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1. Truncation
Properties of truncation patterns: e.g. Italian (Thornton 1996, 2004, Alber 2007)

e anchoring to prominent left edge of Base stressed syllable
positions of the base France-Francésca Cesca-Francésca
e templates: 1 syllable 2 syllables/a foot
Cri-Cristina Féde-Federica
e maximality: English: Marv — Mar.vin vs. *Mar

2. A typological project on Truncation
What are the relevant constraints?
o constraints responsible for anchoring
o constraints shaping the template
o constraints triggering maximality
for this talk: we will focus on anchoring and maximality

What does their interaction look like?
o what are the languages predicted by the factorial typology?
o what are their general properties?
o what are the effects that the single constraints have in this typology?

To what extent do the predicted systems meet real language data?

3. Data
So far, we have collected 91 truncation patterns, spread over 27 languages. Sources: literature on
truncation and own research (for a first typological overview of truncation patterns cf. Weeda 1992)

Template 2 syll.s or quantitysensitive foot (H, LL) | 56 62,5%
1 syllable 26 28,4%
3 syllables 1 1,09%
variable size 8 9%
91 100%
Anchoring | left edge of Base 46 50,5%
stressed syllable 15 16,5%
last syllable 2 2,1%
first and stressed syllable 7 7,7%

other 8 8,8% | Ex.: first and last, Italian:

(Gio) Batta - (Giovanni) [Batt]is[ta]

not specified in source 13 14,3%
91 100%




Template: almost exclusively 1 or 2 syllables long
e no consistently quadrisyllabic or longer patterns
e only one clear case of trisyllabic template [we will not consider it in this talk]

Anchoring: predominantly anchoring to the left edge or the stressed syllable of the Base
e much fewer cases involving the final syllable

"Variable size" patterns: all but one involve copying from one prominent position to another
prominent position:

(1)  Southern Italian vocatives: from first syllable to stressed vowel (Alber 2007)

Truncated name Source name
Ba Bar.ba.ra
Car.mé Car.mé.la
An.to.né An.to.nél.la

4. Constraints

4.1 Anchoring
TRUNC: typically anchor to the left edge or the stressed syllable of the Base, but how exactly are
ANCHOR constraints defined?

(2) Two possibilities:
ANCHOR constraints as alignment constraints: align to some prominent position of the Base
ANCHOR constraints as faithfulness constraints: preserve some prominent position of the Base
(3) Our proposal:
ANCHOR- LEFT: an alignment constraint
ANCHOR-STRESS: a faithfulness constraint (a case of stress preservation)

4.1.1 ANCHOR- LEFT as an alignment constraint

(4) Different predictions of ANCHOR- LEFT-ALIGN and ANCHOR-G-FAITH:

hypothetical Base: ONSET ANCHOR- ANCHOR-G;-
A.na.sta.si.a LEFT -ALIGN FAITH
a. Ana *1
b. Na.sta
c. Sta.si

ANCHOR- LEFT -ALIGN: predicts b. as the winner
ANCHOR-G1-FAITH: has an indeterminacy problem: it cannot decide between b. and c.

So if we assume ANCHOR-G-FAITH, something else has to decide in cases like this, e.g. ANCHOR-
STRESS:

(5) Predicted language under ANCHOR-G-FAITH:
- anchoring normally targets first syllable,
- but hops to stressed syllable, if first is not available



(6) ONSET | ANCHOR-Oj- | ANCHOR-STRESS
FAITH
hyp. Base: Ka.te.ri.na
< a. Ka.te *
b. Té.ri *) -
c. Ri.na *|
hyp. Base: Anastésia
a. A.na *1
b. Na.sta * )
& c. Sta.si *

(7) Czech Hypocoristics: one pattern avoids initial onsetless syllables
— illustrating indeterminacy (thanks to Véra Dvoiak for her help; some ex. also in Bethin 2003)

Antoni:n

Antonie

fvan

Alex

Alois

Aloisie

Albert

Alberta, Albertina

Toénda, To:na, Toncek

Tonca, Tonicka

Vana
Léxa

Lojza, Lojzi:k, Lojzek
Lojzka, Lojzicka, Lojzinka

Bérti:k, Bért
Bérta

Note that Czech stress is consistently initial, in the base as well as in the truncated name
This means that when anchoring to the initial syllable is not an option:
e ANCHOR- LEFT -ALIGN will decide for anchoring to the second syllable

e ANCHOR-G-FAITH will not make any decision at all

(8) Russian name truncation illustrating that hopping does NOT take place
(Caveat: most names and/or truncations are archaic; thanks to Peter Staroverov for his help)

Base name
Alekséj
Aleksé¢j
Antonina
Anastasija
Elizavéta
Afanasij
Avenira
Adel'fina
Efrosin
Angelina
Avgust'in
Eliséj
Apollinarij-a (arch.)

Truncated name

Lj6sa

Léks'-a, Lék-a

Ténja
Nastja

Liza

Fonja, Fan'a
Vena, Venja
Del'fa
Frosa, Fros'a
Gélja
Gust-a
Lés'-a

Pol'-a

Comments

So; known by P.S.

So;

S; known by P.S.

known by P.S.; other poss. Base: Nastasija
known by P.S.; S; other poss. Base: Lisaveta
S, So;

M; (arch.?)

So;

So;

Internet

So;

So;

So;

Sources: M=Montermini (2007), S=Stankiewicz (1957), So=Soglasnova (2003)



&) Defining Anchoring to the first syllable as alignment (suggestion kindly provided by A. Prince):
ANCHOR-LEFT:
align the left edge of the correspondent of TRUNC in the base with the left edge of the base.
(10)  ANCHOR- LEFT as alignment:
Baes: Anastasija ONSET ANCHOR- LEFT ANCHOR-STRESS
(ALIGN)
a. [{Ana}stasija] *1 *
| 1]
Ana
@ b. [A{nasta}sija] a #
|1
Nastja
c. [Ana{stasi}ja] ana!
|11
Stasi

4.1.2 ANCHOR-STRESS as a faithfulness constraint

(11) Arguments to view ANCHOR-STRESS as a faithfulness constraint:
e we did not find any typical alignment effects as those just illustrated above for the first

syllable

o there are reasons to believe that ANCHOR-STRESS is a constraint similar to those responsible

for stress-preservation under morphological derivation:
as e.g. in: o.ri.gi.nal --> o.ri.gi.nd.li.ty
(main stress of original preserved as secondary stress in origindlity

(12) Stress-anchoring as a case of stress-preservation:

e in truncations which exhibit stress-anchoring, stress is always preserved, e.g.:

(13)

Southern Italian Vocatives: anchoring to both the first and the stressed syllable

B4 — Barbara

Carmé — Carméla *Carme

Antoné — Antonélla * Antone

Stress of the base is preserved on the same vowel in the truncation morpheme, although
final stress is not the default stress in Italian (default=penultimate)

Stress preservation is not necessary under anchoring to the left edge. Compare:

(14) Italian disyllabic name truncation:
France — Francésca  *Francé
Ale — Aléssia *Alé
Anto — Antonélla

similar cases, where stress is preserved although the resulting structure does not necessarily confirm to the
metrical default of the language: Dutch (Patries-Patricia, Van de Vijver 1997), English clippings (celéb —
celébrity, Lappe 2005, 2007)

e it is not enough that the stressed vowel be preserved as such in TRUNC, it has to be preserved as



a stressed vowel

(15) Discontinuous mapping in Spanish hypocoristics (Lipski 1995)

Finda Florinda
Fiko Federico
Féncho Fulgencio
Mina Marina

(16) Different predictions of ANCHOR-STRESS as a stress-preservation constraint or as a simple
faithfulness constraint:

Base: Florinda PRESERVE STRESSED V OF PRESERVE STRESSED V CONTIGUITY
BASE AS STRESSED OF BASE

a. Finda *|

b. Flori

In both cases the stressed vowel of the base is preserved, but only in Finda is it preserved as a
stressed vowel. I.e., under "PRESERVE STRESSED V OF BASE" cand. b. should win, since it does
not violate CONTIGUITY either.

(17) Similar (isolated?) examples from Tongan:, showing also alignment effects at the left edge:
a. Mane Mele Ane *Méla (Mele Taimoipeau, p.c.)
b. Mia Amelia *Méli

N.B.: ex. b. shows also alignment effects on the left edge, similar to the Russian ex. discussed above

(18) Defining Anchoring to the stressed syllable as stress preservation:

ANCHOR-STRESS:

Let abe a segment in the Base and 3 be its correspondent in TRUNC
If auis the stress peak of the Base, then Bis the stress peak of TRUNC
(cf. Kager 2000)

4.2 The template under Generalized Template Theory
(McCarthy&Prince 1999, McCarthy&Prince 1994, 1995; cf. Benua 1995 for truncation)

There is quite some literature dealing with the 'size restrictor constraints' (SRCs) responsible for
templates in truncation and reduplication. We cannot go into a detailed discussion here for reasons
of time and will call them simply

(19) SRCo: size restrictor constraints responsible for monosyllabic templates
SRCoo: size restrictor constraints responsible for disyllabic templates

However, we want to underline that we follow Generalized Template Theory in assuming that
templates are the effect of constraints which emerge under a 'The Emergence of the Unmarked' -
Ranking. We have reasons to believe that the relevant constraints are the following ones (for more
details you will have to wait for Alber&Lappe, in prep.):

(20) SRCo: COINCIDE-0;: "every segment of the ouput is in the first syllable of some morpheme"



(Alber 2001, Lappe, 2003, 2005, 2007)

SRCoo: FT-BIN, ALL-FT-LEFT, PARSE-G
(McCarthy&Prince 1994)

4.3 Maximality: ANCHOR-R instead of MAX-BT

In most OT-approaches to truncation or reduplication it is assumed that the maximality effect is due
to the correspondence constraint MAX-BT, which, even when dominated, will require maximal
copying of base material.

(21) MaAX-BT. every segment in the base has a correspondent in the TRUNC morpheme

(22) Maximal monosyllabic template: English

Base: Marvin MAX-10 SRCo MAX-BT

& a. Marv in
b. Mar vin!
c. Ma rvin!
d. Marvi *|

The minimal word (H) = maximal monosyllabic template

We will abandon the idea that MAX-BT is responsible for the maximality effect since the interaction
between MAX-BT and the ANCHOR constraints makes unwelcome predictions. Consider the
following ranking, where MAX-BT dominates the ANCHOR constraint:

(23) SRCs>> MAX-BT >> ANCHOR

This ranking describes a truncation process, since some SRC >> MAX-BT
However, since MAX-BT >> ANCHOR, preserving as many segments as possible from the base is
more important than good anchoring

A hypothetical language to illustrate the case:

- alanguage with a monosyllabic TRUNC-morpheme
- anchoring to the left edge
- locus of anchoring shifts according to where a maximum of base segments can be preserved

(24) Hypothetical language: anchoring is sacrificed in order to maximize satisfaction of MAX-BT

SRCo MAX-BT ANCHOR-LEFT
hyp. Base: Car.mé.la
& a. Carm ela
b. Mel ca, la car
hyp. Base: Pe.tro.sil.la
a. Pet rosilla!
& b. Tros pe illa pe

i.e.: going from left to right, the sequence is picked out which allows for copying of the biggest
number of segments



Our proposal
We propose to substitute MAX-BT with the equivalent of ANCHOR-RIGHT for the right edge:

(25) ANCHOR-RIGHT: align the right edge of the correspondent of TRUNC in the base with the
right edge of the base.

This means that truncation is not seen as a process that establishes a special type of correpondence
relationship with a base, but rather as a process, which makes use of a special type of Alignment
constraint.

ANCHOR-R will allow us to preserve the maximality effect, but it will not lead to the unwelcome
predictions we discovered with MAX-BT. Take again our hypothetical cases above

(26) Hypothetical language: maximality effect generated by ANCHOR-R
SRCo | ANCHOR-LEFT| ANCHOR-RIGHT

hyp. Base: Car.mé.la

a. Car mela!
& b. Carm ela
b. Me car! la
hyp. Base: Pe.tro.sil.la
& a. Pet rosilla
b. Tros Pet! illa

In the evaluation of Carmela we see:

- ANCHOR-LEFT will guarantee that some initial portion of the base is selected

- ANCHOR-RIGHT will guarantee that this portion is stretched as much to the right as possible (hence
Carm 1is better than Car)

What happens when we invert ANCHOR-LEFT and ANCHOR-RIGHT?
We predict the same effects on the right side: TRUNC will preserve some final portion of the base
but stretch as much left as it can.

1. Preservation of the right edge:

The presence of ANCHOr-R predicts the existence of right-anchored truncation patterns. So far we
have found only one example of productive, convincingly right-anchored truncation:

(27) Indonesian truncation (Cohn 2005): right-anchored truncation (if base is C-final)
a. truncation in terms of address:
nak - anak 'child'
pak - bapak 'father'
b. truncation in personal names:
Gus - Agus
Lik - Lilik
Tet - Butet
Son - Glison



N.B.: default stress in Indonesian is penultimate: these TRUNCs cannot be stress-anchored.
2. Maximality effects on the left:
ANCHOR-LEFT should generate a maximality effect on the left: for instance, under stress-anchoring,

when a coda preceding the stressed syllable can be syllabified into the onset of TRUNC:

(28) Italian: ex. found on the web: St6.fo - Cris.to.fo.ro
Sti.no - A.gos.ti.no

(generally, ex. are hard to find; clusters are often simplified independently, cf. Cris.ti.na-Ti.na)
4.4. Intermediate summary

We have collected a number of constraints which target the properties of truncation:

e constraints responsible for anchoring and maximality:
O ANCHOR-LEFT/RIGHT: alignment constraints
o ANCHOR-STRESS: a faithfulness constraint requiring stress preservation

e constraints shaping the template
o SRCo: COINCIDE-G|
o SRCoo: FT-BIN, PARSE-G, ALLFTLEFT

5. The typology

To let things not get too complicated immediately, we will talk of SRCs in general, without
distinguishing between SRCoc and SRCo.

In order for truncation to happen at all we need for some SRC to dominate some ANCHOR
constraint.

Under the ranking ANCHOR-L, ANCHOR-R, ANCHOR-STRESS >> SRC we simply get complete
copying, no truncation.

Hence the remaining logical possibilities are:

(29) Truncation generating hierarchies:

some SRC dominates a/l ANCHOR constraints:

well-formed templates are created, if necessary, at the expense of anchoring

SRC >>  ANCHORy ANCHORy ANCHOR,

some SRC dominates two of the anchor constraints:

well-anchored to one edge or stress; well-formed template, in the limits of dominant anchoring constraint

ANCHORy, >> SRC >>  ANCHOR, ANCHOR,

some SRC dominates one ANCHOR constraint

anchoring is satisfied for more than one ANCHOR constraint; if necessary, at the expense of template wellformedness

ANCHORy, ANCHORy, >>  SRCs >>  ANCHOR,




1. SRCS >> ANCHORy, ANCHORy, ANCHOR;,
e Well-formed templates are created; if necessary, at the expense of anchoring
e Among ANCHORy, ANCHORy, ANCHOR,, the dominant Anchor-constraint will decide on the
Anchor-site

What about the "at the expense of anchoring" case?

Not easy to construct:
- under anchoring to the left-edge, there is no reason, ever, to create suboptimal templates
- under anchoring to the stressed vowel:
A hypothetical case: take a language with
- a disyllabic TRUNC template
- anchoring to the stressed vowel
--> when stress is final, anchoring could jump to the first syllable, under ANCHOR-L

(30) Hypothetical language: anchoring is sacrificed in order to guarantee a wellformed template

SRCoo ANCHOR-STRESS ANCHOR-L

hyp. Base: Vicénte
= a. Cénte vi

b. Vicen *|

c. Cén *| Vi, te
hyp. Base: Agostin

a. Stin *1 ago
= b. A.go *

No pattern of this type can be found in our database. Is this due to the requirement of a very specific
context (disyllabic template+stress anchoring+possibility of final stress) or is there a bigger
problem lurking?

2. ANCHORy >> SRCS >> ANCHORy, ANCHOR;,
e well-anchored to one edge or stress; well-formed template, in the limits of dominant
anchoring constraint
e ANCHORxwill decide on the anchor-site. It will insist on this anchor site, even if template
wellformedness has to be sacrificed

(31)  Spanish hypocoristics; stress-anchored, disyllabic template (Pifieros 1999)

a. Disyllabic TRUNC b. Monosyllabic TRUNC possible? ~ Base name:
Cénte *Cen Vicénte
Géntfo *Xen Fulgéncio
Canda *Can Candida

but when Base has final stress:

'Standard' Dialects Central American Dialects (Southern Mexico, Guatemala)
Tino Tin Agustin

Tica Tif Beatriz

¢ona con Encarnacién
Le.:

- TRUNC s are stress-anchored
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- default template is disyllabic

- when stress is final, stress-anchoring conflicts with the requirement of a disyllabic template

- two possibilities arise: either attach a vowel (column a.) or sacrifice the disyllabic template and go
for a monosyllabic one (column b.). Choice b. corresponds to our ranking: the template is sacrificed
in order to keep anchoring constant.

3. ANCHORx, ANCHORy >> SRCS >> ANCHOR;,
e anchoring is satisfied for more than one ANCHOR constraint; if necessary, at the expense of
template wellformedness.

This ranking represents a particularly interesting group of languages which has not deserved much
attention in the literature, so far. Its effects depend on which Anchor constraints stay on top:

3.1. ANCHOR-L, ANCHOR-STRESS >> SRCS >> ANCHOR-R

Atemplatic truncation, anchored to the left edge and the stressed syllable: examples
a. Southern Italian Vocatives

Ba Barbara

Carmé Carméla

Antoné Antonélla

Va Valentin (German name, truncated the Southern Italian way)

b. German i-Bildungen, 'exceptions' (Wiese 2001)

Elegant-i Eleganter
Kompost-i Kompost
Verstéck-i Verstéckspiel

c. English unsuffixed disyllabic clippings (Lappe 2005, 2007)

celéb celébrity
metrop metropolis
exéc exécutive

d. Dutch hypocoristics (van de Vijver 1997)

Regien Regina
Patries Patricia
Pandoor Pandora

i.e., the typology predicts that high-ranking anchoring constraints may result in atemplatic
truncation. We do find examples of this type in our database and we can now explain patterns
which were considered exceptions in previous analyses (i.e. the German ex. above).



11

(32)  Anchoring to both prominent positions: atemplatic Southern Italian Vocatives

/Béarbara/ ANCHOR-Left | ANCHOR-STRESS |  SRCo" ANCHOR-R
= a. Ba rbara
b. Bar.ba *1 ra

/Carméla/ .

a.Ca *| rmela
& b. Car.mé i * la

c. Car.mé.la **|

/Antonélla/

a. An ; *| tonella

b. An.to g * nella
@ c¢. An.to.né o lla

d. An.ton.nél.la *EK|

3.1. ANCHOR-R ANCHOR-STRESS >> SRCS >> ANCHOR-L

Generally, right-anchoring patterns are rare in our database. But some isolated cases exist in Italian,
where material from the stressed syllable to the right edge is preserved in TRUNC:

(33) Toforo - Cristoforo (Thornton 1996)
Meénico - Doménico
Nibale - Annibale
Polito - Ippolito

3.1. ANCHOR-R, ANCHOR-L >> SRCS >> ANCHOR-STRESS

This type of ranking will lead to truncation only if we can violate contiguity and delete material in
the middle of the base. Again we find some isolated cases in Italian:

(34) Robo - Robérto
(Gio) Batta - (Giovanni) Battista
bénza - benzina

6. Summary
e We have established a set of more or less plausible constraints targeting the properties of
truncation patterns:
o constraints responsible for anchoring: ANCHOR-LEFT, ANCHOR-RIGHT, ANCHOR-STRESS
o constraints shaping the template
= SRCoo: FT-BIN, PARSE-G, ALLFTLEFT
= SRCo: COINCIDE-G4

As they are defined, we predict them to generate
o alignment effects at the left and at the right edge (confirmed by data)
o stress preservation effects (confirmed by data)

! Violations of SRCG are counted here in number of syllables outside of the first syllable — but the number of violations
obviously depends on the exact definition of the constraints assumed to make part of SRCo.
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o maximal 'stretching' of the copied base material (=maximal copying) (confirmed by the
data)

e We have seen some interaction between these constraints. The interaction predicts:
o systems where the anchor site may be changed in order to create a wellformed template
(not confirmed so far by data)
o systems where the template requiremens are sacrificed in order to guarantee satisfaction
of anchoring (confirmded by the data)
o the possibility of atemplatic truncation when double anchoring is required (confirmed by
the data)
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