Yuval Pinter Multiple Grammars, 2009

A NEw DIALECT IS BORN:

CONJUNCTION VARIATION IN HEBREW

Seminar Paper by Yuval Pinter
Course: Multiple Grammars
Prof. Outi Bat-El
September 2009

0. INTRODUCTION

The Biblical Hebrew (BH) conjunctive clitic /w+/rd' forms an initial
syllable with the following word, normally [». However, well-formedness
phonological constraints trigger clitic form altation within certain
environments, in a way similar to other word-iditeditics (I+ 'to, for', k+ 'like’,
b+ 'in, using’).

In Common (low stratum) Modern Hebrew (MH), sindee ttriggering
environments have long gone, speakers do not expliéis alternation. However,
a higher stratum does exist ("Radio Hebrew", RHemha paradigm influenced
by the Biblical one is followed. RH mainly servesaformal variant for speakers
who normally use common MH, however some excluBikespeakers do exist.

| propose a third stratum exists in today's Hebspeaking sphere: a
hypercorrective stratum ("Teachers' Hebrew", TH), an attempt to use thgh hi
stratum which tends towards the outstanding didrms, even when they are not
necessary. This is due to speakers' unfamiliaritly the original Biblical Hebrew
phonological constraints. This stratum is useduwesicely by people who normally
use the low stratum, when in social contexts teguire formality (ceremonies,
literature recitation, etc.).

My goal is to find a grammar which explains eachthadse strata, within

Optimality Theory's methodologies of Multiple Gramnanalysis.
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1. PRELIMINARIES —BRIDGING THEMILLENNIA GAP

First, a note: Biblical Hebrew will be analyzedthis paper according to
the Tiberian script. Occasional simplifications magcur, as most nuances are
unrelated to the matter at hand: most notably te&ios of the mishkalim system.
For example, vowel length and gemination will getigrbe ignored.

Other notational shortcuts are: /c/ forsl/ (x); /t/ for /€] (v); /g/ for p;
underlined [§ [d], [t] for [y], [0] and P] (spirantized, 7, n respectively); and /r/
for the rhotic of both Biblical and modern-day Helrvariants).

Before we get to the data regarding the conjunchive/ and its modern
successors, a broader introduction of the relatipnbetween Biblical Hebrew
and the modern variants is required. Much has beédten on this subject, and
theories range from renouncing all but lexical ations between the two
(Horvath and Wexler 1997), through a multi-sourckgbridization model
(Zuckermann 2006), to the most widely-acceptediopithat modern-day spoken
Hebrew is indeed a proper continuation (or a "raNjvof the Biblical language
(Blau 1981 inter alia). Under either of the latt@ws, it is acceptable to hold (as |
will hereafter) that Modern Hebrew has been sigaiitly influenced by Biblical
Hebrew, and has adopted the bulk of its grammadigstem.

The main phonological difference from Biblical Heinr that all three
modern variants share is théwindled phonetic inventory. While new
consonants have been added to Modern Hebrew osdash few years (such as
theds in pidgama’pajamas'), these are traced to newly acquiradrMoeds and not
to the belated revival of Biblical phonemes. ManpliBal phonemes have been
eliminated or substituted, and where they appeaa iform (or template) of
Biblical origin they are "merged" into phonemes ghido exist in the modern
phonetic inventory: thus BiblicaP] and /w/ are both represented by Modern /v/;
[a], [t] and [d coalesce with their non-spirantized equivalentsiclv do not
alternate in the modern variants; pharyngealizegaoants are no longer so; long
vowels and shortened vowel&iffapim) are pronounced with the same length as

the short vowels; thechwa mobilgs] (hereafter simply "schwa") merges into [e];
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and more. It is important to note that this merger is a Ivdelfined function,
meaning a given Biblical segment always surfacethénsame way in Modern /
Radio / Teachers' Hebrew pronunciation.

This major difference has led to the complete gisapance of phonetic
environments which trigger variation in Biblical btew; however, their
consequences (i.e. the emerging forms) are actes$simodern-day speakers via
the Biblical script. Since many of the triggeringdaaffected forms have been
merged in modern usage, the result is "constrawtsth are not phonetically
well-formed. For example, a /k/ originating from bBcal /k/ undergoes
spirantization to [x] when between vowels, but adkginating from Biblical /q/
remains [K] in the same environment (compaeuv 'situated in a vehicle' with
rakuv 'rotten'y.

Seeing as the issue of modern-day Hebrew UnderRemgresentation (UR)
IS not yet resolved, | will start by taking the tign scripture forms as the Biblical

UR, and suggest a merged-segment form of thesé&J&sfar the modern variants.

2. THE CASE OFCONJUNCTION /w+/

The conjunction alternates under inspection willthe following: [ws+],
merged as [ve+], which is undoubtedly the defaolirf, [u+], which is triggered
by labials and onset clusters; and [wa+] / [vat]aasase study for guttural
triggers. Two alternates are negligible and willitpgored — [wi+] / [vi+] (as the
syllabification of a /y/ nucleus); and [wa+] / [Vi|atwhen triggered by some
stressed syllables, elgasar vadaniflesh and blood'. This last form is idiomatic,
extremely rare, and unproductive, so it may berassuto be lexical in nature.

I will now provide the data, with the modern tokgmersonally collected
from TV, radio, webcasts, official ceremonies, ppatadings and day-to-day
situations. Biblical tokens were built in a way s@tent with the script. Notice the
phonetic environments in which the various altezsaiccur, as well as the stem-

initial segments, in cases where spirantization owour (/b/ => p] or [v], /k/ =>

! Some phonemes, most notakily @nd £/, are not in most modern speakers' inventoriesbiiace at
others' speech. As this is sometimes register-digrnl will include these two phonemes in the Radi
Hebrew phonetic representation, while noting tratall Radio Hebrew speech surfaces them.

2 And indeed, spirantization is being redefined bgddrn Hebrew speakers, as observed by Adam
2002.
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[X], /p/ => [@] or [f]). Primary stress is indicated by an acateent only to show it

is irrelevant.
(1) Data:
a. Biblical Hebrew

UR (script) Gloss Biblical Hebrew
/w+nahar/ ‘and a river' amahar
Iw+SaxSaw/ ‘and now' waxSaw
Iw+matay/ ‘and when' umaty
Iw+beh/ ‘and surely' upétah
Iw+pit?om/ ‘and suddenly' u@it?ém
Iw+Slan/ ‘and send’ usldh
/w+ldabber/ ‘and to talk’ uldabér
fw+lilmod/ ‘and to learn’ wlilméd
Iw+lipGamim/ | 'and sometimes' | dlipSamim
Iw+laken/ ‘thus' wlaxén
Iw+lamrot/ ‘and in spite of' samrot
Iw+la?mito/ ‘and actually' wla?amitd
/w+kamubari! | ‘and of course’ gxamuan
/w+hlonot/ ‘and windows' wahalonof

b. Modern-day Hebrew UR (merged Biblical UR)

UR Modern Radio Teachers'
/ve+nahar/ venahar venahar venahar
/ve+axSav/ veaxsav vaxsav veaxsav
Ive+matay/ vematay umatay umatay
/ve+betax/ vebétax uvétah uvétax ~ubétax
Ive+pittom/ vepitdm ufit?ém ufit?ém ~upit?édm
/ve+Slax/ veslax uSlah uslax

/ve+ldaber/ veledabér | uldabér uldabér ~uledabér
/ve+lilmod/ veliiméd velilméd ulilméd
Ive+lif?amim/ | velifamim velifamim ulifamim
/ve+laxen/ velaxén velaxén ulaxén
/ve+lamrot/ velamrot velamroét ulamroét
/ve+lalamito/ | velaamité velmmitd ulaamité
/ve+kamuvan/ | vekamuvan X&MUVan | uxamuvan ~ vexamuvan
/ve+xlonot/ vexalonot vahalonot vexalonot

¥ Whether or not the actual lexical items are trhte#o the Bible is irrelevant. The aim is to show,
using the script-reconstructed grammar, how a VeaBiblical Hebrew speaker" would pronounce
these words.

* Some may argue this is a more morphologically-demp/w+k+ha+muban/, which | find
unnecessary, seeing as 'kamuban' is a lexicahitelfrrooted into the language.

®[4] indicates diagrap, a shortened vowel used as an alternate for sébileaing most gutturals.
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An initial observation from the data above is tigablical Hebrew and
Radio Hebrew differ only with respect to segmenaliy, due to modern-day
reduction of the phonetic inventory and the subsatimerger of some Biblical
Hebrew segments into sufficiently-close Radio Hebsegments (like_[tE> [t],
[s] => [e]). In addition, Modern Hebrew (in 1.b) shewabsolutely zero
alternation. The Teachers' variant behaves inreratdd way, as it seems to have
devised a yet unseen set of constraints.

I will now thoroughly examine each of the four \aaris, and for each
attempt an Optimality Theoretic account of the datiile keeping in mind that
Radio and Teachers' Hebrew serve (mainly and aelpectively) as a high-
register option for common Modern Hebrew speakers.

2.1.BiBLICAL HEBREW

I'l soon address the constraint ranking Biblicatbrfew implements to
achieve the /w+/ alternation seen in the data abBue first a brief account of
spirantization is needed: as nonback fricativesuodn coda and postvocalic
onset positions, and corresponding nonback stgesviere (the data if1) is in
line with this generalization, and considafan 'white (masc. sing.)' vsnalbin
'whiten (part.)")), Adam 2002 proposes the follogvoonstraints and their ranking
(which | adopt):
(2) Spirantization constraints:

a. *s[CONT

A fricative does not appear in an ongesition.

b. *STOP],

A stopdoes not appear in a copasition.

c. IDENT [stop

Corresponding segments &d $ have identical values for the feature

[STOP] (i.e. a stop in the input is realized asop $n the output).

d. IDENT [cont

Corresponding segments &d $ have identical values for the feature

[CONT] (i.e. a fricative in the input is realized a fricative in the

output).
(3) Spirantization crucial rankings:

a. *;[CONT » IDENTconT

b. *STOPL, » IDENTstop
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The dominant spirantization constraints, both Mdrless constraints, are
assumed high in the Biblical Hebrew ranking, astegherever conjunctive /w+/
is concerned, and the dominated Faithfulness ainggrare ranked very low. So
this issue will no longer be discussddax ("no deletion”) also dominates all
constraints relevant to the matter at hand.

It will be sound to assume /w+/ as the underlyiogh of the conjunctive,
rather than the default surface formofwj Biblical Hebrew analysis does not
require underlying schwas, segments which Bat-B418lentifies as empty
moras. So the default surface formation for /w+/sthwa epenthesis: easily
accounted for by a ranking 8f,CC ("no complex onset") dominatingep ("no
epenthesis"). This ranking, too, is applicable tigtwout Biblical Hebrew (e.g.
lapana 'white (fem. sing.)"), regardless of sonority (gare Biblical $570rim
with Modern $xorim 'black (masc. pl.)"). Since schwa is the unmarled so
preferred, epenthetic vowel (as noted by Bat-El4)98ther epentheses need to
be blocked by a dominant constrai@EP:; ("no epenthesis of features"”), for
which the neutrality of schwa allows its epenthesis

Next we have two cases where /w+/ is syllabified aealized as [u+]:
preceding a labial consonant and preceding a cam$ociuster. The former
seems connected to the fact that [w] itself isdhldtirst, an explanation is needed
as to why [u+] is not the default form (as epenthés avoided). This can be
secured by a high ranking dNSeET ("a syllable must have an onset”), a
constraint which is violated by a [u+]-initial sade form. It is clear that in the
labial and cluster casesNEET is violated, so three dominant constraints are
necessaryOCPyag ("no two successive labial consondhtsand *aC,] ("no
schwa in a heavy syllable”) prevent the defaultwsclepenthesis. A third
constraint is needed for prevention of double dpesis: *LL ("no two
consecutive light syllables™) will soon do harm Ipyeventing waialonét
(attested) and so | introdu€CPy, ("no two successive schwas"), a constraint

which is not violated in any Biblical Hebrew toKen

® The Obligatory Contour Principle (OCP) has beergrated by McCarthy 1986 into the Melodic
framework, so that two adjacent segmemisthe same melodic tiermay not share certain features. |
use this observation for adding the consonantalirempent to the constraint, as it is crucial inertb
allow the attested forms.

" Bat-El 1995 suggests a (non-OT) system where tagitdility Principle and the Vowel Weakening

constraint conspire to this cause.
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(4) Tableaux for cases:

a. Default

Input: DERs; | *[,CC | *oC,] | OCRiag; | ONSET | DEP
/w+nahar/ 5 : i
wnahar * . .
= | wonahar *

unahar : : i *1
wanahar o *

b. Pre-labial
Input: DER.; | *[CC | *oC,] | OCRiag; | ONSET | DEP

lw+matay/

wmany o *

womaty * *

= | umagy *

c. Pre-cluster

Input: DERsy | *[,CC | *C;] | OCR, | ONSET | DEP

Iw+Slah/ f f f

wasla X | | *

walah AT

waslah | LR *

waSolah *| Kk
= | usla g g g z

Next we have the issue of epenthetic schwa harnrmoniwith following
shortened vowelsigyrapim). First, to allow the epenthesis of these vowelalla
the new constrairtC +jd ("no schwa after gutturals”) needs to dominate QEP
Next, while harmony can be attributed EnITH vev; ("vowels surrounding
gutturals share quality") and aforementioned QG® insure it is the schwa that
changes), regular UR vowels need to be protectad ft by dominantdeNnT-V
("corresponding input and output vowels are the esanin addition, Biblical
Hebrew's attested preference of no gutturals inwadd coda {C [+back]0][c)8 rids

us of two other candidates.

8 Consider, for exampldyiffap-segolepenthesis ine’elac (‘was forced to").
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(5) Pre-guttural: @eNT-V, OCPomitted)

Input: *Crop | *Cpppoll  *[CC | FAITH oy | DERy | ONSET | DEP
Iw-+hlonot/ |
whlonot Lo
whalonot B * *
uhlonot T : *
uhalonot * * * *
wahlonot T & *
wahslonot B * * *x
wohalonot I * o
wahalonot * *%
= | wahalonot *x =

2.2.MODERNHEBREW
Now we turn to the other strata, presented withstimae words iifl)b. The

common Modern Hebrew stratum is a no-brainer: withalternation, the UR

may be assumed to be /ve+/, and all relevant kdiitb$s constraints dominate

this paradigm.

2.3.RADIO HEBREW
2.3.1CORRESPONDENCE
Radio Hebrew is trickier: as already noted, thigiard conjunction
paradigm is consistent when considering Biblicabié& to be its "inspiration™:

Mergers, the processes where Biblical segmentsdihaiot exist in modern-day

Hebrew as phonemes (likeand ) were turned into other phonemes which do

occur today (e and k, respectively), have rendesethe of the Biblical
constraints stated above inapplicable: some gustusere merged into non-
gutturals (p] into [x]), and the basic form itself has mergatbi[v], which is not
as labial as [w] and should not take [u] as a bifiled alternate. However, the
alternations in the conjunctive form survive in Rakebrew.

The pure input-output Optimality approach wouldwork now, so a
different one is needed. Consider Multiple Corresjfence (Burzio 1998 inter
alia), where two underlying forms participate intetenining the phonetic
outcome.

This model is represented graphically by a triaagdiagram which shows
the Radio Hebrew surface form influenced by twotgbators: Biblical Hebrew

PR (via orthography available to speakers) andvtbdern Hebrew PR (available
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as auditory input or in most cases as the deflwltregister personal grammar).
Since the Biblical forms obviously served as a $dsr the Modern forms (a
matter already discussed in the introduction),tthe are also linked, however in

a different manner than the two source-outputimiatfeeding Radio Hebrew.

(6) Correspondence of Radio Hebrew:

Biblical PR

Assumption #

Modern PR Radio PR

2.3.2REGISTERVARIATION

Since for most relevant speakers, Radio Hebrew ésely an option
exercised on formal occasions alone, these speahkeld both grammars
concurrently and choose one per discourse (or pgentterance).

| use the Optimality-Theoretic Indexed Constraiafgproach of Ito and
Mester 2003 to model this. This approach assumais gpeakers only hold a
single set of constraint ranking as a unified gramnand deals with multiple
grammars by introducing constraints which are oabtive within certain
contexts, such as different registers or strathdeacross a community or within
individual grammars). These constraints carry iedli¢hat indicate when the
constraints are active.

Another tool | use is Graded Constraints (McClal@&Vander Wyk 2006
inter alia), constraints which may be violated ioremithan one degree of severity.
A "severe" violation may be counted as two "less@lations.

In the Radio-Modern Hebrew case, | will treat theormal context (and its
common linguistic variant) as unmarked, and soitlkexed constraints will be
those demanding Biblical-Radio segment Faithfulnédsese constraints are
graded such that a simple segment merger courdssagyle violation, and any
other discrepancies counts as two. This constraftdentical Biblical
correspondents, Graded", will be abbreviatetbasiT-B-GR.
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The unindexed constraints will demand Modern-RaB#athfulness and
will relate to segment inventory and to input failhess: Segment constraints —
*w, *a, *q, *t, *d, (*h); and Modern form input-related constraints whiah be
represented aEDENT-M. UndominatedVAX is assumed, particularly over the
variousl DENTS, to exclude all candidates where non-modern segnaee simply
deleted. Also undominated are the segment inventanystraints, to insure
segment merging, and the input-related constramt1-M acts as the normative
Modern Hebrew constraint ranking, allowing normatspeech when the indexed
constraints are disregarded.

The importance of all three correspondences istiifted in the minimal
pair (clitic-wise) [vexamuvan] vs. [vaxalonot], mon-guttural (= active it, see
footnote 1) Radio Hebrew speakers: if it were rmt the Biblically-available
form of hlonot/, together with the dominant modern segmemiemtory

constraints, the alternation between (7.a) and ¢abld not be explained.

(7) Radio Hebrew phonology, Indexed Constraints apgroac

a. No change: [vexamuvan]

Inputs: *w, *o, | IDENT-B-GR IDENT-M
B: Iwaxamipan/ | *f (segments (segments
M: /vekamuvan/ violating) violating)
waoxamupan *phx | woxp
vekamuvan v|e k! \
uxamuvan u Y ux!

= | vexamuvan v | elv X

b. Change: [vaxalonot]

Inputs: *w, *h, | IDENT-B-GR IDENT-M
B: /wahalonof | *t (segments (segments
M: /vexalonot/ violating) violating)
wahalonot *|Ex waht
vexalonot vl el x t
uxalonot u x| ux
vahalonot * v |t

= | vaxalonot vl x| t a

° Another approach altogether will be to mirror Bielical Hebrew Markedness constraints. This will
necessitate a different model, in which Underlyflogms of Biblical Hebrew are considered, thus
assuming more linguistic knowledge than is avadablthe average modern speaker. Also, this fails t
cover new additions to the language such apduz] 'and Paris', since [p] cannot occur in thesipon

under a Biblical grammar.
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c. Change: [umatay]

Inputs: *w, *t, | IDENT-B-GR IDENT-M
B: fumaty | *s (segments (segments
M: /vematay/ violating) violating)
umany *| uut

= | umatay t uu
wamaty xRk w| ol |t wat
vematay v ellt
vamatay v allt a

In informal speech, the indexedeNT-B-GR is inactive and a Modern
Hebrew grammar emerges: notice hwexalonotand vematayindeed triumph

without this constraint.

Note this analysis also accounts for the existiagation within Radio
Hebrew speakers: those who retain thi]s [simply lack the dominatingh*in
tableau (b), and the rest of the ranking still pies the same output, giving
vahalonot the victory, while not harming the informal usagkere h/ is never

part of the input).

2.4. TEACHERS HEBREW. A NEW DIALECT
Teachers' Hebrew is the most problematic of all enodsariants: first we
notice that only [ve+] and [u+] are attested forfegy. venahar umatay uldaber,
ulifamim uxamuvanvexalonof, moving the guttural-related constraints out @& th
way. Our attention will now be focused on these alternates, which appear to
be much less predictable than in the two Biblicaddd grammars. However,
some observations may be made:
e (Already noted) only [ve+] and [u+] are output farm Teachers'
Hebrew.
¢ In all cases where Biblical Hebrew and Radio Heboemjunction
surfaces as [u+], so does Teachers' Hebrew.
e [u+] always surfaces when followed by /I/.
e [u+] may surface when followed by [x] that has urigiag /k/
(which is still noticeable when in word-first pasit).

The last two generalizations may be explained, ynoginion, by means of

lexical frequency:
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[u+IC] enjoys a high frequency in Biblical and Radiiebrew, since /I/ is
the infinitival prefix which is often followed bynather consonant, forming a
stem-initial cluster (e.gldaber 'to talk’, Imasper'to number'|cayer 'to draw’,
etc.), which calls for the [u+] alternate. This uks in many cases where the
original Biblical / Radio Hebrew constraints cadir flu+] prior to /I/ in regular
speech, and so a false generalization leads Teadhelrew speakers to believe
that /I/ is a segment which triggers [u+]-changagéther with /b/, /m/, /p/, a
group which seems arbitrary to the unsuspectinglsre as Modern Hebrew
does not single out labials in any noticeable form)

Regarding the latter: in Radio Hebrew and Moderoree, only /b/, /p/
and /k/ vary in some paradigms, i.e. spirantize i, [f] and [x] respectively
(see Adam 2002 inter alia). Both /b/ and /p/ at@ala and so trigger [u+] in
Biblical and Radio Hebrew. A false generalizatioaymead to assume that the
[u+] is triggered by the fact that these segmentdetgo spirantization — and so,
since /k/ undergoes spirantization it must alsgger [u+] change. In other words,
the new rule is "a spirantized consonant is pretdxeu+]". This generalization
is a bit more far fetched than the first one, amiked the [u+x] (underlying /k/)
phenomenon is less common than the quite rampaijt [u

Notice that for these pseudo-rules to emerge, nowladge of Biblical
Hebrew is needed. Added to the fact that Radio élebpredates Teachers'
Hebrew and is very accessible to its speakers,ghest thatthe forms of
Teachers' Hebrew are based on the phonetic repres@ations of Radio
Hebrew. Teachers' Hebrew phonology adds generalizingsttamts"which are

unexplained by the actual Radio Hebrew form, exbspfrequency, and so alter
the inconsistent forms to what we hear. In otherdspwhile | suggest a similar
model to that of Radio Hebrew, with Radio Hebrewinge the "top"
correspondent rather than Biblical Hebrew, theHfalhess relationship between
the top form and the output is different: while Bibal-Radio correspondence is
orthography-based and thus very accurate, the Riaiohers' correspondence is
auditory-baself, differs between listeners (who use what they lasanput) and
provides less data for generalizations, leadingdonsistent ones.

9 This stems from the fact that very few modernggsrare pointed (contain nikkud), and in unpointed
script the difference between the forms does ndase, thus eliminating script as a possible soofce

consistent input rules for Teachers' Hebrew.
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(8) Correspondence of Teachers' Hebrew:

Radio PR

Faith M-T

Modern PR Techers’ PR

(9) Teachers' Hebrew:
a. Tableau for /ve+xalonot/:

Inputs: GENERALIZING CONSTRAINTS | IDENT-M
R: /vaxalonot/ *ve+b, *ve+m, *ve+p, *ve+v,
M: /vexalonot/ *ve+l, *ve+k

= | vexalonot
uxalonot *|*

b. Tableau for /ve+laxen/:

Inputs: GENERALIZING CONSTRAINTS | IDENT-M
R: Ivelaxen/| *ve+b, *ve+m, *ve+p, *ve+v,
M: /velaxen/ *ve+l, *ve+Xp
velaxen *
= | ulaxen *x

In fact, data | have encountered since | starteitingrthis paper shows
Teachers' Hebrew shows more variation of its aukax ukol, utipulei, ulacud®?
— where the first three do not fall under the geheations noted above.
However, the model | suggest predicts them nicllgse speakers added their
own generalizations, as they had less Radio Hebegavto generalize from. The
last two, taken from the same source, demonstrate @any new generalizing

constraint isaddedto the others, providing a textbook implicatiotygdology for

! Note that the behavior of Radio Hebrew and Teathdebrew negates the claim made by van
Oostendrop (1997): "The more formal the style letleé higher ranked the faithfulness constraints".
The facts are that the higher strata defer from uhéderlying forms of the clitics and turn to

Markedness constraints which do not hold in Modétebrew and whose well-formedness is
questionable.

2 The last two are taken from audio laitp://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-3755513 jonl
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these constraints: all Teachers' Hebrew's spealsergu] before [b], [p], [m]; a
subset of them also use it before [l] as well; &ssti of them — before [X]
(underlying k); a subset of them — before [k]; &set of them — before [t]. No
attested form of [u+h...], for example, exists, anthave yet to encounter a

speaker who uses [u+t] and [u+]], but not [wix

(10) Teachers' Hebrew, hierarchy of generalizations:

*ve+b, *ve+m, *ve+p, *ve+v, *ve+l » *ve+yy » *ve+k » *ve+t

The inconsistencies of Teachers' Hebrew and the wadiations within it
may be traced to the fact, mentioned in the intctida, that no speaker uses
exclusively this variant of Hebrew. As a social pbemenon, it is more free to
base constraints on loosely-captured generalizatiatimer than on phonetic well-

formedness or on faithfulness to widespread unohyliprms.
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3. SUMMARY

In conclusion, the conjunction 'and' can be useshtaw how contemporary
Hebrew deals with its intricate history, revivahdachange of style: while the
most common stratum of the language has picked dpira easy-to-master
phonologic system, formality sometimes dictatesgasaf so-called "correct”
Hebrew, the language of the prophets. Those whivedéneir formal language
from Biblical resources, or have somehow acquireddorrect forms of Biblical
Hebrew, are Radio Hebrew speakers who blend thécBiband the Modern
forms into a consistent and fairly faithful variaoit Biblical Hebrew tied into
Modern segment inventory. In contrast, those whe tieese Radio Hebrew
speakers as the only source of formal language laume, create the new
Teachers' Hebrew variants which tend to over-géimerthe use of forms which
are not in Modern Hebrew use and are not the deRiblical or Radio forms,
apparently from a frequency-based model, resultmg hierarchical set of
varying idiolects.

The overall relationship between the four formsH#brew discussed is
shown in the following diagram. Notice how remotélgachers' Hebrew is

related to Biblical Hebrew:

(11) Correspondence of four Hebrew variants:

Biblical Hebrew

Assumption

(common)

Modern Hebrew Radio Hebrew

Faith R-T

Teachers’ Hebrew
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APPENDIX. MORE EVIDENCE SUPPORTIN@ EACHERS HEBREWS ORIGINS

Consider the following data.

(12) More Teachers' Hebrew. Post-/w+/ spirantization:
Input (BH, MH) Gloss Biblical | Modern Radio Teacher
/w+klabim/, ‘and dogs' | uxlavim | veklavim | uxlavim uxlavim
Ive+tklavim/
Iw+gmaim/, ‘and ugmaim | vekmatim| ukmatim | uxmatim
Ive+kmatim/ wrinkles'

Notice how Radio Hebrew follows Biblical Hebrewboth cases correctly,

where spirantization is concerned. This suggesstrile UR value of the first

segments in "wrinkles" is seen by Radio Hebrewgasnormalized into [k] by

dominant *q. Teachers' Hebrew, on the other haaits fo distinguish between

the underlying /g/ and /k/, turning both into [xhere spirantization needs apply

only to /k/. This can be explained by either refomgnthe spirantization rule to

include all stops (unmotivated and unlikely), ofstatistically based) merger of

both segments into /kA the UR. This is what happens in both Modern Hebrew

and Radio Hebrew PR, consistent with the modeé$@nted.

Multiple Grammars, 2009

CONJUNCTIONVARIATION IN HEBREW

p. 17




