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This paper is concerned with the phonological behavior blends and acronym words in Hebrew.
Blends and acronym words are usually considered part of 'extragrammatical' or 'expressive'
morphology. For Scalise (1984) and Spencer (1991), extragrammatical morphology seems to
mean 'not relevant for a theory of morphology'. Otherwise, there is no explanation why they
do not discuss blends and acronym words in their morphology textbooks.! However, some
studies are particularly concerned with extragrammatical morphology, and how it is to be
distinguished from grammatical morphology. ‘

Recent studies devoted to extragrammatical, such as Zwicky and Pullum (1987) and several
sections in Dressler and Barbaresi (1994), -list the characteristics of extragrammatical |
morphological phenomena. Some of these characteristics are discussed in section 1. The
discussion here leads to the conclusion that the notion of extragramméticality is relevant
probably to pragmatics only. In sections 2 and 3 I provide phonological evidence for the
grammaticality of acronym words and blends respectively, suggesting that these phenomenon
are phonologically part of the core grammar.

1. ON THE NOTION OF EXTRAGRAMMATICAL MORPHOLOGY

Arguments supporting the distinction between grammatical and extragrammatical morphology
consist of lists of properties that characterize extragrammatical morphology (see Zwicky and
Pullum 1987, Dressler and Barbaresi 1994, and references therein). In this section I show that
properties characterizing extragrammatical morphology can be found also in grammatical
morphology (this has not been done in Zwicky and Pullum 1987, although they agree that this
situation is conceivable). My discussion leads to the conclusion that there is no single
principle, nor even a set of principles that can distinguish between grammatical and
extragrammatical morphology. o

In section 1.1 below I point out some of the properties that characterize extragrammatical
morphology, arguing that (i) these properties can be found in what is conventionally considered
grammatical ‘morphology, and (ii) properties characterizing grammatical morphology can be
found in what is conventionally considered as extragrammatical. I then mention in section 1.2
some of the problems that arise with the notion of grammaticality continua proposed in Dressler
and Barbaresi (1994), and conclude in section 1.3 by specifying the aspects of language in
which the notion of extragrammaticality is relevant.

! Scalise (1984:98. fn.1) says that blends and acronym words are "minor word formation
processes" and Spencer (1991:461 fn.16), in a similar fashion, dismisses blends and acronym
words as not "of any importance to morphological theory". Scalise and Spencer find these
footnotes sufficient to exclude from their morphology textbooks any discussion on
extragrammatical phenomena. Spencer, however, provides an exercise on Russian clipped (stub)
compounds (pp.346-348), where his questions, such as "[W]hat regularities, if any, seem to govern
these constructions..." (emphasis mine), seem to suggest the conclusion that there are little or no
regularities. In this context I should mention Bauer's (1983, 1988) morphology books, which
unlike Scalise and Spencer, do devote an extensive discussion to this type of morphology.
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1.1. Similarities between Extragrammatical and Grammatical Morphology

In section 1.1.1 I argue against the claim made in Dressler and Karpf (1995) and Dressler and
Barbaresi (1994) that analogical formations and hypocoristics are extragrammatical because
they are involv irregular systems. In section 1.1.2 I show that many of the properties usually
associated with the notion of extragrammaticality do not characterize blends and acronym
words.

L1.1. A different prospective on analogical formations and hypocoristics:  One of the
characteristics of extragrammatical morphology is that "some principle of morphological
grammar is violated" (Dressler and Karpf 1995:101).2 Analogical formations, for example, "lie
outside morphological grammar" because they do not involve morphological rules (Dressler
and Barbaresi 1994:39). However, recent studies in Optimality Theory view analogy as
correspondence between two surface forms (Benua 1995, Kenstowicz 1995, and McCarthy
1995). These studies are concerned with surface forms that have the same base, but they can
be extended to other types of surface correspondence relations (e.g. two surface forms that
have the same prosodic template). The point is that two surface forms can function as
correspondents as much as underlying and surface forms (McCarthy and Prince 1995). The
particular example given in Dressler and Barbaresi ( 1994) and Dressler and Karpf (1995) is
from child language, where a 22 months Austrian boy forms papapia on the basis of the Italian
exclamation mamamia, which is certainly not a common type of analogical formation in adult
language.

While discussion of child language is beyond the scope of this paper, we can consider an
example of analogy from adult language. In Hebrew, most nouns denoting reading material
end in the suffix -on: #on 'mewspaper' ( 2t time"), yarxon 'monthly magazine' (yerax
'month’), $vuon 'weekly magazine' (Savua 'week’). The suffix -on is a general nominal
suffix, as well as diminutive (see Bat-El to appear c). It is clear that there is some type of
analogy employed in the formation of nouns denoting reading material, which is based on the
common semantic field; nevertheless I do not believe that one would claim that these nouns are
extragrammatical (nor that the suffix -on carries the property of 'reading material', since this
would require providing this general nominal suffix with a very long list of semantic
properties). The point is that not only is analogy found in what is commonly considered
grammatical morphology, but also that it can be accounted for within a grammatical theory, the -
same theory that accounts for grammatical morphology (see also Anderson 1992 for discussion
of analogical compound formation).

Dressler and Barbaresi (1994:40) claim that "... Lisa, Liz, Bet from Elisabeth are excluded
from grammar, because they are not formed by a rule in any predictable way. Lizz-y, Bett-y
are included, because they are formed by rule from Liz and Ber". One may, however, try to
expand the grammar beyond affixation to allow the derivation of Lisa and Liz from Elisabeth,
probably by employing the notion of Minimal Word (McCarthy and Prince 1986), and in some
cases with reference to the peak of the base. A similar example can be drawn from a large
group of Hebrew hypocoristics, which consist of two syllables and end in i; the left edge of a
output is aligned with the left edge of its base (e.g. cipora - cipi, dan - dani). However, when
the base contains a consonant cluster there seem to be inconsistency; in some cases the cluster
is maintained, as in mordexay - mordi, while in others it is simplified, as in tikva - tiki. Instead

*It should be noted, however, the Zwicky and Pullum (1987:338) emphasize that they are not
~ claiming that extragrammatical phenomena "lack regularity or that they are not a proper object of
study far lingnistics".
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of excluding the latter from grammatical morphology, we may want to seek a solution in other
grammatical principles. In this case the notion of syllable contact (Vennemann 1988) would be
helpful. The heterosyllabic cluster k.v violates the Syllable Contact Law (see section 2.2
below) and therefore it is simplified in tiki; the heterosyllabic r.d cluster in mordi 1s, however,
maintained as it respects the Syllable Contact Law. This is just a simple, and obvious example
which shows that reference to different universal constraints may dissolve irregularities and
rescue a phenomenon from drifting out of grammatical morphology. Moreover, the fact that
other hypocoristics in the language involve suffixation alone (e.g. mixal - mixali) does not
render those which involve truncation and other operations extragrammatical.

1.1.2. Extragrammatical properties in blends and acronym words: Also blends are
excluded from grammatical morphology because they are formed by a system which involves
more irregularities than compounds (Dressler and Barbaresi 1994).  This does not seem to be
a sufficient reason to dismiss blends from grammatical morphology since: derivational
morphology is often irregular in one way or another. Moreover, as shown in Bat-El (to appear
a,b), the grammar of Hebrew blends is rather regular, where the limited degree of irregularity
does not go beyond the familiar degree of irregularity found in derivational morphology (see
also Kubozono 1990 for the analysis of blends in English and Japanese). :

An indication that acronym words are extragrammatical is that they do not change meaning
(Dressler and Barbaresi 1994). This is not entirely true, since an acronym word usually refers
to something much more specific than its base. For example, the acronym word maed (MADD)
refers to a specific organization, while its base, the phrase mothers against drunk driving, is
more general. In this context I should compare acronym words with Vietnamese compounds
(Thompson 1965), which look exactly like phrases, except that the first element of the
compound often carries weak stress. The semantic change found in Vietnamese compounds is
similar to that found in some acronyms; a compound refers to something more general
(generalizing compounds) or more specific (specializing compounds) than the corresponding
phrase. For example, the phrase bdn ghé” means 'tables and chairs', while the generalizing
compound ban-ghé” means 'furniture'; similarly, the phrase ddy thép means 'electric wire'
while the specializing compound ddy-thép means 'telegram'.

Acronym words, as well as blends, may also change the grammatical category, contrary to
Zwicky and Pullum's (1987) claim that extragrammatical morphology does not change
grammatical category (their example in this context is expletive infixation such as Kalam-
goddam-z00). Acronym words and blends allow almost anything as an input (see below).
Thus, when the base is a phrase and the output is a noun the grammatical category is changed.
There are also nominal blends, like the Hebrew daxpor 'bulldozer', whose base consists of two
verbs, daxaf 'pushed 3rd pr. sg.' and laxpor 'to dig Infinitive', that is, the output does not
carry the lexical category of either of the base elements (cf. the exocentric nominal compound
push-up, composed of a verb plus a preposition).

Zwicky and Pullum (1987) claim that in ideophones "the results of expressive word
formation often have special syntactic properties" (p.337). This is certainly not true for blends
and acronyms. Blending and acronym word formation usually result in nouns whose function
in the syntax of the language does not differ from that of other nouns. As shown in section
1.1.2 below, acronym words can even be the input of grammatical word formation rules.

Another characteristic of extragrammatical morphology listed in Zwicky and Pullum (1987)
is that "[R]ules of expressive morphology usually apply quite readily to compound
constructions...and even syntactic phrases..." (p. 336). This indeed cannot be accounted
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within a grammatical theory that assumes that the syntactic module follows the morphological
one. However, the theory should allow syntactic  constructions to enter the
morphological/lexical component in order to account for phenomena such as idioms and also
Hebrew compounds. Hebrew has compounds, which are lexical, and constructs which are
syntactic (see Borer 1989). However, as show in Berman and Ravid (1985), Hebrew
constructs can drift into the morphological component and become compounds.

I should add that the base of Hebrew acronyms word is not necessarily a compound or a
phrase, it can also be a list, as in sakum ‘cutlery' (SKWM), whose base is sakin 'knife', kaf
'spoon’ u-mazleg 'and fork' (see section 1 below). Similarly, the base of Hebrew blends is
not always a compound, it can also be two semantically related words (see section 2 below). It
is argued in Bat-El (to appear a) that the base of Hebrew blends does not have a head. The
absence of lexical head is not necessarily a characteristic of extragrammatical morphology.
Appositional compounds, such as English deaf-mute, do not have a head and are quite
common in Vietnamese for example. Also exocentric compounds, such as English pickpocket,
do not have a head, though exhibit some type of grammatical dependency, such as predicate-
complement. ' ’

1.2. The Grammaticality Continua

The properties of extragrammatical morphology mentioned above (which do not cover all the
properties that appear in the literature) cannot make a clear distinction between grammatical and
extragrammatical morphology. As Zwicky and Pullum (1987) say "we have not said that the
properties listed above will never be found attaching to plain morphology. ... [Flor a
phenomenon to be classified as expressive morphology, it must have a significant number of
the above criterial properties..." (p338).

In the same spirit, Dressler and Barbaresi (1994) assume "continua and/or prototypical
differences" (p.45), which are compatible with their theoretical framework of Natural
Morphology (see Dressler et al. 1990 and references therein). Consider, for example, Zwicky
and Pullum's (1987) property of change in lexical category (see section 1.1.2 above), whose
continuum would have at the grammatical (unmarked) edge "different lexical category” and in
the extragrammatical (marked) edge "same lexical category". As Dressler and Barbaresi (1994)
point out, "[M]orphological naturalness may interact with phonological or syntactic or textual
naturalness either in a cooperative or in a conflicting way" (p. 45; emphasis mine). For
example, expletive infixation is prosodically grammatical (see McCarthy 1982), but, according
to Zwicky and Pullum (1987) it is extragrammatical with regard to the property of changing the
lexical category (see more on "naturalness conflicts" in Mayerthaler 1981). Such conflict can
in fact split one type of word formation within the same language into two, as Dressler and
Barbaresi (1994) seem to suggest for English hypocoristics, where Lizz-y, Bett-y are
grammatical while Liz and Bet are extragrammatical (see section 1.1 above).

What should also be taken into consideration is the naturalness or markedness of a
language as a whole. For example, a prototypical morphological property is concatenative
word formation (Dressler and Barbaresi 1994:41). Therefore, languages with dominant
nonconcatenative morphology, such as Hebrew and some other Semitic languages, are, to
begin with, relatively marked. If we then take Hebrew acronym words, which reflect the
nonconcatenative nature of the language's morphology (see section 2 below), they would seem
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to be more extragrammatical than, say, English acronym words, just because English acronym
words do not involve ablaut.?

One may suggest that in order to circumvent naturalness conflicts it is necessary to state the
properties that characterize naturalness in a universal hierarchy. This will allow us to determine
the relative naturalness of morphological phenomena. However, I do not see any independent
principle which would determine the hierarchy, that is, why, for example, pragmatic
naturalness should outrank phonological naturalness? As for Zwicky and Pullum's (1987)
proposal that an extragrammatical phenomenon should have "a si gnificant number" of the listed
properties, one may simply ask what constitutes a si gnificant number.

1.3. Conclusion

As can be seen from the discussion above, the distinction between grammatical and
extragrammatical morphology is not straightforward. However, before searching for further
support for this distinction we may want to ask a very basic question: Is the distinction between
grammatical and extragrammatical morphology is relevant for the grammar? That is, are there
phonological rules which affect only extragrammatical forms?* Are there affixes which are
attached only to extragrammatical forms? Are there syntactic structures which are found only
with extragrammatical forms?

It is possible that the notion of €Xtragrammaticality is relevant only to pragmatics. Dressler
and Barbaresi (1994) are concerned with morphopragmatics, and Zwicky and Pullum's (1987)
criteria are mostly pragmatic in nature. It is probably the restricted context in which these
forms are used, and the specific population that manipulates them that characterize blends,
acronym words, ideophones, clipped compounds etc. as extragrammatical. Thomton (1993),
for example, points out that blends represent between 0.5-1% of Italian neologisms. She
believes that "the reason for coining blends is semantic rather than morphological" (p. 148),
since most Italian blends refer to names of companies, associations, synthetic textiles and
chemicals, etc. Similarly, Hebrew acronym words are very common in army and banking
vocabulary, though they are used in other contexts as well. :

What I believe to be a true extragrammatical phenomenon, or more precisely a non-
grammatical phenomenon, is language games, which although they manipulate grammatical
structures, employ morphological operations which do not exist in natural languages (e.g.
shifting a word final syllable to the beginning of the word, or inserting a phonological unit after
every syllable in a word). In their study of Japanese reversing argot, Itd, Kitagawa, and
Mester (1996) emphasize that the constraint which accounts for the reversal operation "is
responsible for the fact that argot formation in some respects steps beyond the formal options
otherwise encountered in the phonologies of natural languages ... by extending the parameters

> It is not that the same phenomenon cannot be grammatical in one language and
extragrammatical in another. In the distinction between inflection and derivation, Anderson
(1982, 1992) shows that diminutives in Fula are inflectional, since they are relevant to the syntax,
while they are derivational in other languages. However, the apparent grammaticality distinction
between acronym words in Hebrew and English does not seem to follow from an independent
principle, as in the case of the distinction between inflection and derivation (see also Borer 1984).

* It seems that the fact that the vowels e: and o in Nootka (Vancouver Island) appear only in
hypocorystics, may suggest that this word formation is extragrammatical. However, as shown in
Stonham (1994), these vowels appesr also in vocatives (p. 119) and in particular in loan words (p.
89). It is very unlikely that adjustment of the vowels of the source language would result in
vowels that are not part of the system of the borrowing language.
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of a certain grammatical constraint beyond its natural-language limitations" (pp.29-30:
emphasis mine).

I argue in the rest of the paper that phonological (and some morphological) properties of
two alleged extragrammatical phenomenon suggest that the notion of extragrammaticality is not
relevant to the phonological component. The argument is supported by some phonological
properties of Hebrew acronym words and blends, which reveal that the phonology of these
word formation types is part of the core grammar, much more so than many other words in the
language about which there is no doubt that they are part of the grammatical morphology.

1. ACRONYM WORDS

Acronym words (AWs) are acronyms pronounced as words. They should be distinguished
from acronyms (abbreviations), which are pronounced by their letters (e.g. FBI and CIA).
Every AW has corresponding base and acronym, but not every acronym has a corresponding
AW (e.g. FBI). The base of an AW can be a compound, a phrase, or a list. Some examples
from English are given below:

1 Aw Acronym Base elements
pin PIN Personal Identification Number
neyto: NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization
vat VAT Value Added Tax
wikfl/wikful/wikfii WCCFL West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics
fulsm FLSM Formal Linguistic Society of Mid-america

The discussion in this section presents some phonological phenomena which appear in
Hebrew AWs (see Bat-El 1994b for a detailed analysis of Hebrew AWs). In section 1.1 I
argue that AWs behave phonologically and morphologically like other words in the language:
Phonologically, the distribution of glides and high vowels in Hebrew AWs is consistent with
their distribution elsewhere in the language (1.1.1). Morphologically, AWs can function as
input to word formation rules (1.1.2).  In section 1.2 I discuss the emergence of the
NoCoMPLEX constraint in Hebrew AWs, showing that in this respect the phonology of AWs is
less marked than that of other words.

1.1. Acronym Words are Words

1.1.1. The distribution of glides and high vowels: ' The phonology of Hebrew AWs is not
inconsistent with the phonology of the language. For example, the distribution of glides and
high vowels in Hebrew AWs is identical to that in other words.

Orthographic glides usually appear as consonants in word initial position, and as vowels
elsewhere: orthographic front glide (Y) appears as y in word initial position and as i elsewhere,
and orthographic back glide (W) appears as v in word initial position and as o or u elsewhere (I
am not concerned here with the distinction between o and u as a reflection of W).

(2) ' Orthography ~ Word
a. Word initial: YLD yeled 'boy
WRD vered 'rose’
b. Word medial: KYR kir ‘wall'
XWT xut 'string’

KWL kol 'voice'
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¢. Word final: DLY dli 'bucket’
BNW banu 'they built'
SMW Smo his name'

Exactly the same distribution is found in Hebrew AW (see Appendix 1 for the acronym's base).

3 Acronym AW
(orthography)
a. Word initial: YXB vaxab 'construction unit'
WXK vaxak 'commission of inquiry’'
WLTM valtam 'army reserves coordination committee'
b. Word medial: CYM cim Tsraeli commercial fleet'
SKWM sakum ‘cutlery'
YWS yo§ "Judah and Samaria'
¢. Word final: RSY rasi 'a name of a rabbj'
XY Taxi ‘a navy ship'
BYLW bilu ‘a name of a pioneer group'

The examples in (3) show that AWs are phonologically indistinguishable from other words.
Apparently, since AWs do not have any phonological idiosyncrasy, speakers may occasionally
perceive an AW as anon-AW. For example, the word samal "sergeant" is ori ginally an AW,
but it has a morphological and phonological behavior typical to a non-AW (and it is also written
as anon-AW, i.e. without a single quote).

Moreover, the generalization regarding the distribution of glides and vowels has some
counter-examples in non-AW words (where the front glide surfaces as a glide in some
constructions); there are, however, no such counter-examples in AWs. This is a case of the
emergence of the unmarked which will be further discussed in section 1.2 below.

1.1.2. AWs as bases in word formation:: Also morphologically AWs behave like non-
AWs. The examples below demonstrate that AWs can host suffixes.

(4  Acronym AW Suffixed AW

XK xak 'parliament member ms." xak-it ‘parliament member fm.!
PLMX palmax - ‘shock ﬁoops' palmax-nik  'a member of the Palmax ms.'

palmax-nik-it 'a member of the Palmax fm.'
MXT maxat - ‘'brigadier ms.' maxat-it ‘brigadier fm.!

» maxat-im 'brigadier ms.pl.'

WM Tum 'United Nations' fum-mk 'a member of 'United Nations ms."
7BM 7abam  'UFO' Pabam-im  'UFO pl.’

An AW can function as an input in word formation also in the formation of other AW and
of denominal verbs. An AW can participate as one of the elements in an acronym base. For
example, the base of the AW galac 'the army radio station' (GLC) is GaLey Cahal, where cahal
Tsraeli Defense Army' (CHL) is itself an AW. Similarly, an AW can function as a base of a
verb (see Bat-El 1994a for the formation of denominal verbs in Hebrew). For example, the
AW dox (or du’x) 'report' (DWX) is the base of the verb dive®x 'to report' and bablat 'baloney’
(BBLT) is the base of the verb biblet 'to talk baloney".?

* The diphthong V*in du’x and divi®x is not related to the formation of AWs; it appears before
x which corresponds to the historical 2
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Thus, discussion above shows that the structural properties of AWs are indistinguishable
from those of other words in the language; they look like words and behave like words. Also
their syntactic behavior does not distinguish them from other words; they can be inserted in any
lexical position which matches their lexical category, and, as Elizabeth Ritter (p.c.) pointed out,
they are specify for gender as any other noun in the langauge.

1.2. The Emergence of the UNMARKED: NO COMPLEX ONSET

An AW in Hebrew consists of the minimal number of CV(C) syllables that can accommodate all
the acronym's consonants.

(5  Acronym AW
XK xak 'parliament member'
MTX matax foreign currency’
BBLT bablat 'baloney’
RMTKL ramatkal ‘chief of general staff®

As shown in section 1.1.1 above, when the acronym includes a medial or final glide, the
nucleus dominates a high vowel (though the back glide may surface as either u or 0). Other
AWs usually include the vowel g, and sometimes ¢ (e.g. #Sel food and lodging' (BL). It
should be noted that a and e are of the highest frequency in Hebrew. The fact that AWs tend to
involve these vowels can also be viewed as the emergence of the unmarked (where markedness
here is not necessarily related to underspecification). The appearance of only a or e in the
nucleus position in Aws (where no glide is involved) coincides with the morphological nature
of Hebrew, where the vocalic pattern of a word is restricted. However, the vocalic patterns of
AWs is much more limited than that of other nouns, and even than that of verbs (whose vocalic
pattern is more restricted than that of nouns). This is, again, the emergence of the unmarked:
restrictions on vocalic patterns, which are typical of Hebrew morphology, are even stronger in
AWs.

The strongest case of the emergence of the unmarked in AWs is manifested in .the syllable
onset. Modern Hebrew nouns allow complex onsets, and thus violate the universal constraint
NoCompLEX, which prohibits more than one element in a syllabic position (Prince and
Smolensky 1993). '

(6) tSuva 'answer'

' tguva 'response’
kfica ‘jump'
psantran  'pianist’
stira 'slap'

Hebrew AWs, however, do not allow complex onsets even when the potential onsets exist
elsewhere in the language.

(7)  Acronym AW Non-AW
K1B kalab 'close to home' *klab klavim 'dogs’
GLC galac 'the army radio station'  *glac glida 'ice-cream’
TGM tagam 'very high frequency’ *tgam tguva ‘response’
BGC bagac 'high court of justice' *bgac bgadim  ‘cloths'

PLMX palmax  ‘shock troops' *plamax plada 'steel’
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SMXT samxat
SMNKIL

'deputy brigadier'
samankal ‘deputy director general

*smaxat
*smankal

smalot 'dresses'

The term "natural” in Natural Morphology is roughly equivalent with the term "unmarked"
(Dressler and Barbaresi 1994:45).  NoCOMPLEX is a universal constraint, which states the
unmarked structure (every language that allows a complex onset also allows a simple onset, but
not vice versa). The prohibition of complex onsets in Hebrew AWs suggests that AWs are
phonologically more "natural” than many other words in the language.

It is thus argued that not only that AWs are phonologically and ‘morphologically
indistinguishable from other words, they may also obey universal constraints to a greater extent
than many other words.

2. BLENDS

Blending involves merging two elerﬁents into one word, where the inner parts of the basé
elements are often truncated (see Bat-El to appear a,b for a detailed analysis of Hebrew blends,
and Appendix 2 for complete information re garding the data). ’

(8 mosav kibuc --->  mosbitic 'cooperative and collective settlement’
demokrat diktator  --->  demoktitor ‘'a democrat who behaves like a dictator'
sal kal --->  gsdlkal 'baby car-seat'

The base elements in Hebrew blends are not restricted to particular lexical categories. The
semantic head (indicated by X"), in case there is one, is not in a fixed position. This should be
compared with Hebrew compounds, which can be either [N N]y or [Adj N] adj> Where the head
is always on the left.

Base elements

&) Blend
a. NN’ prigurt pri yogurt
"fruit yogurt' "fruit' 'yogurt'
N'N: maxandfes maxané néfes
'holiday camp’ 'camp’ ‘holiday’
b. N'A maSkdr maské kdr
'cold drink' 'drink’ ‘cold'
AN" kalcéfet kil kacéfet '
'easy-to-make whipped cream' ‘easy, light' ‘whipped cream'
c. NV sukrazit sukdr razit
'saccharin' 'sugar’ 'you fm. lost weight'
VN" tactonim tac taxtonim
'underwear' 'to touch (English)’  ‘underpants'
d. NN: maxazémer maxazé zémer
'musical’ 'play, show' 'song'
e. AA: Smanmuix $manmdn namiix
‘chubby’ ‘plump’ 'short'
f. VV: mistaxcéf mistaxcén mitxacéf
'to be boastful and insolent' 'to boast' 'to be insolent’
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It is thus argued in Bat-El (to appear a) that the order of the elements in the base of the blend is
not determined by principles referring to lexical categories or to the notion of head (as in
compounds); rather, independently motivated phonological constraints have the effect of
determining the optimal order. It will not be at all surprising if studies on appositional
compounds (e.g. deaf-mute) and freezes (e. 8. knife and fork) would reveal that also in these
cases is word order determined by phonological constraints.

In section 2.1 below I discuss two phonological phenomena manifested in Hebrew blends,
stress pattern (2.1.1) and vowel deletion (2.1.2), showing that blends are consistent with the
core phonology of the language. The discussion on the Syllable Contact Law in section 2.2
reveals, again, the emergence of the unmarked in the so called extragrammatical morphology.

2.1. Blends are Words

2.1.1. Stress: Main stress in Modern Hebrew usually falls on the rightmost foot (see detailed
analysis in Bat-El 1993). ’

(10) a. Main stress in simple words is in most cases either ultimate or penultimate:

Ultimate stress Penultimate stress
Xaveér friend' néfes 'soul’
yeladim  'children' miklédet  ‘keyboard'
le?umiyit 'nationalism' telef6nim  'phones’

b. Main stress in compounds falls where the main stress of the rightmost element is:

Base elements Compounds
rofé  yeladim rofe-yeladim 'pediatrician’
piki’x néfes piku’x-néfe$ 'saving an endangered life'

Main stress in Hebrew blends falls on the ri ghtmost stressed syllable that surfaces. That is,
when the two stressed syllables of the two base elements surface, main stress falls on the
rightmost one (obviously, when one of the stressed syllables is truncated, main stress falls on
the remaining one).

(11) Blend , Base elements
prigif prigurt ‘guf
‘low fat fruit yogurt' 'fruit yogurt' ‘body'
tapugdn ’ tapu’x . metugdn
‘fried potato' ‘potato’ fried'
kalorina : kalérya margarina
low fat margarine’ ‘calorie’ 'margarine’'
kadurégel ~ kadur régel
football” "ball’ ‘foot'

The position of stress in blends conforms to the stress system of the language. As in
compounds, the stressed vowel in a blend must correspond to one of the stressed vowels in
one of the base elements (see Alderete 1995 for discussion on faithfulness to stressed vowels).
Out of the two stressed syllables, the rightmost one is selected, in accordance to the tendency of
the language to place stress at the rightmost foot of the word.
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2.1.2. Vowel Deletion and the Sonority Sequencing Generalization: Affixation in Hebrew
1s often accompanied by vowel deletion, either in the penultimate or the ultimate syllable of the

stem. The deletable vowels are in most cases either a or e.

(12) a. Vowel deletion in the penultimate syllable of the stem

1. Singular Plural
gadol gdol-im 'big'
kaved kved-im 'heavy'
gamal gmal-im 'camel'
pitaron pitron-ot 'solution'

1. Base elements Compound
davdr ‘'thing' séter ‘hiding place'  --->  dvar séter 'secret'
zZandv 'tail'! sds  ‘'horse' --->  Znav sus 'ponytail’

b. Vowel deletion in the ultimate syllable of the stem

1. 3rd ms.sg. 3rd fm.sg.
xalam xalm-a ‘dreamed’
kibel kibl-a 'received’
11. Singular Plural
mekabel mekabl-im 'is receving'
kotev kotv-im 'is writing'
Xiver Xivr-im 'pale’
filem Tilm-im 'mute’

The function of vowel deletion is to minimize the number of syllables by elimination an

open syllable. Vowel deletion is found in some of the blends as well.

Also in this case its

function is to minimize the number of the syllables, but in addition, the blend must adjusted
into a disyllabic foot size (there are two counterexamples, where the output of vovel deletion is
a trisyllabic blend). The imposition of a syllabic foot in Modern Hebrew is obli gatory in verbs
(see Bat-El 1994a), but can be found in quite a few nouns. In this respect, the blends that
undergo vowel deletion conform to a subsystem of the language.

(13) i. Smartaf Samar  tdf
'baby-sitter' 'toguard"  'baby’
1. kcard4§ kacdr d4s
‘combine’ 'to harvest'  'to thrash'
1i. ramzér ramaz or
"traffic light' 'to hint' light'
1v. xam§ir xamés Sir
Timerick' five' 'song'
V. fapix ?arzifél) piPx
'smog’ fog' * 'soot’
vi. raSamkdl ra§dm kél
'tape recorder' 'to register' 'sound'

Notice that as in the words in (12), the deleted vowel in blends is either aor e in the ultimate or

penultimate syllable of the stem.

All the blends in (13) are tn'syllébic before vowel deletion, and it thus takes deletion of one
vowel only to fit them into a syllabic foot. The selection of the vowel is determined by the
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output cluster, where the crucial universal constraint is the Sonority Sequencing Principle
(SSP), which states that "[Bletween any member of a syllable and the syllable peak, only
sounds of higher sonority rank are permitted” (Clements 1990:285). Hebrew does not require
sonority rise within a complex margin (e.g. bgadim 'cloth'), but prohibits sonority fall (with
the exception of sibilant fricatives). In (14) below I present for each input three possible
outputs: (a) where no vowel is deleted, (b) where the vowel in the first syllable is deleted, and
(c) where the vowel in the second syllable is deleted (I do not consider deletion of the vowel in
the last syllable since complex codas are highly marked in Hebrew, and therefore such forms
are very unlikely to surface).

(19 The optimal blend - conforms to a foot-size template without violating SSP
i. a. *Samartaf | not a foot
b. Smartaf $m, r.t - possible clusters
C. *Samrtaf | m.rt/ mr.t - SSP violation
ii. a. *kacarda$ | not a foot
b. kcarda$ kc - possible cluster
C. *kacrda$ | crd/cr.d - SSP violation
1. a. *ramazor | not a foot
b. *rmazor | rm - SSP violation
C. ramzor m.Z - possible cluster
iv. a. *xameSir | not a foot
b. *xmeSir | xm - does not exist in Hebrew for historical reasons
C. xam§ir m.§ - possible cluster
V. a. *Parapi®x | not a foot
b. *Prapi®x | ?r - SSP violation (glottals in Hebrew are glides)
C. Parpi’x I.p - possible cluster
Vi. a, raSamkol | not a foot
b. *raSmkol | $mk / smk - SSP violation
C. *rSamkol | 55 - SSP violation

Attention should be drawn to (vi) in (13/14), where there is no vowel deletion, and the blend
thus remains trisyllabic. Deletion of either the first of the second a would result in SSP
violation, and therefore vowel deletion is suppressed. ,

- Vowel deletion is an irregular phenomenon in Modern Hebrew, as there are cases where it
does not occur. This is demnostrated by the contrast between gamadl - gmalim ‘camel sg.-pl.'
where the first a is deleted, and gamdd - gamadim 'dwarf sg.-pl.' where the vowel is
preserved.® Moreover, the compound znav sus 'ponytail’ (12a) appears as zanav sus in spoken
Hebrew, where vowel deletion is suppressed. The same irregularities can be found in blends.
The a in kaduregel ‘football' and 2tarok ‘rock concert site' is not deleted (*kduregel and

® This is due to the loss of length distinction in Modern Hebrew (in both consonants and
vowels). In Tiberian Hebrew, only vowels in an open syllable are subject to deletion, which ‘
obviously excludes vowels which are followed by a geminate. The form of gamad in Tiberian
Hebrew is gammad, where the first vowel i1sin a closed syllable and therefore it is not deleted
when a suffix is added. The form of gamal in Tiberian Hebrew is gaamal, where the first vowel is
in an open syllable and therefore deleted when a suffix is added.



-13-

* ditrok), nor is the second e in televidyo 'pay-per-view' (*telvidyo). Moreover, maxazemer
and maxzemer 'musical’ seem to be in free variation, as is typical of an irregular phenomenon.

The discussion in this section thus reveals that the phonology of blends does not deviate
from the phonology of the prototypical grammatical forms in the language.

2.2. The Emergence of the Unmarked: The Syllable Contact Law

The Syllable Contact Law is a universal constraint which may trigger a phonological process
when violated, or block the application of a phonological rule whose output would violate it
(see Vennemann 1988, Clements 1990 and and reference therein). In Sidamo (Ethiopian), for
example, this constraint triggers metathesis, as in /gud-nonni/ ---> gundonni 'they finished',

/duk-nonni/ ---> dugkanni 'they carry', /has-nemmo/ ---> hansemmo 'we look for'. The
Syllable Contact Law can be roughly stated as follows:

(15) Syllable Contact Law (Vennemann 1988)
The degree of sonority of the onset must be lower than that of the preceding coda, and
the greater the slope in the sonority scale the better.

The Syllable Contact Law is massively violated in Hebrew in all morphological contexts.

(16) $akran Tiar'
tafrit 'menu’'
hit-labe§  ‘he got dressed' (derivational prefix)
rakad-nu  'we danced (inflectional suffix)

In addition, as can be seen in (17a), the Syllable Contact Law does not block vowel deletion.
This should be compared with the effect of the Obligatory Contour Principle in (17b), which
does blocks vowel deletion (or alternatively, triggers epenthesis after vowel deletion).

(I7)  a. Samar-a $ampa 'she guarded' b. kilel-a kilela 'she cursed'
gadal-u  gadlu 'they ms. grew' Ximem-u  Ximemu 'they warmed'
Xatam-a  Xatma 'she signed’ Xagag-a  Xxagega 'she celebrated’

Although maséively violated in the language, the Syllable Contact Law has a crucial role
in the grammar of blends. There are several disyllabic blends which are formed from two
monosyllabic elements. In such cases there is no truncation, otherwise the output blend would
be smaller than the Minimal Word (every blend in Hebrew is minimally disyllabic). The
question is then what determines the order of the elements in the blend, assuming that the
notion of head is irrelevant to blends (see section 2 above, and notice in (18) below that salkal
is [N Al while ramkol is [A N],). It appears that in these cases it is the Syllable Contact Law
that determines the order of the elements in the blend. The last example in (18) shows that the
Syllable Contact Law emerges also in blends that undergo truncation.

(18) Blend . Base elements
xayddk *dakxay xdy dak
‘bacterium' ‘alive' "thin’'
sdlkal *kalsal sdl kal

'baby car-seat' ' "basket' light'
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rdmkol *kolram rdm kdl
Toudspeaker' Toud' ‘sound'
kdlkar *karkal kdl kar
'polystyrene’ light' ‘cold'
mosbtic *kibsav mosdv kibic
‘cooperative and collective settlement' 'cooperative ‘collective
settlement' settlement'

Violation of Syllable Contact Law is evaluated by subtracting the sonority degree of the
onset from that of the adjacent coda. I assume the following sonority scale (a more, or less,
detailed scale may be required for other languages):

(19)  Sonority scale: Vowels > Glides > | >7 r > Nasals > Fricatives > Stops
6 5 4 3 2 1 0

As can be seen from (20) below, the sonority distance in the optimal blends is always greater
than that in the corresponding non-optimal blends.

(20)  Optimal blend Sonority distance Non-optimal blend  Sonority distance
xayddk 50=5 *dakxay 0-1=-1
sdlkal 40-4 *kalsal 413
rdmkol 20=2 *kolram 4-3=1
kalkar 40-4 *karkal 3.0-3
mo§buic 1-0=1 *kibsav 0-1=-1

The Syllable Contact Law is a universal constraint which reflects the unmarked
heterosyllabic clusters. It is massively violated in the prototypical grammatical words in the
language, but it emerges to be crucial for the so called "ungrammatical" words. In this respect,
blends reflect the unmarked representation much more so than many other morphological
classes in the language.

3. Conclusion

I have shown in this paper that acronym words and blends, which are usually considered as
extragrammatical, are consistent with the phonology of the language. Moreover, universal
phonological constraints, which have little or no effect on grammatical morphology, emerge in
the so called extragrammatical morphology. Hebrew extragrammatical -morphology is thus
phonologically grammatical, and in some respects even more grammatical (i.e. less marked)
than what is considered as the prototypical grammatical morphology (i.e. basic nouns and
verbs formed by the core morphology of the language).

In order to support the view that blends and acronym words are indeed extragrammatical, it
would be necessary to argue that phonological criteria are not relevant for the distinction
between grammaticality and extragrammaticality. However, I do not see any a priori reason to
exclude phonological considerations; I believe that the fact that acronym words and blends
structurally resemble the prototypical grammatical forms in the language allow speakers to
perceive them as part of the grammatical component of the language.

7 Within the liquids, 7 is more sonorous than r, as Hebrew r is a uvular approximant which
often alternates with a fricative.
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Notice also that the morphological operations, such as ablaut (in acronym words) and
truncation (in blends, as well as acronym words) are found in other phenomena in natural
languages. In particular, truncation is not associated only with blends, acronym words,
hypocoristics etc., but also in reduplication (where part of the copied material is truncated).
There is also truncation in English nominate - nominee (Aronoff 1976), and in Alabama kolof-1i
‘cut once' - kol-1i 'cut repeatedly’ (Broadwell 1987, Martin 1988). That is, the morphological
operations invovled in blending and acronym word formation are not beyond the limitation of
natural langauges (cf. the note on langauge games in section 1.3).

I thus suggest to limit the notion of extragrammaticality as pragmatic characteristic of
contrived word formation phenomena, which are limited to specific population. Only in this
respect can blends and acronym words can be viewed as extragrammatical. This, however,
does not imply that they are not part of natural language, and we thus do not expect them to
exhibit any structural peculiarities which are not found elsewhere in natural language. Further
study may lead to similar conclusions with respect other morphological phenomenon which are
considered extragrammatical.
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APPENDIX 1: Acronym Words

Acronym AW Base elements

’BM fabam fecem Bilti Mezuhe

SL Tesel roxel, Stiya, Lina

XY Paxi Poniyat Xeyl hayam
WM um TUmot Me?uxadot

BBLT bablat Bilbul Beycim Lelo Ta?am
BGC bagac Beyt Din Gavoha leCedek
BYLW bilu Beyt Yisra?el Lexu Venelxa
CHL cahal Cva Hagana Leisrael
CYM cim Ci Yisrareli Misxari
DWX dox/d"ax Din VeXe$bon

GLC galac Galey Cahal

KIB kalab Krov LaBait

MTX matax MaTbea Xuc

MXT maxat Mefaked XaTiva

PLMX palmax  PLugot MaXac

RMTKL  ramatkal Ro$ MaTe KLali

RSY rasi Rabi Slomo Yicxaki
SKWM sakum Sakin, Kaf, UMazleg
SMNKL  samankal Sgan MeNahel KL ali
SMXT samxat  Sgan Mefaked XaTiva
TGM ' tagam Teder Gavoha Me?od
WLTM valtam Varada LeTeum Milu?im
WXK vaxak Vafadat XaKira

YWS yos Yehuda VeSomron

YXB yaxab YeXidat Binuy

XK xak Xaver Kneset

APPENDIX 2: Blends

Blend Truncated material (in <)
Tarpi®x Tar(a)<fele>pi*x

'smog'

ratarok rata<re>rok

'rock concert site’

demoktdtor demok<ratedik>tator

‘a democrat who bghaves like a dictator'

kadurégel kadur<er>egel

‘football’

kalcéfet - kal<eka>cefet

‘easy-to-make whipped cream'

kdlkar kalekar

‘polystyrene’

'UFO'

'foot and lodging'

‘a navy ship'

"United Nations'
'baloney’

'high court of justice'

'a name of a pioneer group'
'israeli defence army'
'Israeli commercial fleet'
'a report'

'the army radio station'
'close to home'

foreign currency’
‘brigadier'

'shock troops'

'chief of general staff’

'a name of a rabbi'
‘cutlery’

'deputy director general'
'deputy brigadier'

'very high frequency’
'army reserves coordination commitiee'
‘commission of inquiry'
‘Judah and Samaria'
'construction unit'
‘parliament member'

Base clements

Tarafé| pi°x
'fog’ 'soot'
Tatdr rék
'site’ ‘rock’
demokrat diktstor
‘democrat' 'dictator’
kaduir régel
'ball’ 'foot'

kal kacéfet
‘easy, light' 'whipped cream’
kal kar
Tight' ‘cold'



kalorina

low fat margarine'

kcardds
'combine’

maskdr
‘cold drink'

maxanofes§
'holiday camp'

maxazémer
'musical’

mi§taxcéf
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kalo<ryasmarga>rina
k(a)careda¥
maS<kee>kar
maxa<ne*>nofe§
maxa<zes>zemer

mi§tax<cenemitxa>cef

'to be boastful and insolent’

mosbic

mos<aveki>buc

'cooperative and collective settlement'

priguf

low fat fruit yogurt'

prigurt
‘frutt yogurt'

rdmkol
Toudspeaker'

ramzor
"traffic light

raSamko]
'tape recorder'
sdlkal

'baby car-seat'
sukrazit
'saccharin’
$manmtix
‘chubby'
Smartaf

" 'baby-sitter’

tadtonim
‘underwear’

tapugdn
'fried potato’

televidyo
'pay-per-view'
Xams$ir
limerick'
xaydak
‘bacterium’

pri<gun->guf
pri<eyo>gurt
ramekol
ram(a)zeor
raSamekol

salekal
suk(a)<re>razit
$man<manena>mux
$(a)marstaf
taé<-ta>f>tonim
tapu<xemetu>gan
tele%v izyas>vidyo
Xam(e)<§e>§ir

xayedak

kal6rya
‘calorie'
kacdr

'to harvest'
maské
'drink’
maxané
‘camp'

maxazé
‘play, show'

mistaxcén
'to boast'
mosav
'cooperative
settlement'

prigurt
frust yogurt'
pri

fruit'

rdm

Toud'
ramaz

'to hint'
ra¥dm

'to register'
sdl

"basket’

sukar
'sugar'

Smanman
"‘plump'

Samdr
1] g.uaIdQ
tac

'to touch (English)'

tapui®x
'potato’

televizya
'television’
Xameés
'five'

xdy

‘alive’

margarina
'margarine’
das

'to thrash'
kdr

‘cold'
nofes
‘holiday"

zémer
'song’

mitxacéf
'to be insolent’
kibiic
‘collective
settlement'
guf

‘body’
yogurt

ly 0 gllrtl
kol

'sound'

or

light'

kol

'sound’

Kl

* 'light'

razit
'you fm. lost weight'

namux
'short'

taf
|babyl

taxtonim
'underpants'

metugan

fried'

vidyo
'video'
Sir
'song'

ddk
'thin'
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