Slavic to begin Wi T3
the Yiddish system more simi ayic egin Wit :
respect to the initial z/s distinction, the possibility f’f initial x-, a:ld Is: (t);e
These features were then reinforced by the Slavic comp(lxnen .]aoed o
oldest Slavic loanwords, the Slavic palatals we,re appare.nt y- 1'epbut Pl
dentals (cf. kéSene ‘pocket’ with Pol. kieszen, L.Ikr. ktfenja?, Y}d(ﬁ;fl
since the palatal point of articulation established dltself gn;ﬂ(\:: huilcm 1eg)z
istinguish polke ‘drumstic
he language has been able to dlstlnguls. ’ mostick (e e
:'rzm pol' ke ‘Polish woman; (dial.) earring, (;)rE vzlcr}z:li c\l/;lnna G:rom dlg) :
¥ in Volga and E. rman,
il'ne ‘loose (of dough)’, whereas in : ’
z;ar:iplc l ar(ld I’ in Ukrainian and Russian loaqv»iords have been rlx(le;ilegr
and thc; n/A distinction is only  incipient (Biller 1928:81; Kr
4/35:328). : ; )
19:I;n/Yiddisl)1 many Slavic loanwords have had their s,treszlcs sbf;c_llfes
the first syllable: madline ‘raspberry’, .ldp'ete slu')vc:l,ft1 eat;:’ by
(Jakobson 1953:74). No such prosodic integration of 10
German has been reported. 5, _ s
In both languages Slavicisms have pa}rtmp’ated in reid::jmn <
changes. Thus Slavic (Polish) komin ‘chu.nney appt:;;.irsd Lyl
NE Yiddish and as kojmen in the other dialects; we fin 1;( ]‘Cmcow,
(Pol. plecy) in Ctl Yiddish and plejce in the. ot.her.s, kru ‘:0 e
(Pol' Krakéw) in Ctl and SE and krokein NE Y%ddx_sht dexen heprod:
séxe;l ‘biscuit’, (Ukr. dyxaty, suxar) in SE ded;sh,.pou::inomers ol
N i f NE Yiddish and pojzen g
Belor. pouzac’) in some parts O _ B et i
(the alte’;nations exemplified by the precedmg‘ wgrﬁdsY‘ ;’3/13; aﬁl ]Volga
ex < ix < ux, oufoj — are entirely “lautgesetzlich 1;(1 : (;og (m;rseword)"
’ ifts: -y- (savake 5
we likewise have shifts: e.g. -b- > - (s g s
(S}iTILTHiI;ZS:Sl). In Slovenia, the oldest loanwords participated in
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German a > ua shift: druazn ‘to tease’ << Sloven. draZiti, paguana ‘rat’
< podgana, etc. (Schwarz 1934:345).

4.4. GRAMMATICAL INTEGRATION OF SLAVIC-ORIGIN WORDS
In both Yiddish and German, the noun, the adjective, the adverb, the
verb, and the interjection have been the classes most open to Slavic
influence; the sources give examples in ample numbers. The pronoun
and the numeral classes, and of course the article, have been closed to
loanwords.?® On the other hand, with regard to prepositions and con-
junctions the two languages have reacted differently. Yiddish has the
conjunction-preposition vedlik ‘according to’ (Pol. wedlug), the (dial.)
preposition paze ‘along’ (of obscure etymology), and the conjunctions 7o
‘in that case’, tsi ‘whether’ (Belor., dial. Pol. cy), (sii)xaj ‘let...", xo¢
‘although’, (a)xibe ‘unless’, i...i ‘both...and’ (dial. even i/ ‘and’, in
enumerations), (boddj . ..) abi — ‘(let .. .) so long as -, ... jak ... abi -
‘be . .. as it may, but -, dial. pokevanen ‘until’ (Joffe 1928:242; pdki «
bizkl-vanen). A number of adverbs of characteristically modal function
should also be noted separately, e.g. aZ to emphasize great quantity, /et
to emphasize distance, na to accompany giving, ot to accompany point-
ing, take ‘indeed’, xod(be) ‘at least’ (cf. Pol. chocby), jakos ‘somehow’;
Jjakbe ‘as if” (cf. jakby). Note also the peculiar adverbs male (4 inter-
rogative) ‘no matter (what, who, etc.)’ and same (- superlative) ‘very’
(e.g. der same grester ‘the very biggest’) and the enclitic -Ze ‘then’, used
when the consecutive word order is impossible (e.g. vos-Ze iz es? ‘what is
it then?’). In diaspora German only sporadic instances of such influence
are reported: -Zo with imperatives in Wilamowice (Mojmir 1930:x),
choc¢ ‘at least’, ¢ut ‘nearly’, jako§ ‘somehow’ in Volhynia (Kuhn 1926:
539; Liick 1929:23), chociek and byle-wo, byle-wie (i.e. irgendwo x byle
Jjak) in Sompolno (Kage 1935/36:201).

In the early stages of integration, Slavic loanwords did not casily
submit to the inflectional requirements of the borrowing languages;
but eventually this disability of the new component was overcome. This
is most easily documented in the case of the adjective. We may assume
that Slavic adjectives were first adopted in Yiddish and German in the
predicate, uninflected: Yid. er iz proste ‘he is coarse’ (< prosto), dos iz
modne ‘this is peculiar’ (< modny ‘fashionable’), Sompolno German das
Kind ist malucich ‘the child is tiny’ (< malutki?), der Tag ist smutnich

3 . Except, as Shulman already noted (1939:108, footnote), for ristse ‘1000’ in the
humorous, hyperbolic phrase (ix darf es) af tistse najntsik kapores ‘1 (have) no use

(for it) whatsoever’, lit. ‘(I need it) for 1,090 sacrificial ceremonies’. (The phrase also
appears in other variants.)
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‘the day is dreary’ (< smutny; Kage ]935/36:291). Only in the n?)‘(t
stage did the adjectives come to be used attributlvelyf a proste 'me.nc a
coarse man’, mit a modne $mejxl ‘with a strange smile’. In Yl.dd.lsh a
further development took place during the 18th and 19th centune's, a'nd
is reflected in the literature, to a third stage in which the attributive
adjectives were subjected to regular inflection: prqst-er, modne-m, etf:.,
as the case may be. To judge from the available evidence, most colonial
German dialects did not reach the third stage of integration even wher'e e
the second was reached; Volga German, for example, prefers the‘predl-
cative di suxara vara garos ‘the biscuits were good’ to the att.ribu.txve das
vara garo$a suxara ‘those were good biscuits’, and t'he attributive con-
struction retains, if used at all, an affective flavor (Siller 1928:83).%*
Nouns of Slavic origin have in both languages been accorded the nor-
mal productive plural endings: in Yiddish, -n for most consonant stems
and -s for r or vowel stems (plix-n ‘bald spots’; mul'er-s ‘wons’, kl'ale-s
‘mares’); in German (e.g. in the Volga or E. Galician fllalects), -2 for
consonant stems and -r for vowel stems (sajus-a ‘unions’; baszlgatr
‘packages’). Some Slavicisms in Yiddish also entered mf)re archa.l’c
paradigms, e.g. sod : sed-er ‘orchards’, pastex : pést.ex-er shepherds’,
kundes : kundejs-im ‘urchins’ (cf. Pol. kundys). In addition, cach}angg;ge. : s
appears to_maintain a separate inflection, itself of non-Slavic ogg;.n, 7
which is reserved almost entirely for Slavic-origin nouns. In Ukrainian
German (an Upper Hessian dialect) this consists of the suﬁx -5 add‘ed to
vowel stems: kaluza-s ‘puddles’, yrusa-s ‘pears’ (Sokolskaja and Smde.r
1930:344).3% In Yiddish the special inflection consists of -es (etymologi--
caﬁy probably from Hebrew-Aramaic plurals) Mgnmmms
(bik-es ‘bulls’, pisk-es ‘grimaces’), sometimes with a stfgss shift in T.bc
stem acquired from Polish (stol’er stol’ dr-es ‘carpenters’; f:f‘ E. Galician
German patjar :patjdra ‘thieves’, Kramer 1934/35:330), dlale':c‘tally ?vcn
with suffixal stress modeled on Russian (Poltava Yid. jamscik ]am&"&k.--ésr
‘drayman’, cf. Russ. jamsciki), and with unique stem-vowel rfxuta.um‘l m
Evok : cvek-es ‘nails’. The special pluralis far more devgloped in Ylddlsl.l,
the Slavic word for ‘taxes’, in colonial German podatken, appears 1n
Yiddish, if used at all, exclusively as podatkes. In both langu?ges som:
nouns of Slavic origin vacillate between the regular am.i £ rFsell'ved e
inflection, as in Ukraine German kaluZa-n or kalu#a-s, but in Yiddish at

34 Slavic adjectives in -yj which appear in Volga German with the sufﬁxthr:prl:ccle;g
-er (rotner ‘platoon leader’; Siller 1928) seem to have become nouns-,m ‘ :

language. : ) ) Ep
» gThe origin of this -s in vowel stems 1S puzzling. Could it be a Yiddishism itself?
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least the choice may not be semantically neutral: the “reserved” in-
flection in some words tends to the pejorative (stol’dr-es as against
stol'er-s).

The inflectional form of the Slavic noun which served as the starting
point for its adaptation in the two languages deserves a special study. In
Yiddish it appears that the Slavic plural was often adopted first: cf.
demb ‘oak’ (probably from demb-es << Pol. deb-y; Pol. sg. dagb); blintse
(fem.) ‘type of cheese dish’ (probably < blintse-s << Ukr. blync-i; sg.
blynec); also lapt'e ‘bast shoe’ (... << lapot’), penke ‘feather stump’
(... < penjék), etc. (U. Weinreich 1955:608f.). On the other hand, some
Slavic plurals were integrated into the receiving languages directly as
singulars: cf. Yid. pévidle ‘jam’ (Pol. powidla pl.), vidle ‘pitchfork’ (Pol.
widla pl.); E. Galician German pirogi ‘cheese pastry’ (Pol. pirogi pl.;
Kriamer 1934/35:331).

In gender, Slavic neuters are almost invariably reclassified, the German
and Yiddish neuter being practically impermeable to loanwords. Note
the Volga German feminines in -anje, -enje (die sobranje *assembly’) or
the Yiddish feminines vapne ‘lime’ (Pol. wapno), dial. pidle (or pidl masc.)
‘box, case’ (Pol. pudlo), joder ‘kernel’ (Pol. jadro), ozere ‘lake’ (Ukr.
ozero), etc. (Shulman 1938:135).

In the class of verbs, German and Yiddish have also shown some dif-
ferences in their reaction to the Slavic element. German dialects often
took in Slavic verbs along with their infinitive endings and even their
reflexive pronouns: cf. E. Galician farkali¢ata ‘toinjure’ (< Ukr. kalicyty),
sdpata ‘to pant’ (< sapaty); Volga German gusatsa ‘to eat’ (< Russ.
kusat'), staradsa ‘to try hard’ (> starat'sa), barotsa ‘to fight’ (< barot'sa),
etc.; Volhynia German zawiadomicen ‘to notify’ (<< Pol. zawiadomic),
sich opiekowaden ‘to take care’ (<< opiekowac), etc. (Kramer 1934/35:
330; Siller 1928:84; Liick 1929:23). To be sure, Volga German also has
some loan verbs based on the Russian present tense (vojujo 'to wage war’,
streljaja ‘to shoot’) and on the past (kralle ‘to steal’ < kral); in Volhynia we
also find prinimajen ‘to receive’, powtarajen ‘to repeat’, and the like. But
in Yiddish it is certain — even if some details remain to be clarified —
that verbs of Slavic origin are always based on the present or infinitive
Slavic form without the suffix: kal'ece-n, sope-n, stare-n zix, bore-n zix.

This probably reflects a subtler analysis of the source language on the
part of Yiddish speakers than that made by German colonists.
From the synchronic point of view, stems of some Yiddish verbs have
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; . %
) 1 BT D ve
Slavic origin, with mek-t ‘erases of non-Slavic descent; vejke-t ‘says vej

the peculiarity of ending in a ‘‘thematic’ e, and nearly all verbs of Slavic

origin belong to this category: compare meke-t ‘baas (as a goat)’, of

with vejk-t ‘soaks’; pore-t zix ‘putters’ with por-t zix ‘mates’; imlll’ e-t ‘pmsa
with $pil-t ‘plays’; etc.36 Because of the large number of §uc §temts;b-
definite association between “Slavicness” and stem fo.nn 11,1 e is ﬂf:scn
lished ; and when verbs are deformed into“pseudo-Slawm,sms fo‘ra e :;
purposes, a gratuitous e may be added to the, stem: / axczn to g:(gl g
crudely’, a deformed version of lax-n ‘to laugh’, was alrea: }; menti .
under the heading of palatalization (§ 2.2). On t}Te other hand, a nm:;
of verbs have been «de-Slavicized” in themve, elth‘er by cfroppmfg’ e.ne
(xap-n ‘to catch’), by changing e to er * ﬁ'zr-rzave-n to rust d> ﬂ?;,;v;’ >,
*trejbe-n ‘to reomve the veins of (a rltu’ally sh}lghtere : amb .
tréjber-n), or by changing -eve- to 'if' (*.brukeve-n t_o pa\"e > ruhead.
Several Yiddish verbs of Slavic derivation appe?,r in pevnrs, or:ie al ké(t)y-
«de-Slavicized” : plonte-n and plénter-n ‘to tangle’, ffzvrkace-n‘an ({a; )
ser-n ‘to toll up (sleeves)’, tsekosme-n and tse.kosr‘ner-n to’ u;beve-’: »
tsvide-n and tsvicer-n 10 ‘chirp’, réteve-r.n and ratir-n "to r.escue‘, r h::e,
and rabir-n ‘to rob’, and the unique pair trese-n and tre!sl-en tos o ‘s
In German, a special “thematic” base (-a-) for Slavic loané.vzraw .
recorded only in Wilamowice (c.g. hapan ‘to catch < cf:apa ;h b{ue
‘to amuse’ < bawic; Mojmir 1930:s.v.).%7 .Generally, e?tter : e-n 5
stem or an extension in er is used: Volhynia Germfm s1cs.su. ;;m s
litigate® (vs. dial. Yid. sud'e-n); anznacer-n ‘t0 ap?omt ; etc.d 1::1 mige_,,,
in borrowing Yiddish farblondZe-n ‘to lose one’s way a.n“S1 1.2 ok
-ix ‘to torment oneself’, German annu]led' the special blaw::; o
which these bases have in Yiddish by changing them to verolo C 5

mietscher-n.

5. FOLKLORISTIC AND ETHNOGRAPHIC PARALLELS

5.1. SONG, MUSIC, AND DANCE : :
Those students of colonial German folk‘ song who do no; :i;dszz\:;
influence inconceivable a priori all agree that ﬁ;ci:] sgn%sK:msek g
i : in East Silesia - .
were affected by the surrounding culture: 1n ; ' e
1932:166), in central Poland (Karasek-Langer 1936/23571.) 212), (;nil::. (::,hs‘;:
2 19 i i bauer 1930:251), an \
Lanz 1930:12), 1n Slovakia (Jung. :
((Schilnemann 1923), where a Crossing of the German Schnaderhiipfl

in thi ‘torule, decide’
38 A few verbs of non-Slavic origin also occur in this clatsls‘éife metn to n:l“e‘i ° p 2
but their number in the modern language, especially in influential dialects,
i ite small. . ; s Sp
1387 q"llih?amatic stems in @ and i were also formed in loan verbs from R\miannn‘

sylvanian German (Grigorovitza 1901:174).
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with the Russian castuSka was even productive of a new syncretic genre
(Zirmunskij 1928:110). But even at its strongest, this Slavic influence
on German folk song seems shallow in comparison with the impact on
Jewish music. Schiinemann, who discovered the Russification of German
folk singing in terms of the soft onset of the voice, tone color, and other
performance features, and who found that certain German melodies have
been subjected to ornamentation and variation in Russian fashion,
nevertheless reports the adaptation of an old German text to a Russian
melody with some astonishment (p. 26); and the use of minor melodies
is called rare (p. 25). In Jewish folk music, on the contrary, the adaptation
of original Yiddish texts to Slavic-type melodies is entirely common
(Beregovski 1935), while the predominance of minor over major_and
modal melodies, because of the oriental component in the musical
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shepherd looking for his lost sheep was t.akex'l to rep.resent a loving CiOdf
seeking His children; the Cossack drowning in the river v./a.s a symbol o

man sinking in an ocean of sorrow. In the case of khasidic song,‘tpen,
we have a clearcut instance not only of Slavic influence upon the religious

stratum_of the culture, but also of a favorable evaluation of Slavic

borrowed material by virtue of its being Slavic (= peasant) in_origin.

tradition, is even stronger than in Slavic song itself (Idelsohn 1932:xvii).
Large portions of Slavic “musical grammar” have been made productive
in Jewish folk song, but a detailed comparison of Jewish and German
musical acculturation has not yet been made. It may be noted that
while in the German case, Slavic influences have been almost entirely
~~ musical, in Yiddish song textual influences have also been detected.
Not only have Slavic texts been translated or recreated, but even old
texts brought by the Jews from Germany have been *‘Slavicized” in
rhythm by the crowding of additional unstressed syllables into the meas-
ures (Hrushovski 1954:241, footnote 68).

The intimate daily contact between the Jews and the German settlers,

~~ on the one hand, and the Slavs on the other, would have been a sufficient

gateway for mutual musical influences, but in the Jewish case there was
an added channel — the professional Jewish musician — and an added
motivation: khasidic attitudes toward the gentile peasant. Khasidism
was a revolutionary religious movement which spread from the western
Ukraine starting with the late 18th century. According to its doctrine,
moral goodness is a matter of pious intent rather than Talmudic erudition,
and its founders implied that not enly the scholar, but even the unedu-
cated Jew — nay, even the illiterate gentile peasant — could worship God

» In his own way. The early khasidic masters found piety in peasant song,

devotion in the shepherd’s whistle; and they absorbed large masses of
Ukrainian folk music in particular, reinterpreting it as religious lyricism
even where it had different, profane functions in the source culture. Apart
from the adaptation of pure music — the nign without words became a
khasidic form of devotion - there also developed a widespread pattern of
_allegorical interpretation of song texts: the Ukrainian-based song of the

ing comparable is reported from the German domain.
N(’)If:::nsgame clc)mtrast may be illustrated still more spedﬁmﬂy through an
analysis of macaronic folk songs. Song texts mlx?d in language are a
favorite genre in both cultures discussed here. Bu? in German ‘t‘he:y seem
to be restricted to humorous purposes; some favorite 1ten.1$ are “Ein jeder
Mann der braucht ein Weib / Dass er sich die Zeit v?rtrelbt. / Ax gde-iez
gde-7e [ a gde-Ze moja krasnaja devica?” (Russia; Zirmunskij 19315:47);
“Midchen, willst du mit mir gehn / meine Wixttsch'aft _zu Sesehen? /.A.
kudy, a kudy, a de ty byl [7] | moja krasnaja‘dje'wma. (,Volhyrila’:
Liick 1929:24); “Die wunderschone Winterzeit ist ofen’ XOroso
(Zirmunskij 1928:111, Siller 1928:85) and the Yolga Ge:man parody
on it, “Die angenehme Sommerzeit ist selten hJer_ tepl.q (Fjrbes and
Sinner 1914:225); “Du hast ein kleiner Sohn, | er Splf:]t die Geige schon,
| er hat die Welt probiert, | ein Miadchen angeschmiert. | I ona san.xa /’
da mezna mama | ruzice brala koko na dan” (Central Bacska; Schliebe
1937:187); other examples are cited by Redlich (1'937) 'and- Gauss (19?,
This genre is also well known in Yiddish, especially }n,’hghter kl.1351. ;
song (e.g. “‘Negl-vaser umyvaju |/ Tales-tfiln na‘l‘dada_]u E H: We‘xinrlec :
1950). Some of the songs in both languages are | r‘latura.hstlc ren gn;lg!s
of conversations in which the Polish or Ukrainian ;')eafsant spea g 3
language, while the Jew or German speaks his. Bu? it is only the c;;
who have songs in which Slavic fragments are subjected to allegor_l ;
etymologization and other mystical interpretatlorlls, such as the followllgig.'
“Katarina, moloditsa / Pojdi sjuda. / Kat is [in Heb.rew] a [khz‘x’s?h ]
sect. | Rino is song. | Mole is full. / Ditso is glee. / Podu:o .‘i‘a'daj fs 017
hast redeemed us, Lord’. / Together it means: | A sect [re;onclgg] in s;;ng
full of glee [= the Khasidim] -/ Lord, Thou hast.redeerTled us” (U. e ;1!:
reich 1950). So firmly founded is this pattern .m. JewTsh song tra lb;n
that it is hardly possible to ascertain whethel: thlzshlte.rzlli is not, as has -
really a parody directed against the asidim. .
au;ieli, dancey hasp not geen sufficiently studied to permit the drawu:lg of.»
detailed parallels. In the German case, sOme scholars have fol:m ﬁl;io
evidence of East European local influence (e.g. Horak 1938), u.t 2 h:
may be connected with the general decline of the German dance in
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regions under study. In areas where the tradition was better preserved,
such as eastern Silesia (Karasek-Langer 1932:173), Galicia (Lanz 1930),
and Czechoslovakia (Jungbauer 1930:251), up to 40 percent of the dance
music was Slavie, even if dance figures and types were not easily adopted
(cf. also Miiller-Blattau 1934).38. On the other hand, the Jews have
preserved no well-defined tradition of pre-East European times, and the
Slavic or Rumanian names of such mecdern Jewish folk dances as
kazatske, vélexl, karahéd, probably represent types which are East
Furopean in derivation; what such names of non-Slavic origin as
bréjgez-tants, kdser-tants, or kol-hanedrim-tants cover, remains to be
investigated comparatively. In_the khasidic movement, some of the
Slavic-origin dances even attained religious functions. (By a similar
refunctionalization, the Rumanian-origin hora became the national dance
of Israel.)

5.2. FoLx TALEsS
Colonial German folk narrative appears to have been susceptible to
some Slavic influence in the domain of legend (Sage). Specific Slavic
beliefs have only very rarely been adopted, but in Slovakia and in central
and SW Poland (Karasek-Langer 1930:59, 1932:168-70, 1936/37:221;
not so in E. Galicia — Schmid 1931:131), legendary figures unknown to
the Slavs have largely been eliminated, while those common to Slavs
and Germans (e.g. the Waterman) have been accorded new prominence.
The German assimilation of a fairy-tale (i.e. a Mdrchen rather than
a Sage) in Zabnica is reported as something notewoithy (Karasek-
Langer 1932:170). In the Yiddish fairytale, on the other hand, a Slavic
component is clearly in evidence. The Jews, of course, have been active
international tale carricrs since antiquity, but in their own modern stock
of tales a good portion of the “international” material in turn must have
come in by the Slavic route. No more dramatic example is possible than
that of “The Emperor and the Abbot” (Aarne-Thompson Type 922),
which, though ultimately of Jewish origin (Alexandria, 7th century or
earlier), was current among Belorussian Jews in the 20th century in a
Slavic redaction, just as in the Mayse-bukh (1602) it is found in a West
European version (Anderson 1923:341). In the inevitable blending of
tales, we find traditional Jewish types interspersed with Slavic-origin
episodes, and vice versa; thus, in a modern version of Type 301, “The
Three Stolen Princesses,” recorded in Biatystok, the dragon is dSmedaj

38 Musical influences of the environment are also characteristic of the German folk
drama of Czechoslovakia (Jungbauer 1938).
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- a figure from traditional Jewish demonology — while one of the heroes
is an East European blacksmith identified as Anton Krulak (Yidisher
folklor 1955:26ff.). The syncretism is cven more subtle in the well
developed hospitality-tale cycle, in which the similarity of the Prophet
Elijah’s functions to those of St. Peter in East Slavic folk tales is plausibly

accounted for as the result of mutual influence (B. Weinreich 1957:222~
227). Slavictype formulaic tale endings are also common in Yiddish.
As in the linguistic domain of grammar, we thus have borrowings both
in the “outer” and “inner” forms of folklore.

5.3. PROVERBS AND SAYINGS -

No Slavic influences on colonial German proverbs have been observed
even by so open-minded an investigator as Karasek-Langer. The Yiddish
case is entirely different. First, Slavic (Ukrainian, Polish, Belorussian)
sayings are frequently cited verbatim in Yiddish speech, often introduced
by the phrase, @ goj zogt a vert] ‘(as) the peasant says’. Some Yiddish -
speakers know ten Ukrainian or Belorussian proverbs to every Yiddish
one, and there is reason to believe that some of these are original Jewish
creations, i.e. that the Jews have coined and used proverbs ina tongue which
was not their vernacular, but a special, ad-hoc «paremiological medium”
(Litvin 1912:123). There is a khasidic dictum: g gojis vertl iz lehavdl .
a_tojre, which, roughly rendered, means: “There is profound- morality
concealed in peasant proverbs.” This reflects the mystical. curiosity .
about the peasant which was mentioned in connection with music
(§ 5.1), and which is conducive to an allegorical interpretation of his
culture. The Yiddish speaker seems to derive special relish from thc.
matching of Biblical or Talmudic sayings and Slavic proverbs, e.g.loj
miduvieix, loj mejuktsejx — nie daj, nie {aj (Bernstein 1908:no. 986), in
which the first phrase, ‘Neither of your honey nor of your sting’, is
derived from the Midrash (Bamidbar Rabbah 20:9), while the second :
part, ‘Don’t give and don’t curse’, is a Polish saying. Sometimes the
Slavic component is humorously presented as if it were a commentary
by RaSHI on a sacred text, e.g. (Bernstein 1908:no. 1184) _vgjovoj .
homon — maxt rase: Cort jevé prinjos, literally ‘And Haman came [Esther
6:6], on which RaSHI comments: The devil brought him’. The humorous
effect is increased further when a Slavic proverb offered as an “equiva- -
lent” is ostensibly inexact, as in al_tivixu bindivim - ne spustysja, Hrycju,
na durnycju_‘Don’t trust in princes [Psalms 146:3] - Hrytsja, don’t rely »
“on a fool’ (Bernstein 1908:no. 172).3* Still more symptomatic of’ the
9 The device of the inexact matching of Hebrew-Aramaic with Yiddish and Slavic




398 URIEL WEINREICH

prestige of Slavic sayings among the Jews is the construction of *‘pseudo-
Slavic”’ proverbs or parodies of proverbs, such as the following: §vat nie

brat ‘(the month of ) Shevat is no brother’ (i.e. it is cruelly cold ; Bernstein
1908:no. 3587; cf. Rus. svat ne brat); jak jejtser-hore napadnie to i tkias-
kdf nie pomoze “When one is seized by passion, a [previous] agreement
is useless’ (Bernstein 1908:no. 1873); nie ganwaj i nie fastaj ‘Don’t steal
[ganve] and don’t fast [fast], i.e. if you won’t sin, you won’t need to do
penance (Bernstein 1908:no. 844; Litvin 1912:122); prisol terax na derax
‘the fool has understood at last’, lit. “Terah has found the way’ (Bernstein
1908 :n0. 3989); mazl gadaj ‘(good) fotune tells’, a jocular misreading of
mazl gdi ‘the zodiacal sign [= mazl] Capricorn’ (E. Galicia; reported by
my colleague, Chaim Gininger).

In proverbs of the nutrikun pattern a word is interpreted as con”
sisting of the initials of several words in a phrase. A macaronic instance
is “paxed” maxt ‘“‘polna xata durni,” i.e. paxed ‘fear’ (spelled pxd)
represents the (Belorussian) sentence, ‘the house is full of fools’.* In
addition ot these processes, there has probably been a good deal of
translation or recreation of specific Slavic proverbs in Yiddish; cf. der
bojx hot nit kejn Sojbn—me ken in im ardjnlejgn vos men vil ‘the stomach
has no windows — anything can be put into it’ with Pol. brzuch nie
zwierciadlo — nikt nie pozna co sig jadlo (Landau 1923:337; on parallelisms
in riddles, cf. Landau 1908); but the common features of the European
proverb stock are so numerous that hypotheses of Slavic origin of a
given Yiddish proverb must be viewed with the greatest caution. Close
investigation will probably also reveal Slavic influences on the syntax and
rhythmic structure of Yiddish proverbs whose content has nothing
particularly Slavic about them.

5.4. CustoMs AND BELIEFS; FOLK MEDICINE
The field of custom may well be the one area in which the Jews displayed
a conscious aloofness toward Slavic influence. Traditional Jewish life in
Eastern Europe was based on a pattern of conduct in which every last
detail was prescribed to mark the Jew as apart from the gentile, and
Christian associations and symbolism had to be avoided at all cost.

On the other hand, there remained large areas marginal to religion in

proverbs has been made famous by Sholom Aleichem, especially in his classic Tevye

" der milkhiker (Shulman 1939:89; Loytsker 1939:58f.).

4 As Litvin explains it (1912:122), this alludes to such collocations as dortn iz a paxed
‘it is fear[fully dirty] there’. Rather different patterns of interlingual proverb blending
have been observed in the Turko-Bulgarian field (Mladenov 1939).
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which Slavic influence could make itself felt, and did — not only in ho.use
building and other sections of material culture .(on QCman colo‘m'sts,
cf. Jungbauer 1930, Mackensen 1937) - but also in beliefs and n.'nedxcme.
Jewish folk medicine in particular, despite its strongly archaic tenor,
shows significant Slavic parallelisms (M. Weinreich 1924; Tavyov 19‘14:
361 on exorcisms for toothaches), although the direction of. borromg
in this case may be particularly hard to ascertain. (MM-.
nortance of non-Jewish domestic help in Jewish households, it is not

surprising that patterns of infant care, including swaddling, should have

penetrated the Jewish family.

b N M Yl oo

O

5.5. COOKERY _
Material on German settlers’ cuisine is scarce (cf. e.g. Schmid 1931:98f.),

but it may be significant thata few words like hoI.ubC)'/,' kolaé (> Kldutsch,
etc.) appear on most lists of Slavic loanwords in dlaspf)ra German. I.n
the case of the Jews there is evidence of a major Slavic com'ponent.m
cookery, which managed to accommodate itsejlf t9 th.e strict Jewish
dietary laws. Many of the most beloved forms in this t:lg‘h!x. develgp_ed’
Jewish folk art bear names of Slavic origin: kojle¢ white bread’,
kvdsene = fisnohe = pitsd ‘chilled calves’ feet’, knises, pdmpeskes,
varénikes, vdrniskes (various dough forms), rosl ‘stew’, etc.; and thltough
Jewish emigrant mediation, such dishes as blintses (cf. Ukr. blytncz) are
today an American favorite. (To what extent the names of Slavic ongln
correspond to Slavic things is an unsolved, .but sol.uble, c?mparamlrie
problem.) Since many Jewish dishes are assocmt.ed‘wuh Par'flcular hc.) -
days, we again find, in the field of cuisine as we d.xd in muS{c, items Whlch
were profane in the Slavic source culture acquiring a festive function 1n -
the receiving culture: latkes ‘pancakes’ for Hanukkah, borsts§ for the
second night of Passover, blintses for Shavuoth, etc.

5.6. DRESS o
The costumes of German colonists, just as those of the Jews, were su

to strong East European influences. For example, German folk dr.ess in
eastern Silesia (Karasek-Langer 1932:191), Slovakia (Gréb 19‘3.2.290),
and elsewhere embodied petrified 18th and mid-19th f:entury military or
civilian fashions combined with more traditional sartorial motifs. The Jews
at first went even farther in adopting local East European garments. In
fact, it is sometimes said that what was in recen? times' known as :li;
typical Jewish kaftn was originally the.attir.e of Polish squires (Grunwi :
1941:378). But whereas German dress distinctness was a token merely o
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ethnic separateness, the Jewish costume was raised to the level of a
religious symbol, and throughout the 19th century observant Jews
repeatedly showed themselves prepared to make heavy sacrifices for the
right to retain this expression of apartness. In general, not only Yiddish
dress vocabulary, but actual forms of Jewish outer clothes, undergar-

ments, and headgear (Munits 1937) seem to owe much to the coterritorial
Slavic cultures.

5.7. RELIGIOUS ARCHITECTURE

Jewish synagogue architecture in Europe, it is now known, has been
exposed to subtle Byzantine-Slavic influences (cf. Piechotkowie 1957).
Beginning with the 16th century, “the cubical barrel-vaulted synagogue
with its central canopy came into existence as a reduced, simplified, and
somewhat modified version of the Greek orthodox Novgorod church
type of Byzantine provenance” (Wischnitzer 1947:36). But in the
Novgorod square church, the arches joining the piers to the walls gave
the ceiling the shape of a cross. This architectural theme had to be
avoided, and we find various ingenious modifications, e.g. in the
MaHaRSHaL synagogue in Lublin (ibid.: 26f.).

Nothing of the kind has so far been reported for German colonial
church architecture.

6. REGIONAL CONSOLIDATION OF YIDDISH AND GERMAN

The several varieties of Yiddish brought by settlers from the west were
consolidated in Eastern Europe into definite dialect areas (Zirmunskij
1940:140). German speech exclaves experienced some leveling on a local
scale, but in comparison with Yiddish, they remained a mosaic of islands
determined by the origin of the settlers. This difference in consolidation,
exemplified by Poland, is illustrated in Fig. 1. It demonstrates the far
more thorough linguistic conquest of East European distance by Jews
than by Germans.

So uniform are the vast Yiddish dialect areas that the most pains-
taking search is needed to uncover the feeble traces of earlier diversity.
Such traces are found in scattered words whose phonology disagrees with
the general dialect rule (e.g. atsind ‘now’, umzist ‘gratis’, and similar
words with i in the general u aiea of NE Yiddish), or in unexpected
integrations of place names (e.g. Yid. minkac¢ < Munkdcs, settled in the
18th century after » had already changed to i; explicable as a “‘cross-
dialect borrowing” [U. Weinreich 1953a:28] through a stratum of u
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speakers in the 7 dialect area). Well-formed isoglosses running consistently
for hundreds of kilometers shape the Yiddish territory into a mildly
graduated area (Staffellandschaft). _Above this substructure of regional

- dialects, a uniform literary Yiddish language developed, independent of
& German,* without the support of a state apparatus, a universal school

system using Yiddish, or a Yiddish-speaking aristocracy, but through
the sheer centripetal momentum of Jewish society.

In German, on the contrary, the formation of isoglosses independent
of settler origin, while not entirely unknown,* has been feeble. In the
small Moravian exclave of Kravatsko (Schonhengst) alone, the word for
‘dead’ appears as dit, diit, deit, doit, daut, dat, dabt, and diuat (Schwarz
1934:4361.), and the example is not extreme. Approximations of regional
koinés emerged in parts of Spis, in the Sudeten and their adjoining ex-
claves, in Transylvania, Sathmar, Bessarabia (Eckert 1941), along the
Neva, etc., but no all-diaspora German koiné developed. For the
Germans, communication distance, rurality and general cultural back-
wardness were too great to permit marriage and trade relations to exert.
a more thorough leveling effect (Schwarz 1934:331).

One factor that weighed against consolidation in the German case was
denominational separatism. Protestants and Catholics often set store
by the accidental differences of their dialects as marks of their separateness
in religion (cf. Zirmunskij 1929:209 on Russia: Weidlein 1952 on Yugo-
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in areas that were linguistically atomized (Karasek-Langer l'937‘a:975.).
Correspondingly, the Jewish folkloristic and ethnographic unity is .agfim
still more striking. An illustration of the efficiency of folk transmission
channels is a lullaby which was published by Sholom Aleichem in Odessa
in 1892; six. years later, in response to an inquiry from St. Petersburg,
five thoroughly varied versions were sent in by collectors fro.m places
as far away as Kovno, Vitebsk, and Poltava (Mlotek 1954, with map).
Schiinemann (1923) was struck by the fact that a song was knowx_l to
German colonists both on the Volga and in the Ukraine, and explained
this by the contact of Germans in Russian military service. But.for tpe
Yiddish lullaby, no such special explanation is necessary or p'ossxble;.xts
diffusion took place in situ through East European Jewish society, which

* was as tightly knit as it was widely scattered.

Regional at-homeness is further reflected in local legf:nds cqncerning
ancient wells, dangerous cliffs, haunted castles, and the like, which add a
dimension of cultural depth to what are otherwise mere places. The
volume of this type of lore seems again to be much greater z‘imong the
Jews than the Germans. A special, related symptom of regional con-
solidation is the areal diffusion of locally marked lore — not only ]t?gends,
but also nicknames of places and their inhabitants. By analyzing the
range, reciprocity, and continuity of reputations qf towns, a measure
is obtained of the relative integration of the area in the culture and a

slavia). The phenomenon is not completely unknown among the Jews: specific cultural “folk geodesy” of the region emerges. A probm

in Sanok (E. Galicia), for example, the khasidim loyal to the rabbi of j check of German and Yiddish materials .for Poland (S;htlsm:lh altgihe
Nowy Sgcz (Yid. Sandz) were made fun of in the synagogue of the . Liick 1933; Yidisher folklor 1954:18f., with maps) Zugg e
Sadagura (Yid. Sadigere) khasidim for their pronunciation of certain | reputations of towns among the Jews reach further and are

Hebrew shewa’s as [aj] (e.g. lajdojr < lejdojr < ladéjr ‘to a generation’).44
But noticeable as such discrepancies in “liturgical dialect” were, they do

not seem to have played an important separatistic role outside the
synagogue.

uous than among Germans. The city of Cheim seems t.o have ac@eved
far greater abderitic notorietv in Jewish folklore than did, say, W@&
wice in German lore (Karasek-Langer 1932:171) even before literary
channels became available for the diffusion of stereotypes. :

.— In the Jewish organization of the East European cul.tl‘xral space, Jewish
society could not escape the effect of natural and political geography to
the same extent as the atomized German settlements. The avenues of
communication and the barriers were, after all, largely the same for

In folklore the regional consolidation of the settlers was probably
more advanced than in matters of dialect in both communities. In
Hungary, for example, German songs and dances were diffused uniformly

]
5 . g s the
“ In the formation of standard Yiddish, it has been suggested, the more archaic, i.e. 8 Jews and Slavs in the same territory, and it is to be”expected]thoc:tl OS!;a ic
more German-like, phonology of NE Yiddish did give it an advantage over other whole Yiddish should display the same “surface” as the ‘“
7 ?ri?rlz‘-:é? a(l]:;nltc)::lri?’é%@. But be that as it may, the German model played no role in i dialect. The geographic shape of Yiddish in the Ukraine, shOW!;i:;
: 7] .. et 66 > Yiddishi CS, W
“ Near Pokrovsk on the Volga, for example (Dinges 1924:18), the North favored 1 Fig. 2, indeed agrees with *the lay of the land.” Yiddishisoglosses,
ursch to the South’s ruschig ‘Russian’. ;

44

theoretically could have been arranged in a hundred different ways, turn

According to a personal communication from Dr. Shlomo Noble of the Yivo . : out to run generally parallcl to Ukrainian ones. This is not the result

Institute for Jewish Research in New York.
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5 §§ §§ of local Slavic influence, for the substance of the isoglosses is not the
* B §§ . | same; as a matter of fact, the major diphthong/monophthong distinctions,
e Est 32 l which are in Yiddish correlated with a north/south difference, have the
E ; N E i; # reverse distribution in Ukrainian (U. Weinreich 1958). The similarity is
i o Eo 3 ; ; é rather on a higher, more abstract plane: the course of isoglosses is per-
s f E.:i g pendicular to a Moscow-Kiev-Kishinev axis in both languages, and this
3Eovt must have common causes in cultural history which Ukrainian and
E: ¢5 £ :55 ! Jewish historians will have to elucidate. On the other hand, it should
& 2 - E £ ] not be assumed that the cultural “surfaces” of Yiddish and coterritorial
* = ", :O §\é ; E 1 Slavic were always identical;to a considerable extent, the Jews organized
3 3 3 = f;' 2 5 g 5 >\; the East European space independently of Slavic geographic factors.
§ :' x % % x g. ’l S ; ‘f i? ~s é 1 After all, Géra Kalwarska to the Poles, like VoloZin to the Belorussians,
'If; : E 5 ,13 . Qs : ‘é ggz 4 may be insignificant provincial market spots incapable of influencing
& J— 4 - Fods the farther countryside, while in Jewish society, the same places are
P e R T : s 5 b L towering cultural landmarks - the former (Ger) a splendid khasidic
e, ! e § E” =E :; 2 court, the latter a magnificent center of Talmudic and Muser scholarship
.': ! - < % Z| z z g _ and innovations tinged with their prestige could among the Jews spread
:.' : s 3 5 "L;E ; S far and fast. It would be interesting to know whether original geographic
: ., mEE n's configurations of cultural influence took shape among East European
g —E; g ’ Germans on a comparable scale.
o © B
\; . ©) e -_ E ° ‘?' &8 :§ 5
..g@; _§ . E —§ : P % % 7. GEOGRAPHIC ASPECTS OF SLAVIC INFLUENCE
. g 5 S & E=
'E. .:' cecee i, . 2 § S “§HIJ ;é Counts of Slavic loanwords are too unreliable to permit firm conclusions
>_§ : E\N' sz . @ sy 1 about a geographic differential in the impact of the surrounding culture.
}. € . =<’ 5 : : i _; E ; Schwarz has repeatedly pointed out (1932/33:340; 1939:16) that in the
,’ o I E 3 BIJ - more remote and isolated exclaves the number of Slavicisms in the
_-' V) [ - S¥tve German dialects was larger than in more solidly German areas. The
< /61 £ §‘§ Jews, too, have a cultural stereotype of the villager whose Yiddish is
E ,’ ) : ': ® :.-| é ;2 ': deeply Slavicized, and arural-urban differential may probably be assumed
) ,I,- o _.: s |\ Ty for all regions. (See also § 8.2.). To compare regions with each other is
] 3 . .. ...,'- 1 ; =34 more difficult. Can the 800 Volga German Slavicisms (Dinges 1917) be
- 3 - i . Ay 77453 contrasted with the 150 of Galician German (Kramer 1934/35)? Is it
-_:’3*' . : ,'. o § ‘E “ k] "lw £2 safe, for Yiddish, to juxtapose the relatively few recorded clements of
-k SE s 23 % %;i Lithuanian (Mark 1951:465-470) or Lettish origin (M. Weinreich 1923:
L N .-'__ s s . A g1t 208-240, passim; Kalmanovitsh 1926) in the two Baltic countries with
.’V_.-_ = \\..: # . 'l E"i lﬁé the Slavic impact on the language?
\ '.... 0 g 3 4 ; i On the other hand, the degree of geographic diffusion of Slavic material
\\ ;I Ig “é "EE i within Yiddish and within German does lend itself to comparison. To
S ote 1 ':% E E g ¢ be sure, Yiddish and German everywhere have Slavic clements of purely
i
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local origin, e.g. SE Yid. rizen ‘to gnaw’ < Ukr. Aryzty but Ctl and
NE Yid. grizen < Pol. gryZ¢; SE Yid. ddlite ‘chisel’, pidkove ‘horseshoe’,
mjate ‘mint’ (Ukr. doloto, pidkova, mjata), but NE Yid. dlot, podkeve,
mjente (cf. Pol. didto, podkowa, migta). Such words as Western Yid.
dockenen ‘to await’ (Czech dockati), boxte ‘kind of pastry’ (Czech, Slovak
buchta), etc. (Beranek 1949:44) are unknown outside of Czechoslovakia.
Similarly, Czechoslovakian German has (?)siske ‘pine cone’ in Czech
areas (<< Siska) and t5uske in some Slovak surroundings (< suska;
Schwarz 1954:12). But Yiddish in all regions also has a mass of Slavi-
cisms of non-local origin which German seems unable to match; accord-
ing to Shulman (1939:82), about one-tenth of the Slavic-origin vocab-
ulary in the recent Yiddish of Russia is of Polish origin, and over half
of Slavic-origin vocabulary in Poland Yiddish is of Ukrainian, Belo-
russian, or Russian derivation. Yiddish has pjate ‘heel’. mucen (or
> micen) ‘to torment’, pi(§)cevke ‘trifle’ (<< pidSyvka ‘lining’?), xval'e
‘wave’, and similar forms where the surrounding Polish language has
pieta, meczyc, podszewka, fala; similarly (cf. Shtif 1932:38f., footnote 26)
Yiddish uses penten ‘to fetter’, blondZen ‘to have lost one’s way’, (dial.)
koncen ‘to finish’ where the surrounding East Slavic languages have
forms like putary, bludyty, kincaty. The semasiological isoglosses are just
as independent of the Slavic source as the phonological ones: for cx-
ample, kormen ‘to feed’ has in SE Yiddish a specialized meaning, ‘to
feed (animals)’, which seems to be a Yiddish regional development
without a Ukrainian-Belorussian difference to serve as a model.#®* When
Yiddish speakers from Podolia assert that pra¢ ‘washing beetle’ is
Ukrainian, but pranik is Yiddish, we see an example of diffusion of an
originally Slavic form (prarik) through Jewish channels to an area where
it is opposed — as Yiddish - to a different from in the local Slavic speech.
The piling up in Yiddish of doublets of Slavic origin derived from differ-

cent_regions (e.g. SE Yid. pipik < pupik ‘navel’ vs. pempik < pepek

‘short, fat fellow’; pliten << pluten ‘to be extravagent, unreliable’ vs.
plonten ‘to tangle’) illuminates the way in which Slavic material has been

patterned in Yiddish in independence of the Slavic model.4®
45

Similarly, the isoglosses of Hebrew-Aramaic material integrated in Yiddish are
completely sui generis: Courland paxed hobn vs. general NE Yiddish mojre hobn ‘to be
afraid’, NE Yid poter vern fun vs. SE Yid pdtern (or pétern) ‘to getrid of”, etc., without
a Hebrew model for the onomasiological discrepancy between dialects.

¢ Other doublets among Yiddish Slavicisms seem due rather to a chronological than
to a geographical interval, e.g. hojle ‘bare’ vs. gole ‘pure, nothing but’ (Shulman 1939: 74,
158), bobe (Ctl Yid bube) ‘grandmother; midwife’ vs. babe ‘hag’. These chronological
doublets testify to a cumulative continuity of Slavic influence in Yiddish which seems
to have no equivalent in German.
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Lexically, then, the geographic congruence between the Sl'avic lan-
guages and their offshoots in Yiddish is very incomplgte. The 1soglos§es
probably correspond more fully in the case of phonological features which
Yiddish (or German) shares with Slavic (cf. § 2); but even here we ﬁnd
instances of tantalizing non-congruence, such as the confusion of hl.ss1'ng
and hushing consonants, which in Yiddish is concentrated not thlyn,
but between two areas of similar Polish and Belorussian confusion
(U. Weinreich 1952). In principle it is hardly surprising tha.t a 'featurc
shared locally by Yiddish and a Slavic language should spread in dx.fferent
directions and ranges in the two languages, in correspondence with ‘the
differences in the ‘“‘cultural surface” of the two societies. German dias-
pora society having no cultural surface of its own, or al'mos.t none, the
Slavic component of its language shows little original diffusion.

8. CONCLUSIONS; CHRONOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL FACTORS

8.1. DIFFERENTIAL SLAVIC IMPACT ON YIDDISH AND GERMAN .
The impact of Slavic on the many varieties of diaspo_ra (‘?erman is too
uneven for neat generalizations, but the contrast with its effects c{n
Yiddish, domain by domain, is clear enough. In German, the Slavic
elements formed a lexical veneer, whereas in Yiddish they became a
“constructive force” (Shtif 1932:38, 60, 63) that transfo::mf':d the language
and gave it a “new quality.” In Ehonology, the .Slavw influences were .
more numerous in Yiddish; moreover, whereas m German they were
generally of a minor, subphonemic nature, Yiddish dev?loped a new
distinctive point of articulation (with incipient semuc Yalue) and
acquired distinctive voicing in its consonants; so.me of its dx_alect,s also
restructured the vocalic system. In the adoption of Slavic. suffixes,
Yiddish went further than even the most heavily inﬂuentced forms of .
German, and these suffixes were more systematically explox?ed and mqre
closely integrated with the inflection. Derivational pa'radxgms were z
Yiddish reproduced both in nouns and verbs to enrich the stock .
grammatical categories available in the language. ;n word -order an
certain other syntactic relations, too, some of the Slavic-modeled patterns
were utilized in Yiddish not as mere replacements of old ones, 'lmt w1th
new, specialized values. In the domain o.f Yocabu]ary — which both
languages absorbed in large numbers — Yiddish ‘permxttc'd loan trans-
lation and blending to play a prominent role bemdft o.utnght?.doptiog
of lexical clements. Slavic-origin vocables were in dedlslh admitted into
the “intimate” parts of speech more freely than in colonist German, In
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both languages special inflection classes, created out of non-Slavic
formant material, were reserved mostly for nouns and verbs of Slavic
origin, but this etymological specialization — sporadic in German and
common in Yiddish — gradually yielded, in the latter language, to a new,
synchronic and purely semantic distinction. The adoption of Slavic
verbs in their stem form has been noted as symptomatic of a finer
grammatical analysis of the source by Yiddish speakers than that made
by German speakers, who took in verbs along with their Slavic infinitive
suffixes. On the whole, Slavic vocabulary was integrated in Yiddish
without a semantic stigma, whereas in various German exclaves pejorative
connotations remained attached to its origin. In folklore, custom, and
material culture, the Jews’ observation of the Slavs was more accurate
and sympathetic than the Germans’; and the Slavic impact in terms both
of Warter and of Sachen was likewise generally stronger, the blending
more subtle, and the effect more enriching in Jewish than in diaspora
German culture. Within its Slavic surroundings Yiddish, unlike German,
experienced an effective regional consolidation, and the geographic
diffusion and historical accumulation of elements of Slavic origin was
generally greater in Yiddish than in German.
How are we to account for this contrastive reception of the innovations
~offered by Slavic — obtuse and reluctant among the Germans,*” but
R/sensitive and creative among the Jews?

8.2. PERIODS AND CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

The separate chronologies of migration alone will not explain the
difference. The movement of Ashkenazic Jews into the Slavic environ-
ment, after a slow preliminary trickle, achieved momentum in the 14th
and 15th centuries, slowing down again in the 16th. It is thus older
than the wave of German migration into central Poland, the Ukraine,
and Russia in the late 18th century and the first half of the 19th, but more
recent than the first phase of the Osthewegung, in the 13th and 14th
centuries, when the settlements in western and southern Poland, the
Baltic countries, and southeastern Europe were established (Thierfelder
1956). 1f chronology were decisive, Yiddish should have displayed a
degree of Slavic influence intermediate between that of old and recent

42 On German aloofness to Slavic culture, see Lanz (1930), Lehmann (1938) and
Karasek-Langer (1937b) — the last paper by an open-minded scholar, but all from a
hardly open-minded period. - Mackensen (1937) attempted to set up a scale of factors
which determine the differential susceptibility of German colonists to environmental
influence. His schema, however, which is tainted with racism, was not intended even
by him to fit the parallel Jewish problem.
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German exclaves, but this is not the case. That the. intensity of Slavi'c
influence is not directly proportional to the antiqulty of ‘settl,e,ment is
clear within the German diaspora itself: Wilamowmcv:, an old" exclave,
displays a much heavier Slavic impact than Kravars‘ko (Schonhengs.t),
of approximately the same age; whereas Dornfeld in .eastern GjlllCla,:
Sompolno in northeastern Poland, or the Volga colomes'— allw new
exclaves — seem to be more Slavicized than old exclaves like Spis. .
Differences in density of settlement were pt?rhaps of greater 'welght,
for it is easy to see why a very small community shm}ld .be particularly
liable to linguistic influence by its enviro.m'n.ent. W}thm the Germal;
diaspora, differences in the physical accessibility an.d II‘J the closc.:ne.ss o
neighborly relations have been significant: Kre‘mmtzwm Slovakia (;shan
example of strong isolation (Kuhn 1933), z.md in Spis, ’the lowla.m‘ as
been more strongly influenced than the highland (Gréb 1932); in the
flat parts of Kujawy the Polish influence upon German folkloTe has b;en
greater than in the hilly country (Karasek-lranger 1936/37.2.1?). ut
while the German diaspora was not lacking in small communities o.f a
handful of families, the extreme isolation of the innkeeper, the wande'rm’g
peddler or tailor, the solitary farmer was px:obat?ly more characten‘s;uc
of the fringes of Jewish than of German socxet.y in Eastern Europe_. -
What of socio-economic differences? Certamly‘ not all occupational
groups had the same relations with the Slavic environment. Atgong t?xe
Germans as well as among the Jews, there Ylere sqme who.were in partic-
ularly close contact with coterritorial Slavic sogety, while othersdwz
quite remote from it. Consequently ﬁ.le Sla\{xc elements enter; d
two languages and cultures through specific social cham%elfy. The ar;le
in an all-German village was surely less exposed .to SlaV}c influence an
the burgher merchant, the artisan, or the small industrial entx:eprenclfxtrs ]
and the Jewish townsman was less exposed than the 'war.xdenng crak -
man, the withdrawn scholar less than the woman active 10 thf: mar et-
place. In fact, with Slavic contacts on different 1eye15, Fhe sometg: may
have experienced influences that were socially straFlﬁed: in Volg'fl rman
colonies, the richer peasants of the largei, more dllﬁ'erentlated villages are
said to have had more Russian elements ix? their spee.ch than the ‘1;00!;
peasantry (Siller 1928:85); in East Galicia, thc.e Pc?hsh loanwor .1:‘1“
German reflected the relations with Lemberg and its h.lgher u_rban cu "
while the Ukrainian loanwords came from the neighboring peasan

s Gitlits (1935), who found a marked aocelergtion ot: Yiqdisl;llexical’botﬁw;?% efrom
Slavic in the first half of the 17th century, associates this with the ruraliza wish

society at that time.
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(Kramer 1935/36). In Yiddish, the artisans and small merchants in
contact with Ukrainian or Belorussian villagers probablyv also contributed

a different sort of Slavic material than the upper strata of the community
that were in touch with Polish-language nobility or Russian-language

officialdom (Shulman 1939:89f.; Gitlits 1935:85f.; Volobrinski 1934:

.108ﬁ".). On the whole, its occupational structure was probably a
Jmpor.tant factor in the greater exposure of Jewish than of G man
colonist society to Slavic influence. e
In the case of the Jews the mediation of pre-Ashkenazic Jewry was
probably also a facilitating circumstance. Some writers have one)sl fab
as to regard the Slavicisms in Yiddish not as additions to an ilder }(3) .
but on th; contrary as survivals of the Knaanic (“Judeo-Slavic”) laaS:
guages which were later displaced by Yiddish (Joffe 1928:238) just as th-
mass'of Czech loanwords in the dialects of the Bohemian Forest s
explained as a survival from the Czech language which was there overruIS
by German (Schwarz 1955/56:279); the predominance of Slavic-ori 'n
vocal?u]ary particularly among Yiddish terms of material culture qglg
emotional expression has also been ascribed to the Knaanic herit‘an
(Shulman 1939:109). The role of Slavic-speaking Jews may not l%e
demonstrable (Shtif 1932:39), for historical, linguistic and ethnogra hie
facts about.“Knaanic” Jewry are frustratingly few (cf. M. Weginrziclcl:
1956). But it stands to reason that where Yiddish-speaking Jews found
.settled fel]ow Jews speaking Slavic languages, as they did in Bohemia azd
in R}xssm, they experienced a smoother contact with Slavic than was
.pos.sxble across the Jewish-Christian religious barrier. (The robelzer
invites f:omparison with the question of whether Catholic Germanrs) amoxin
Catholics were more subject to Slavic influences than settlers who weri
Lutherans or who came to dwell in Greek Christian surroundings: cf.
Mackensen 1937:37f.). —
' _l~1?1ally, in comparing the social conditions of contact with the Slavs
it 1s important to consider the mutual relations of Jews and Germans 01;
the East European scene, since the two communities may have served
each. .other‘ as occasional channels of Slavic influence. The earliieest
Slavicisms in both languages — those of the Kretscham—k;eéme Grenze-
grenets'st.ratumA(Mojmir 1930:x, Schwarz 1944) — may perhaps i)f: view:d
;1: “t:; J(()}mt herxtage of a hypothetical pre-15th century period of strong
o -German linguistic community that has been suggested with
erence to East Central Germany, Czechoslovakia, and the cities of
souther_n Poland (e.g. Beranek 1956:243). Even if i; should be proved
that this alleged early community was significant, the two langu:ges in
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the sequel developed in relative aloofness to each other; but this in turn
does not rule out partial local contacts. For example, if Slovakian
Yiddish was influenced by Spi§ German (Beranek 1949:34f.), some local
Slovakisms may also have entered it by this route. More typically, the
Jews as the group that was more receptive to Slavic influence may have
transmitted Slavicisms to the Germans. The immediate Yiddish origin
of a German Slavicism is not always ascertainable, but the presence of
definitely Yiddish words in diaspora German from Kogevje (pejgern ‘to
die’; Schroer 1857:244) to the Baltic (balbés ‘householder’, xale ‘white
bread’, etc.; Kiparsky 1936:197f.) establishes the prima facie possibility of
Jewish mediation in Slavo-German linguistic contact.*® Specifically,
Baltic German sich verblondsen ‘to lose one’s way’, kitke ‘white loaf’,
karben ‘ruble’ are attributed to Yiddish (Anderson 1938; Kiparsky 1936:
198); in Dornfeld, E. Galicia, the German colonist expressions sklad
‘storehouse’ and wiatr ‘exaggerations’ (lit. ‘wind’), despite their Polish
etymologies, are traced to Yiddish (Krimer 1934/35:337). Many of the
elements of ultimately Slavic origin in the German of Volhynia, Polesie
(Liick 1929:22), the Bukovina, and elsewhere appear to be derived more
immediately from Yiddish; Liick characteristically speaks of “das
polnische jakos to bedzie, das jlidische [V zaraz” (1933:13). This is
hardly surprising when one considers that the intelligentsia of the German
colonists generally grew up in towns and cities with large Jewish popu-
lations (Kuhn 1934/35:13), and that many German peasants, at Jeastin
southern and southwestern Poland, knew Yiddish well (Kuhn 1930:146;

Liick 1929:20, 1933:13).%

8.3. SLAVO-GERMAN MARGINALITY AND SLAVO-YIDDISH AFFINITY
The differences in the socio-cultural setting go a long way in explaining
the unequal intensity of the Slavic impact on the societies compared. But
the most important contrast is in the reception of the potential Slavic
influence within the societies, ie. in explicit attitudes toward things
Slavic. 5
Even before the matter was made politically acute in the 20th century,
the diaspora German cultural orientation was westward, tc Germany.

©  Assertions about the “instinctive rejection” of Jewish influence by German co_lonists
(e.g. Moser 1937:99) run counter to the facts and reveal by their very formulation the
irrepressible anti-Semitic prejudices of the writers. - In Bessarabia, the Jews are said

to have influenced the Germans in many ways, but not in vocabulary (Eckert 1941:80).
tacts do not seem to have

and the German colonists apparently remained
eritic reputation of Chetm among the Jews (Liick 1933)..

50 From a folkloristic point of view, German-Jewish coni
been productive. For example, in SE Pol
completely unaware of the abd
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The norms in matters of standardized language — except for the episode
of specifically Soviet terminology in the Volga autonomous republic —
were the all-German norms. Even if the importance of an carly East
European German chancellery language (Schwarz 1942) and its role in
the formation of modern Standard German (Schwarz 1955/56:275) was
greater than is generally assumed, the total contribution of the diaspora
to German language and culture as a whole was certainly not on a
major scale. The Slavic component in the language of the colonists could
not, under the burden of all-German norms, rise above the marginal status
of local color, and there were always those who saw in it an omen of a
catastrophic hybridization that might befall the language should the
colonists be left to themselves. Creative writing in the diaspora (Klein
1939; Fittbogen 1937, 1941) had to guard its Germanness jealously if it
was not to succumb to the ever-present perils of provincialism. Innovation
in the diaspora was negligible (Mackensen 1937:53f.), and the German
colonists, clinging to their dependence on the homeland, remained
Auslandsdeutsche among the Slavs.

The Yiddish case was the opposite. The Jews were no less at home in
the Slavic lands than in Germany; Eastern Europe, too, has been part
of their “Yidishland.” A new folk-centered standard language was
developed mostly in independence of German norms; in the process, a
fresh evaluation of the Slavic component in folk speech was formed; and
this evaluation turned out to be entirely favorable. In fact, it was so
favorable that Yiddish appears in many respects to have joined the East
European “convergence group” of languages (Sprachbund), in the sense
of the concept which Becker so brilliantly developed (1948a, 19485).5!

The posture of standard Yiddish with respect to the Slavic component
of the language did not evolve all at once. In the early 19th century,
Mendl Levin Satanover, a writer of the western Ukraine, was led by his
exhilaration over the un-German character of folk Yiddish to fill his
Bible translations with a quantity of Slavicisms that was not only
ludicrous to his contemporary admirers of the German norm, but is
strange even to the modern reader (Mark 1956).52 The lexicographer
Y.-M. Lifshits (Shtif 1928) in his dictionaries seems to have laid down
boundaries between genuinely integrated Slavicisms in the folk language

5t The transition from marginality within one genetic group of languages to creative

affinity in another group is, of course, not unique in the Yiddish case. Romansh made
a similar step in trading Latin-Italian allegiances for German ones. Other examples
could be cited.

% On the other developments in literary Yiddish of the first half of the 19th century,
see Shtif (1932), Gitlits (1935) and Spivak (1937).
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and recent “educated” Russicisms which were beginnif\g.to :tre:;m “:nO_
Yiddish in increasing numbers. Men(.ililc'Mo;/‘lgilir;r;S:i)srnr:w ::two:klsa -
i ack a little further still: m 1 g \ ,
gl‘lii?lga:xne%ez fully integrated Slavicisms, such as ‘rike ‘r:m.:let 3 alox;g
with more doubtful material of the type of smysl meapmg .,drazgl(:v r
‘conversation’, etc. (Kvitni 1928; Nusinov 192'7/28);' 1:1.6 is s‘al‘1 toF a\fe \/
coined the parodistic formula, Fonje loj jizoxejr veloj ]tpo’kejld e}tl ;(1)1:;
[the Slavs, jocularly] not be mentioned or ren?em.bered s 1in dt e o
century, it seems, the situation in Standard .Y‘lddls‘h sta? ze tl(:n k-
acceptance of legitimate folk Slavicisms as distinguished ro;n 0;1 s >
standard Russicisms and Polonisms of the newly ed}lcate . o y i
detail did individual writers and literary centers continue t'o lx)o er (in
Soviet literary practice, for example, the'use of modern-Russmn rr:)t:;
ings [Loytsker 1932] and of loan translat}on from Russian V\(as pcr;us =
much more freely than in other countnes).. Whejn the main cenw r: .
Yiddish culture shifted away from the Slavic (?I‘blt after World 1ar ;
the tolerance toward Slavicisms increased again: vurhere they no oxtl'geit
sonstitute a flood danger, they are embraced as a desirable c}:lc;mgogasr:) -
is significant that the post-war Yiddish thesaw (Stutchko bc; O;
which marks many words as substandard, classifies a large num! o
Slavicisms simply as “‘not yet standard.” Thus, what has been acll m ]
mere “loanwords” to colonial German 1;asd ia;lually developed 1n
i ituent of the language in Yiddish.
mt’f’ia};:: i)tf the Slavic countries reached a level. of self-knowledge ‘;l;:
artistic self-representation which the Germz?.n diaspora w?s‘p;ev:btful
from achieving by its literal orientation upon 1ts homeland. Itis d?as y
whether Yiddish literature would have tralr(liscet:tded ?:h S;:::I:, ; Easpt(:m |
e of provincialism and attained its world s ure .
tF?,\rl)ropelilad not consciously accepted t:he act'ua.hty of thelrtlhangsli:f;caet:
their culture — profoundly and enrichingly influenced by the

vironment. :
Columbia University
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