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Chaya R. Nove1  (New York)

Phonetic Contrast in Unterland Yiddish
Long-Short Vowel Pairs

Among Eastern European Yiddish dialects, the varieties spoken in the so-called 
“Unterland” sector of the Transcarpathian region, specifically the border area of 
present-day Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and Ukraine, have been the least studied 
(U. Weinreich 1964). Scholars who did examine Unterland Yiddish established its 
likeness to the Central Yiddish of Poland based on a number of distinctive features, 
including a length distinction in the peripheral vowels. These studies also found 
considerable variation and dialect mixing overall, a likely consequence of the area’s 
unique geographical, political, cultural and linguistic circumstances (see e.g., Kro-
gh 2012; Weinreich 1964).

The present study utilizes acoustic techniques to investigate phonetic contrast 
in the long and short vowel pairs {/i:/, /i/}, e.g., as in zi:n (“son”) and zin (“sun”); 
{/u:/, /u/}, e.g., shtru:f (“punish”) and shluf (“sleep”); and {/a:/, /a/}, e.g., ha:nt 
(“today”) and hant (“hand”). The data consist of videotaped interviews with three 
Holocaust survivors born and raised in the Unterland region, which were conducted 
on behalf of the USC Shoah Foundation between 1996 and 1998. Tokens of each 
vowel are extracted, and their duration and quality are compared across vowel sets. 
The results confirm the existence of a length contrast in these vowel pairs. More-
over, they point to duration as a primary feature distinguishing between the long 
and short vowels, as well as some variability in vowel quality among speakers. The 
variability is discussed with regard to possible influence from the languages these 
speakers have been in contact with since emigrating from their birthplace (including 
English, German and Hebrew). In spite of extensive research in Yiddish linguistics 
and dialectology, acoustic studies have been lacking in the field (Burdin 2017, on 
Yiddish intonation, is one exception). The results of this study can assist in the re-
construction of understudied Yiddish subdialects and contribute to our understand-
ing of sound change under language contact.

1 I am grateful to the USC Shoah Foundation, whose work made this research possible. I also thank Bill 
Haddican (Queens College) and Juliette Blevins (The Graduate Center, CUNY) for advisement; Isaac Blea-
man for invaluable assistance at every stage of this project; Ben Sadock for useful conversation and input; 
Jaekoo Kang for R scripts I used in the analyses; and the Endangered Language Initiative (ELI, The Grad-
uate Center, CUNY) for funding.
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1. Introduction

Yiddish is one of a number of Germanic languages that have preserved the In-
do-European feature of distinctive length in part of its vowel system. However, only 
in one of the three major Eastern European Yiddish dialects, Central Yiddish (CY), 
did this feature survive into the 20th century2. CY has contrastive long and short cor-
relates of the vowels /i/ and /a/, e.g., zi:n “son” and zin “sun”; and ha:nt “today” and 
hant “hand”. It also possesses long and short versions of /u/, e.g., shtru:f “punish” 
and shluf “sleep”, although the phonemic status of the latter pair is debatable (Bei-
der 2015; Jacobs 1990; M. Weinreich 1980; Herzog 1965; Katz 1982)3.

In discussing vocalic length, it is often assumed that the distinction lies in the 
relative timing of the sound pair, i.e., that the contrast is straightforwardly one of 
duration. However, decades of phonetic research have revealed a fair amount of 
complexity in this area. For example, in many languages, the physical manifestation 
of contrastive length in vowels is primarily qualitative. The spectral patterns of the 
correlates of particular vowel pairs indicate that longer sounds are produced with 
more muscular tension than shorter sounds. Furthermore, perception experiments 
reveal that listeners may be more attuned to these qualitative differences than they 
are to differences in duration in some languages, for at least some of the vowel pairs 
(see e.g., Abramson & Ren 1990; Lehiste 1970; Peterson & Lehiste 1960).

Several scholars have alluded to the phonetic differences in CY long-short vow-
els. For example, Jakobson (1953) depicts long /i/ and /u/ as phonetic diphthongs 
(with an offglide) in an attempt to dispense with the length feature, but U. Weinreich 
(1963: 341) rejects this explanation as “dubious”4. Birnbaum (1979: 220) treats all 
long CY vowels as monophthongs and describes short /i/ and /u/ as [ɪ] and [ʊ], re-
spectively, i.e., as more open, lax versions of their long counterparts. To my knowl-
edge, there have been no acoustic studies of Yiddish vowels, and the phonetic dif-
ferences in these vowels pairs have never been analyzed5.

The present study is a first attempt towards filling this gap. Utilizing acoustic 
techniques, I investigate the physical output of the putative vowel length distinction 
in the peripheral vowels in a subset of CY, namely, the dialects spoken in the so-
called Hungarian Unterland region, the border area of present-day Slovakia, Hun-

2 Eastern Yiddish is discussed in terms of three main dialect groups: Northeastern Yiddish originated in 
what is now Lithuania, Belarus, Latvia, areas of northeastern Poland, northern and eastern Ukraine, and 
western Russia; Central Yiddish in modern-day Poland, eastern Slovakia, eastern Hungary and Transylva-
nia; and Southeastern Yiddish in Moldova and parts of Ukraine.
3 Some CY dialects also had a length distinction in /o/, e.g., os (a letter of the Hebrew alphabet) and o:s “no 
more” (Herzog 1965; U. Weinreich 1963).
4 In a previous paper, however, U. Weinreich (1958) similarly toys with the descriptions of long vowels as 
diphthongs and seems unwilling to commit to the vocalic length feature in CY.
5 Herzog (1965) notes this research lacuna and asserts, “Spectrographic analysis of the allophonic range 
of /i/ in the non-length area might well yield some insight into the historical relationship between length and 
non-length varieties […].” 
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gary, Romania and Ukraine (U. Weinreich 1964; Krogh 2012). The hypothesis was 
that the primary identity cue in distinguishing between long and short vowels in 
each pair would be relative duration and that they would be qualitatively similar. 
This hypothesis was on a study focusing on the descendants of Unterland Yiddish 
(UY) speakers (Nove 2017, 2018c), which shows a significant amount of qualitative 
overlap in all vowel pairs among the children of UY-speakers in New York, with 
a progressively increasing separation of the long-short correlates of high vowels 
among later generations. 

The historical Unterland region, like most of the Eastern European Yiddish 
heartland, has been virtually devoid of Yiddish speakers in the aftermath of the Jew-
ish genocide during World War II. Consequently, it is currently impossible to study 
these dialects in situ. Instead, the audio data for this study were drawn from inter-
views conducted on behalf of the USC Shoah Foundation Visual History Archive 
between 1996 and 1998 with three Holocaust survivors who were born and raised 
in the Unterland region, specifically, in Khust (Zakarpatsʼka oblastʼ, Ukraine) and 
Satu Mare (Romania). 

The following section offers relevant information about the vowels that are the 
focus of this study, the Unterland region, and the speakers whose Yiddish is analyz-
ed here. The data, methods and results are described in section 3. Section 4 discuss-
es the results and mentions some implications of this study.

2. Vowels, Region and Speakers
2.1. Unterland Yiddish long-short vowels

This study focuses on UY peripheral vowels /i/, /u/ and /a/, all of which have 
phonetically long-short versions as is typical in the CY dialect family. UY /i/ corre-
sponds to Standard Yiddish (StY) /i/ and /u/, which merged in CY prior to the 17th 
century. The short vowel in the /a/ pair is the same as the StY /a/, whereas the long 
one corresponds to StY /aɪ/. Finally, long and short /u/ correspond to a subset of StY 
/o/ vowels (a reflex of Middle High German /a:/), which raised to /u/ in CY around 
the 18th century. Long-short /u/ in CY are in complementary distribution, except 
when preceding a labio-dental consonant. Thus, there is shtru:f “punish” and r:uv 
“religious authority”; but shluf “sleep” and tuf, suf (31st and 32nd letters of the He-
brew alphabet). This conditioned split may have subsequently been phonologized. 
Indeed, Herzog (1965), Jacobs (1990), Katz (1982) and M. Weinreich (2008) treat 
the length distinction in the /u/ pair as phonemic, even as they note the complemen-
tary distribution and admit to the lack of minimal pairs. U. Weinreich (1958) and 
Beider (2015; personal communication), however, question the phonemic status of 
/u/ and posit only a single /u/ for the CY dialects. Examples of words with these 
vowels are given in Table 1, along with their UY and StY pronunciations.
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Vowel Word Gloss UY StY
i: shtib house [ʃti:b] [ʃtib]
i shif ship [ʃif] [ʃif]
u: zun son [zi:n] [zin]
u zun sun [zin] [zin]
a: hajnt today [ha:nt] [haɪnt]
a hant hand [hant] [hant]

Table 1: Sample words for the six peripheral vowels, with UY and StY pronunciation in IPA.

2.1.1. Phonetic Features 
The phonetic distinctions between vowels described in terms of length vary by 

language, and vowel duration may be but one of several phonetic cues that speakers 
utilize to distinguish between them. For example, short vowels in Modern German 
are typically more central (lax) than long vowels. Moreover, even in languages like 
English, which lacks phonemic length (but has 4 degrees of vowel height), duration-
al difference is an inherent, albeit redundant, feature distinguishing tense from lax 
vowels (Klatt 1976; Crystal & House 1988a, b). 

Acoustic analyses of Yiddish are lacking and not much has been said explicitly 
about the phonetics of CY vowels. Birnbaum (1979) uses the IPA symbols [ɪ] and 
[ʊ] to transcribe short /i/ and /u/, respectively. Relevant to UY, U. Weinreich (1964: 
261), in his preliminary analysis, notes the “maximally high front quality of short /i/” 
of this region and transcribes the Unterland pronunciation of genimen as [gɑnimɑn] 
instead of the predicted CY pronunciation [gʲənɪmən]. We turn next to a detailed de-
scription of the Yiddish-speaking region we have been discussing as the Unterland. 

2.2. The Unterland region in Eastern Europe
The terms Oyberland and Unterland (pronounced Interland in CY) overlap se-

mantically with Hungarian Felföld (Highland) and Alföld (Lowland). However, 
while the latter refer to a north/south territorial division, the former designate a west/
east division that was culturally relevant to Yiddish-speaking residents of formerly 
Hungarian territories (U. Weinreich 1964). U. Weinreich (1964: 249–250) defines 
the Unterland region narrowly as “the plain around the upper Tisa river near the 
confluence of its tributaries, the Bodrog-Laborec and the Someş,” naming Mukačevo 
and Maramureş-Sighet as its centers. More broadly, he includes “all of Transylvania, 
and even the mountainous portions of E. Slovakia and Carpathorussia.” Following 
U. Weinreich, Krogh (2012: 483) assigns to the Unterland “the formerly Hungarian 
counties of Szatmár, Máramaros, Ugocsa, Bereg and Ung,” as well as “the rest of 
Transylvania and the mountainous parts of East Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia.” 
This corresponds roughly to the area highlighted in gray in Figure 1 (map was creat-
ed using the Google Maps web site). 
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Figure 1: Present-day map of highlighting the area that corresponds 
to the Hungarian Unterland region.

The Unterland area is of particular interest to linguists for two main reasons. 
Firstly, compared to other Yiddish-speaking areas in Eastern Europe, this region has 
been severely understudied. Secondly, it is the birthplace of the ancestral dialects of 
contemporary Hasidic Yiddish (HY), the everyday language of many contemporary 
Hasidic (ultra-Orthodox) Jews around the world, especially New York, Jerusalem, 
London, Antwerp and Montreal. HY has recently become a focus of interest for lin-
guists (see Nove 2018b for a brief review), who have identified changes at all levels 
(phonological, morphological, lexical and structural) under contact with new major-
ity languages (Assouline 2018; Fader 2009; Nove 2018a, 2018c; Bleaman 2018). It 
has, however, proven difficult to assess such change in the absence of knowledge of 
the original dialects. 

2.3. The Speakers
The samples for this study were drawn from the USC Shoah Foundation Visual 

History Archive. The institute, founded by Steven Spielberg and housed at the Uni-
versity of Southern California since 2006, has been interviewing survivors of the 
Holocaust (and other genocides) all around the world, in all languages, since 1993. 
Video-recorded testimonies average over two hours in length, and include personal 
history before, during and after the war. The archive has more than 51,000 testimo-
nies, 555 of which are in Yiddish. Each testimony is indexed using numerous catego-
ries including names, locations and dates. 

Using the various search features on the Visual History Archive web site http://
vhaonline.usc.edu/, I identified 44 Yiddish testimonies from survivors raised in the 
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Unterland region. Of these, I selected three male speakers for the present analysis. 
These speakers were born and raised in the Unterland region speaking Yiddish as 
their first language. In this section, I offer some biographical details, gleaned from 
the interviews, which may bear on the speakers’ language and therefore on the results 
of this study. Table 2 summarizes the most relevant information.

Speaker 1: Joseph Katz
Mr. Katz was born Joseph Berger in 1924, in Satu Mare, Romania (formerly Szát-

mar), where he lived until the war.  Raised by a Hasidic mother in an overwhelmingly 
Hasidic city, the Berger children were by and large Hasidic, in spite of their father, 
who was a misnagid (either an opponent of the Hasidim or merely a non-Hasidic 
Jew). Immediately following the war, he immigrated to Israel, where he was in the 
army for 8 months. Later he worked as a bookkeeper in a government office in Tel 
Aviv. He spoke Hebrew fluently during this time. In 1951, after a short stint in Mi-
lano, Italy, he settled down in Vienna, Austria, where he eventually owned his own 
business. In 1958, he married a woman from Budapest. The family went to live in 
Queens, New York, USA in 1983, and remained there until the time of the interview.

Speaker 2: David Rosenfeld
Mr. Rosenfeld was born in Satu Mare in 1910 to a Hasidic family, but was raised 

in Khust (then Czechoslovakia, now Ukraine). He married a woman from Sátoral-
jaújhely, Hungary, in 1935, and together they moved to Vynohradiv (then Czecho-
slovakia, now Ukraine as well) one year after they were married. The couple had 
three children when the war started. Rosenfeld was reunited with his wife after the 
war, but the children perished in the concentration camps. The couple immigrated to 
Antwerp, Belgium, while waiting to be granted access to the U.S. In 1949, after the 
birth to two children, the family arrived in New York, USA, where Rosenfeld lived 
until the time of the interview. He uses English loanwords on occasion during the 
interview, but these words are phonologically and morphologically integrated into 
his Yiddish (e.g., [gəchendʒt] “changed”, [gəmuft] “moved”, [rums] “rooms”).

Speaker 3: Meyir Mano Daskal
Mr. Daskal was born in 1906 in Satu Mare, Romania. After his father died fight-

ing in the First World War, his mother spent most of her time in Budapest trying to 
earn a living. Daskal stayed with his grandparents in Satu Mare during this time. His 
first wife and their three children perished in Auschwitz. After the war, he married 
his first wife’s sister. The couple settled in Moshav Benaya, Israel, in 1948, where 
they raised their daughter. Daskal speaks Hebrew fluently and uses numerous He-
brew loans in his narrative, including the words for mother, father, grandmother and 
grandfather. He speaks very deliberately, varies his intonation for emphasis and uses 
dramatic pauses for effect. On occasion, especially in the beginning of the interview, 
he pronounces the CY /a:/ as a diphthong ([aɪ].) 
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Speaker 
initials

Birth 
year

City 
raised

City 
lived Years City 

lived Years City 
lived Years Interview 

year
Postwar 

languages 

JK 1924 Satu 
Mare

Tel Aviv 5 Vienna 32 New 
York

13 1996 Hebrew
German
English

DR 1910 Khust Antwerp 4 New 
York

47 -- 1996 English

MMD 1906 Satu 
Mare

Benaya 
(Israel)

49 -- -- 1998 Hebrew

Table 2: Summary of biographical information for the three speakers.

3. Data, Methods and Results
3.1. Data and Methods
Three interviews from the USC Shoah Foundation Visual History Archives were 

converted to audio WAV files and uploaded to Praat (Boersma, Paul & Weenink, Da-
vid, 2016), where, 5 minutes into the interview, monosyllabic and disyllabic words 
containing the vowels of interest in stressed closed syllables were identified and an-
notated. The goal was to analyze minimally 20 tokens of each vowel for each of the 
three speakers, but as many as 70 words were extracted to allow for the discarding of 
those with the poorest sound quality. Words were coded for speaker, vowel, follow-
ing segment manner of articulation, following segment place of articulation, number 
of syllables, lexical category, and word type (content vs. function). Table 3 shows a 
sample of words, one for each vowel, from the data set.

Table 3: Sample monosyllabic words for each vowel extracted from interviews.

The annotated words were separated into individual audio files using a script cre-
ated by Mietta Lennes (2002), and each word file was segmented manually. Tokens 
with excessive noise or poor signal quality, where vowel onset/offset were obscured 
and/or the first two formants were not identifiable, were discarded at this point. The 
starting and ending times of vocalic segments were measured from a waveform and 
broadband spectrogram as analyzed by Praat, both by visual inspection and by ear. 

Vowel Speaker Word Gloss
i: DR shikh shoes
i JK git good
u: JK shtut city
u DR tug day
a: MMD vaan wine
a MMD vald forest
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Vowel onset was determined by the onset of periodicity for those vowels preceded 
by a voiceless consonant and by a sudden change in intensity or F2 frequency for 
those vowels preceded by a voiced consonant. Vowel offset was determined by the 
offset of voicing or a sudden drop in intensity, indicating closure. Figure 2 is a sam-
ple Praat window showing the annotation for the word barg “hill” as produced by 
speaker MMD.

Figure 2: Waveform and spectrogram for the Yiddish word barg “hill”, by time
(on the horizontal axis) and frequency (in Hz, on the vertical axis), with annotation

showing the start and end points of individual segments. The speaker is MMD,
a 92-year old male born and raised in Satu Mare, Romania.  

The duration of each vowel (in milliseconds), as well as the average frequency 
(in Hz) of the first formant (F1) and second formant (F2) of the middle third of each 
vowel, were extracted from an LPC analysis over a 25 ms window with a 10 ms 
frame interval, using a script created by Jaekoo Kang (2016). Formant measures 
were checked, and outlying values were manually corrected by visual inspection of 
a wideband spectrogram or discarded if measurements could not be obtained. Plots 
were created using the ggplot2 package in R (Wickham 2009). Total number of to-
kens per vowel analyzed for each speaker is shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Number of tokens per vowel analyzed for each speaker.

Speaker i: i u: u a: a
DR 26 34 24 24 23 31

MMD 23 51 38 41 49 70
JK 50 50 20 32 32 31
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3.2. Results
3.2.1. Vowel Quality
To examine relative quality of short and long vowels, the means of the first two 

formants of the vowels were calculated for each speaker (see Table 5). Each speak-
er’s tokens were then plotted with F1 on the y-axis and F2 on the x-axis, as shown 
in Figure 3. Mean values of each vowel are represented by large font symbols. High-
lighted ellipses (calculated based on the covariance of the tokens) show 95% degree 
of confidence in the location of the vowel mean. Long vowels ellipses are outlined 
with solid lines and short vowels with dashed lines. 

Speaker V F1 F2 V F1 F2 V F1 F2
DR i: 335 2174 u: 381 1111 a: 671 1325

MMD 342 2371 352 1065 714 1431
JK 359 2381 403 1033 660 1372
DR i 361 2098 u 379 1293 a 686 1333

MMD 369 2272 356 1199 680 1426
JK 370 2342 389 1085 694 1322

Table 5: Mean formant values by vowel for each speaker.

Figure 3: Peripheral vowels plotted with F2 on the x-axis and F1 on the y-axis 
for each speaker, with formant means and ellipses showing 95% degrees of confidence

in the location of the mean.
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3.2.1.1. Vowel i
Slightly lower F1 means and higher F2 means for long /i:/ indicate a somewhat 

tenser quality than that of the short equivalents. Visual inspection of the plot (Figure 
3) reveals significant overlap of the long-short correlates of /i/ for all speakers. Both 
DR and MMD have short vowels extending into the center of the vowel space, with 
slightly lower frequencies in the second formants. Some of DR’s /i:/also extend fur-
ther into the periphery, showing slightly lower frequencies in F1. JK, on the other 
hand, has near-complete overlap of the two vowels, with long vowels extending 
slightly into the periphery on the F2. For JK, long vowels extend minimally into 
the periphery, and for MMD, short vowels are more centralized. Speaker DR, on 
the other hand, has some separation of the pair, with long vowels showing lower 
frequencies in the first formant and the short vowels lower frequencies in the second 
formant. 

3.2.1.2. Vowel u
The means of vowel /u/ for all speakers show a difference mostly on the F2. Vis-

ually, we observe that both DR and MMD have the short vowel extending into the 
center of the vowel space on the F2, and MMK has several long vowels that spread 
into the periphery on the F1. JK has complete overlap of /u:/ and /u/, with slightly 
more variability in the long vowels than in the short ones.

3.2.1.3. Vowel a
The long and short /a/ means of both formants are extremely similar for all speak-

ers. In Figure 3, we observe that speaker DR has near-complete overlap of long and 
short /a/. MMD has more variability in short /a/ on the F1, and JK has the reverse. 

Overall, the mean values of these peripheral vowels pattern similarly for all 
speakers. The qualitative similarity is also evident in the amount of overlap in pho-
netic space. Some of the high long vowels are slightly tenser than the long ones, 
however, the distinction for /i/ is in both formants, while long-short /u/ are separated 
mostly on the F2. We now turn to examine the duration of the vowels.

3.2.2. Vowel Duration
The durational difference between long-short correlates is robust in all three 

vowels pairs for these Unterland speakers. The mean duration (in milliseconds) of 
the vowels is shown in Table 6, along with the standard deviation. Paired t-tests 
indicate that these differences are statistically significant for all pairs (p=<0.01). 
Figure 4 shows the mean duration by vowel for all speakers.



145Phonetic Contrast in Unterland Yiddish Long-Short Vowel Pairs

Table 6: Duration (in milliseconds) and standard deviation of all vowel tokens
for all speakers.

Figure 4: Mean duration by vowel for all tokens (n=649) in milliseconds, 
with a 95% confidence interval error bars.

4. Summary and Conclusion
This study analyzes phonetic contrast in the long-short Unterland Yiddish vowels 

/i/, /u/ and /a/ as produced by three speakers born and raised in the Hungarian Un-
terland region. The results show extensive overlap in the quality of the long-short 
correlates of all three vowel dyads, as measured by the first two formants. In terms 
of duration, the analysis points to a statistically significant distinction between the 

Vowel Duration SD

i: 132 42.65
i 86 34.26
u: 135 41.56
u 89 32.77
a: 149 39.56
a 116 35.45
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long-short vowels in each pair. The relatively longer duration of short /a/ is unsur-
prising, as low vowels are known to be inherently longer than high vowels, all things 
being equal (Lehiste 1970). However, I did expect a greater difference between /a:/ 
and /a/, specifically, a longer mean duration of /a:/, based on a study of New York 
HY (Nove 2018c). The smaller difference may be the result of methodological errors 
during manual segmentation. Taken together, these results suggest that the primary 
distinguishing cue for these peripheral vowels is length. The laxer quality of some 
of the short high vowels, especially by speakers DR and MMD, may be the results 
of articulatory undershoot, i.e., the phenomenon whereby, in fast speech, the articu-
lators sometimes do not have sufficient time to get into optimal position to produce 
these short vowels with the same “tensity” as some of the longer tokens. Regarding 
interspeaker variation, speaker JK has minimal variability in the short high vowels in 
comparison to the other two speakers, a difference that I cannot presently interpret. 
The high front vowels of DR exhibit more separation than those of the other two 
speakers. This may be an influence from English, which has tense-lax distinction in 
the high vowels. At the time of the interview, DR had lived in New York for 47. His 
bilingualism was apparent in the use of English loanwords during the course of the 
interview.

This pilot study shows how the USC Shoah Foundation Visual History Archive 
can be used to create regionalized corpora that can serve as the basis of acoustic 
studies of Eastern European Yiddish dialects. Such research can assist in the recon-
struction of understudied subdialects and help answer numerous questions that have 
been raised about them in the past. Additionally, it is my hope that projects such as 
this one, which focus on the Hungarian Unterland region, can provide a baseline for 
the contemporary HY dialects spoken around the world today and help us document 
and understand the development of these dialects in their new sociocultural environ-
ments.

References
Abramson, Arthur S., and Nianqi Ren. 1990. “Distinctive Vowel Length: Duration vs. Spec-

trum in Thai.” Journal of Phonetics 18: 79–92.
Assouline, Dalit. 2018. “Contemporary Haredi Yiddish.” In Benjamin Hary and Sarah Bunin 

Benor, eds. Languages in Jewish Communities, Past and Present, pp. 472–488. Berlin: 
De Gruyter Mouton.

Beider, Alexander. 2015. Origins of Yiddish Dialects. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Beranek, Franz J. 1936. “Yiddish in Czechoslovakia.” [in Yiddish]. YIVO bleter 9: 63–75.
Birnbaum, Salomo A., and Solomon Asher Birnbaum. 1979. Yiddish: A Survey and a Gram-

mar. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Bleaman, Isaac. 2018. “Outcomes of Minority Language Maintenance: Variation and 

Change in New York Hasidic Yiddish.” PhD thesis. New York University.
Burdin, Rachel Steindel. 2017. “New Notes on the Rise-Fall Contour.” Journal of Jewish Lan-

guages 5 (2): 145–73.



147Phonetic Contrast in Unterland Yiddish Long-Short Vowel Pairs

Fader, Ayala. 2009. Mitzvah Girls: Bringing Up the Next Generation of Hasidic Jews in 
Brooklyn. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Herzog, Marvin. 1965. The Yiddish Language in Northern Poland: Its Geography and His-
tory. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press/The Hague: Mouton.

Jacobs, Neil G. 1990. Economy in Yiddish Vocalism: A Study in the Interplay of Hebrew and 
Non-Hebrew Components. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

Jakobson, Roman. 1953. “The Yiddish Sound System in Its Slavic Environment”  [in Yid-
dish]. Yidishe Shprakh 13: 70–83.

Katz, Dovid. 1982. “Explorations in the History of the Semitic Component in Yiddish.” PhD 
thesis. University of London.

Krogh, Steffen. 2012. “How Satmarish Is Haredi Satmar Yiddish?” Leket: Yiddish Studies 
Today 1: 483–506.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1970. Suprasegmentals. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Nove, Chaya R. 2017. “Contrastive Length in the Stressed Vowels of New York Hasidic Yid-

dish.” Paper presented at the 17th World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem.
_____________. 2018a. “Social Predictors of Case Syncretism in New York Hasidic Yiddish.” 

University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 24 (2): 87–95.
_____________. 2018b. “The Erasure of Hasidic Yiddish from Twentieth Century Yiddish 

Linguistics.” Journal of Jewish Languages 6 (1): 111–143.
_____________. 2018c. “Phonetic Contrast in New York Hasidic Yiddish Peripheral Vow-

els.” Presentation at the 47th New Ways of Analyzing Variation conference, New York 
University.

Peterson, Gordon E., and Ilse Lehiste. 1960. “Duration of Syllable Nuclei in English.” The 
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 32 (6): 693–703.

Weinreich, Max. 1980. History of the Yiddish Language, trans. Shlomo Noble. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1980.

_____________. 2008. History of the Yiddish Language, 2 vols. New Haven, CT: Yale Uni-
versity Press.

Weinreich, Uriel. 1958. “A Retrograde Sound Shift in the Guise of a Survival: An Aspect 
of Yiddish Vowel Development.” In Diego Catalán, ed. Miscelánea homenaje a André 
Martinet: Estructuralismo e historia, Vol. 2: 221–267. San Cristóbal de La Laguna: Bib-
lioteca Filológica.

_____________. 1963. Four Riddles in Bilingual Dialectology. The Hague: Mouton.
_____________. 1964. “Western Traits in Transcarpathian Yiddish.” In Lucy S. Dawidowicz 

et al., ed., For Max Weinreich on His Seventieth Birthday: Studies in Jewish Languages, 
Literature and Society, pp. 245–64. The Hague: Mouton.

Wickham, Hadley. 2009. Ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. New York: Springer.


