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"All Jewish languages contain
elements of Hebrew and Aramaic
origin and are written in
Hebrew characters. Where do
these Hebrew and Aramaic
elements come from?"

——S. A. Birnbaum (1942: 64)

Fea I-N®R O DU CHE ZI:0N

1ol One of the key goals of Jewish interlinguistics has been
the comparison of various features of Jewish languages for the
sake of contrasting similar as well as diverging structural
characteristics peculiar to each and to search for possible
historical, sociological and linguistic causes. DlNMore than
anybody else, Matisyohu Mieses may be credited with founding
the field of Jewish interlinguistics, as his work on the

Jewish languages (1915) was the first systematized construction
of a theory of Jewish languages which accounted for their rise
and survival through inner social and cultural (specifically
religious) forces. The theory was radical when lieses
forwarded it and was construed as a reply to H. Loewe's

(1911) hackneyed contention that ghetto 1life and suppression
were responsible for the divergence of Jewish languages from
the coterritorial stock languages from which their raw language
material was drawn. One of Mieses's principles of Jewish
interlinguistics, which has remained unshaken, is the notion
that Hebrew and Aramaic (HA) elements constitute a part of

every Jewish language (1915: 66-68).
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1.2, The comparative study of HA components in Jewish
languages can be relevant in at least two ma jor ways.
Firstly, much can be learned typologically from the varying
strengths and structural roles of HA components. Scholars
have long claimed that the HA component in Judezmo
constitutes far less than it does in Yiddish (cf. Bernfeld
1918: 256-257; Marcus 1965: 120). Bin-nun (1973: 264=265)
even used this argument in attacking Birnbaum's (1922: 17-18)
claim that HA component stress in Yiddish was always
penultimate (as distinguished from the largely ultimate
pattern of Tiberian stress). Birnbaum believed that an
ultimate pattern would have survived in Yiddish even as in
Judezmo vowel-final HA component lexical items remain
ultimately stressed despite the heavy Hispanic pressure.
Bin-nun characteristically replied to Birnbaum by arguing
that since the HA component in Judezmo had been subjected to
less fusion and is less an organic part of the language

than is the case in Yiddish (repeating a claim by Bernfeld,
1918: 267), one should expect less phonological development.,
Now the circularity of the reasoning is self evident: Since the
HA component in Judezmo preserves its inherited phonological
system, it is less fused; since it is less fused there has
been no phonological development., In the present note we
wish to reexamine critically this thesis with respect to the
vowel phoneme system of Tiberian phonology (a cover term for

both Hebrew and Aramaic in the Tiberian system, which was




























































