Mixed Anchoring in French Hypocoristic Formation

Nicole Nelson

This paper explores the anchoring effects exhibited by French
hypocoristics, which are derived from their corresponding base names by
truncation. focus on left versus right anchoring: while left anchoring of
the truncated form to the base name is the default case, right anchoring
can occur under compulsion to satisfy a higher-ranked constraint, namely
ONseT. This pattern exemplifies a prediction of Optimality Theory
presented by Samek-Lodovici (1997), showing how the lower-ranked of
two opposing constraintscan still be active in a grammar.An OT
analysis of edge anchoring not only allows for such a result, but predicts
it to be possible given the fundamentalcomponentsof the theory:
constraints and re-ranking.

1 Introduction

In the formation of hypocoristics (nicknames) in French, anchoring to an edge of
the base name is largely appardidtwever, the credentials determinimghich

edge is selected in the process involves conflict between anchoring constraints
and structural ones, an interaction which serves as the focus of this paper.

The data divide into two different categories: one of simple truncation to
the size of a bi-syllabic foot, and the other, although the same size, involving
reduplication Examples of the data are given bel®otice that the hypocoristic
is always C-initial, with loss of the initial vowel in the cases involving a V-
initial base name:

(1) 3os and more: (Truncation)

C-initial V-initial
H-form Name H-form Name
ka.ro ka.ro.lin ‘Caroline’ lo.di e.lo.di ‘Elodie’
do.ro do.ro.te ‘Dorothée’ za.bet e.li.za.bet ‘Elizabeth’
do.mi do.mi.nik  ‘Dominigue’ | me.li a.me.li ‘Amélie’

‘I owe many thanks to the following people for helpful discussion and
comments: Eric Bakovic, Edward Keer, John McCarthy, Alan Prince, Hubert
Truckenbrodt, and Colin Wilso®ny remaining errors are of course mine alone.
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(2) fewer than 8s: (Truncation plus Reduplication)

C-initial V-initial
H-form Name H-form Name
ni.ni ni.kol ‘Nicole’ to.to o.to ‘Otto’
mi.mi mi.fel ‘Michelle’ mi.mil  e.mil ‘Emile’
to.to to.ma ‘Thomas’ be.ber y.ber ‘Hubert’

In both cases, the hypocoristic maps to a bi-syllabic foot, which is an
Emergence of the Unmarked effect (McCarthy & Prince 1904} target can be
characterized by the following ranking, based on Benua (1995):

(3) Max 10 » PARSEQ, ALL-FEETRIGHT » MAX BT

This shows that although words the language at large may contain any
number of syllables, in order to best satisfy the emergent templatic requirements
in the domain of truncation, they will be no longer (or shorter) than a bi-syllabic
foot.

Organization of this paper proceeds as follows: section two illustrates the
satisfaction of left vs. right anchoring in the case of these d&gation three
offers an analysis of the type of data in (1); section four expands the analysis to
account for the data in (2Augmentation to bi-syllabic size, which is achieved
through reduplication, is examined in section fifée conclusion, section six,
briefly outlines andcompares previous accounts, and offarsasfor future
research.

2 Default vs. deactivated left anchoring

Samek-Lodovici(1997) draws attention to the followingprediction of an
Optimality Theoretic analysis of anchoring: given the appropriate configuration,
compulsion to satisfy a high-ranking constraint could hypothetictiige
violation of the higher-ranking of opposing anchor constraints, allowing
evidence of the lower one to surfadée general schema is as follows (crucially
assuming categorical reckoning ofl@HOR violations)

' There are clearinstances in the literature where Anchor/(Alignment)
violations must be reckoned gradiently, (cf. Makassarese McCarthy 29igji-um,
McCarthy & Prince 1993)However, the analysis of epenthesis in Axininca Campa
(same publication) requires categorical calculation of violations.
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(4) Schema for default to, and deactivation of left anchoring (Samek-Lodovici

1997)
Winner: left-anchored Winner: right-anchored
For some D | Anch | Anch, For some| D | Anch | Anch,
input i input i
cand *| * cand * *|
cand *1 i cang *
=3 cand * cand | *! *

The following example illustrates the need for categorical reckoning, as gradient
reckoning yields the wrong winner:

(5) ANCHORLEFT» ANCHORRIGHT (gradient)

Input: e.li.za.bet QSET | ANCHORLEFT ANCHORRIGHT
a. zabqg *x|x

b. @wrong winner |iza " * Kk

C. e" *! *kkkk

Stress in French is always final, therefore the effects may be due to positional
faithfulness rather than right anchoring, with AKt-g' being operative.
However, having noted this alternative analysis, | will set it adidpendent
evidence for an ACHOR-RIGHT constraint exists, (cf. reduplication in Semai
(Hendricks 1998), and Malay, for example), so | will continue to pursue the
opposing anchoring analysis.

Hypocoristics in French will anchor left by default, as illustrated in the
examples in (6):

(6) a. karolin - karo ‘Caroline’
b. do.mi.nik - do.mi ‘Dominique’
c. gabriel - gabi ‘Gabrielle’
d. do.rote - do.ro ‘Dorothée’

In all of these cases, the hypocoristic anchors left, and shortens to bi-syllabic
size.The cluster simplification in (chf becomed) suggests that we also see

the emergence of the effects of a constraint against complex clusters in the realm
of Base-Truncatumrelations. Exploration of this issue however will be
postponed.
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Below is a simplified tableau using the fordorote which shows the
interaction of the opposing anchoring constraits.no violation of QISET is
at issue, the higher-ranked@HORLEFT is free to exert its effects:

(7) ANCHORLEFT» ANCHORRIGHT (categorical)

Input: do.ro.te || @SET | ANCHORLEFT | ANCHORRIGHT
a.w doro|| *
b. rote" *|

However,onsets have a high priority in the hypocoristic sy$tephus in the
case where the base (hame) begins with a vowel, left anchoriusg be
sacrificed. ONSET is then shown to act just as the high-ranked consteintthe
schema above, capable of de-activamgCHORLEFT.

Examples of this interaction are given below:
(8) a. ernes.tin» nes.tin ‘Ernestine’
b. e.li.za.bet- za.bet ‘Elizabeth’

c. e.lodi - lo.di ‘Elodie’

(9) ONSET» ANCHORLEFT

Input: e.li.za.bet || @seT | ANCHORLEFT | ANCHORRIGHT
a. = zabel" *

b. lizall * *1

c. el| * *

In (9), we see the winning candidate (a) is preferable to one that is left anchored,
but fatally violates ®SeT (c), or one that does not anchor at all, even though it
incurs no violations of @seT (b).

3  Truncation

| take truncation to be the operation responsible for the reduction inHize.
constraints relevant to the analysis thus far are given below:

% This is in striking contrast with other truncations in the language generally.
Outside the realm of hypocoristics, when words are truncated, they are uniformly left-
anchored, with no regard forNQeTcf. agreg; agregation‘a type of test’;alloc;
allocation ‘allowance’, etc.
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(10) a.  ANCHOR LEFTs;: Anchor L(Trunc, Base). The left edge of the
truncatum must correspond to the left edge of the base.

b.  ANCHORRIGHTg;: Anchor R(Trunc, Base). The right edge of the
truncatum must correspond to the right edge of the base.

c. ConTiGUITY: The portion of the base standing in
correspondenceforms a contiguous string, as does the
correspondentportion of the truncated form. (McCarthy &
Prince 1994)

d. ONSET * [V (It 1989)

No CopA: *...C] ,
MAX g1: Every segment of the base form must correspond to a
member of the truncated form.

b))

The ranking given below will be established in this section:

(11) CONTIGUITY » ONSET>» ANCHORLEFTz;» ANCHORRIGHT g1 »
No CoDA » MAX g1

| take the relation between base and truncatum to result from OO correspondence,
as illustrated in Benua (1995):

(12) BT-Identity
Base - Truncatum
1
|O-Faith |
Input

This relation is demonstrated below, using the nBm®thée

(13) BT-Identity
[do.ro.te] - [do.ro]
1
IO-Faith |
/dorote/

(14) NoCoDA » MAX gr; ANCHORLEFT» ANCHORRIGHT

ONSET | ANCHOR | ANCHOR | NoCoDA | MAX gt
Input: do.ro.te LEFT RIGHT
a.r= doro * te
b. dorof * *1 e
C. rote *| do
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We see the crucial dominance ofl@Hor LEFT (c), and the subordination of
MAX to No CopA (b) .

The following tableau illustrates more fully that the high ranking of
ONSET s crucial:

(15) ONSET» ANCHORLEFT, ANCHORRIGHT » NoO CODA

Input: | ONSET | CONTIG | ANCHOR | ANCHOR | No MAX gt
e.li.za.bet LEFT RIGHT CoDA

a. = zabet|| * * eli

b. zabd| * *| elit

C. Iiza|| * * e,bet

d. elill *! * zabet

e. ebdf *! * * liza

This example shows that oncei@HORLEFT is sacrificed to @SET, we have to
consider the possibility of /CHORRIGHT, and thus the possibility of having a

final C. The dependency between the presence of an onset in the base versus
presence of a coda in the hypocoristic is schematized in (16):

(16) a. C-initial Name-  V-final hypocoristic
b. V-initial name - possibly C-final hypocoristic

Below we see evidence that althoughs®Br is high-ranked in this system,
it is not undominatedWhen given the choice to violateo8TIGUITY or to
violate ONSET when confronted with a tri-syllabic name with a medial onsetless
syllable, the ranking opts to do the latter:

(17) CONTIGUITY » ONSET

Input: | CONTIG | ONSET | ANCHOR | ANCHOR | No MAX gt
be.a.tris LEFT RIGHT CoDA

a. = bea" * b tris

b. beat|| * * *| ris

C. atris|| * *] be

d. betrisﬂ * * a

Candidate (d), although it satisfies botkBT and the anchor constraints, fails
CONTIGUITY, fatally. The winner then violatesM3ET, but is contiguous and
left anchored.
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Another mapping predicted by the ranking is one where, given onsetless
syllables at bothedgesand enough inner syllables to satisfy tpeosodic
requirements, the hypocoristic will anchor at neither edge, in order to satisfy
ONSET. This mapping is attested, with the foemanuel

(18) Violation of both anchoring constraints

Input: CONTIG | ONSET | ANCHOR | ANCHOR | No MAX gt
e.ma.nu.el LEFT RIGHT CODA

a.'s manu * * e,el

b. ema *| * nuel
C. nuel *| * * ema
d. ee" *| *x * manu

The winning candidate (a) does not anchor to either edge; rather, the second and
third syllables contiguously form the hypocoristic, with both thegiables
bearing onsets.

Note that if there were a name with more than four syllables and a similar
conflict of interests, that is, onsetless syllables on both e@dgesall other
syllableswith onsets, then it is not clear from the analysis as it stands which
two would be selectedMainly, the analysis crucially does not predict that the
leftmost C-initial syllables would form the hypocoristicbecauseof the
necessarily categorical reckoning aoi@dorRLEFT. However, there appears to be
a maximal size restriction on names in French that limits thentwo bi-
syllabic feet. There are hyphenated names which together comprise more than
four syllables, e.gMarie-Caroline But the phonology of these does not treat
them as a single unit, so they will not help in extending the analysis in this
way. An analysis of how hyphenated names do behave is beyond the scope of
this papet.

4  Truncation plusreduplication

Turning our attention rather to the base names at the other end of the size scale,
what about names that are already the requisite size, namely bi-syllahde?

the current ranking, C-initial names are predicted to be non-distinct from their
inputs.For example:

® In case the reader is curious, the hypocoristicMarie-Carolineis [ma.kal].
This left-anchoringof each of the nameénternal to the hyphenatednames is
interesting, relevant and robustly attested for the cases where each name is C-initial,
but because these forms contain their own idiosyncrasies, | will say nothing more
about them here.
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(19) ni.kol - ni.kol ‘Nicole’

(20) Vacuous hypocoristic formation

Input: ONSET | ANCHOR | ANCHOR| NoO MAX g1
ni.kol LEFT RIGHT CoDA

a.w= nikol || *

b.  niko] *| |

However, this result seems to escape the purpose of forming a hypocoristic, that
is, of altering the base name somehdworder to account for these names, |
will propose that a second input is also availaldapport for this claim also
comes from the fact that in most names that contain more than two syllables,
the input will derive a grammatical hypocoristic; this will be addressed below.
The relevant input for these cases includes a reduplicative morpheme, RED.
When present, RED will inevitably be one syllable in siZéiis is
guaranteed by the ranking in (3); in order to satisfy the size requirement, and to
maximally satisfy Mx-BR, (with “Base” here referring to the truncated portion
of the name which theeduplicant copies; theunderlined portion in (21)
corresponds to RET:

(21) a. ni.kol - ni.ni ‘Nicole’
b. mifel - mimi ‘Michelle’
c. to.ma - to.to ‘Thomas’

High-ranked RALIzE RED forces the realization of the reduplicamtus, when
RED is present in the input, both it and the truncated portion of the name will
be reduced to a monosyllable; in the truncatum, we have the added possibility of
keeping the word-final coda in order to satisfyGMORRIGHT.

With this new input, we can now illustratéhe effects of the ranking
established earlier, which yields the correct output:

* The status of the reduplicant as a prefix is determined based on cases of vowel-
initial names with word final codas, e.g. emil, mimil (see 23).
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(22) ReALIZE RED>» ANCHORRIGHT

Input: RLz | ANCHOR| ANCHOR| NO MAXgr | MAX gr
RED+ni.kol || RED | LErT RIGHT CODA

a. nini * kol

b. ninik * *| ol k

c niknik * *Ix ol

d. kokol *| * ni I

e nikolf| *! * nikol

Realization of the reduplicant is more important than anchoring of both edges of
the truncaturhas shown with the failure of candidate (e), which satisfies the
anchoring constraints.LR RED must dominate at least one of the anchoring
constraints, (ACHOR RIGHT, as it is the lower-ranked)Candidate (d) violates
ANCHOR LEFT, and is thus ruled outThe codas in (b) and (c) are gratuitous,
leaving (a) as the optimal candidate.

Similarly, the ranking will yield the optimal form of a hypocoristic derived
from a V-initial name:

(23) a. emil > mi.mil  ‘Emile’
b. o.to - fo.to ‘Otto’
c. elen - lelen ‘Hélene’

Like the V-initial names above, these hypocoristics will end in a C if the name
does, in contrast to the forms corresponding to C-initial naBekw we see
again how compulsion to satisfy N&HOR RIGHT will lead to violation of
NoCoDA in this special case:

(24) ANCHORRIGHT » No CopA; No CobA» MAX BR

Input: ONSET | ANCHOR | ANCHOR | NO MAX g, | MAX gg
RED+e.mil LEFT RIGHT CODA

a.r==  mimil * * e |

b. milmil * **| e

C. mimi * *1 e,l

d. eq *I* * mil

® In fact, calling upon a reduplicative morpheme RED seems like an escape
hatch to avoid the undesirable result of having a nickname which is homophonous to
the original.However this is in no way captured by the analysis; as it stands, two
inputs are available, and in these cases only one yields a hypocoristic wghich
distinct from the base name.
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Interestingly, this input can apply equally effectively to base names of more than
three syllables, e.g. dorote, ernestin from above, yielding a(different) but
possible hypocoristic:

(25) a. do.rote - dado ‘Dorothée’
b. er.nes.tin- ti.tin ‘Ernestine’

(26) Reduplication with bases »8

Input: ONS | ANCHOR | ANCHOR| NoO MAXgr | MAXgg
RED+do.ro.te LEFT RIGHT CoDA

a. dado * rote

b. dador * * ote r

C. dordor * *|x ote

d. tete * doro

(27)

Input: ONs [ ANCHOR | ANCHOR | NoO MAXgr | MAXgg
RED+er.nes.tin LEFT RIGHT CODA

a.= titin * * ernes n

b. titi * * ernes,n

C. nene * *1 er,stin

d. eker|| *I* & it nestin

5 Reduplication only

What does the ranking predict for an input of a V-initial monosyllabte® the
behavior of the following forms, we find that in additidn the constraints
already discussed)NEARITY, as defined by McCarthy and Prince (1995), is also
active:

(28) a. an - nana ‘Anne’
b. v - vivi ‘Yves’

c. Yyg - gy.gy ‘Hugues’

The resulting nickname is again bi-syllabic, and satisfiese@ Linearity is
defined as follows:
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S1 reflects the precedence structure of S2, and vice versa.
For a; , a; O Domain(f), a; < a; iff fla) < f(a;)
(McCarthy &Prince 1995)(Precedencenust be obeyed;
correspondence must be one-to-one).

(29)LINEARITY g1:

(30) DEP»LINEARITY; LINEARITY » ANCHORRIGHT

Input: ONSET | DEP | LINEARITY | ANCHOR | NO
RED+an, RIGHT CoDA
a.rs  nang * *

b. nanan, **1 *

C. tarta, *| &

d. an an,|[ ** *

Without the addition of INEARITY, the form (b), which satisfies MCHOR
RIGHT, would be the optimal candidatin this form, ais preceded by, which
adds a INEARITY violation to both candidates (a) and (BYhat proves fatal for
(b) is the multiple correspondence of thim the baseCandidate (c) contains an
epenthetic segment to satisfWwE€ET, showing that BP>» LINEARITY.

6 Conclusion

To conclude, | would like to compare the analysis presented here with other
accounts, highlighting the differenceéawill also outline some basic predictions
of the analysis, and present my remaining questions.

The earliest analysis of French hypocoristics of which | am aware is that of
Plénat (1982)Observing that most of the forms complied with a CVCV(C)
template, he positeéxactly that, under the name ‘ANAR’, Attaque-Noyau-
Attaque-Rhymeor Onset-Nucleus-Onset-Rimevhere the rime (but not the
nucleus) could be either simple or branchibigon criticism that the template
did not account for all documented hypocoristics, he later expandedheto
following: ((AN)AN)AR. But with this move, he lost the ability to explain the
overwhelming majority of bi-syllabic formsAlso, the secondsuffered from
over-generation.

In order to account for the generalization that the hypocoristics are largely
bi-syllabic, Weeda (1992) claimed that they were achielbgdmapping to a
syllabic trochee, a bi-syllabic fodBefore mapping to the template, he assumed
a planar segregation of vowels and consonants, assuming that non-CV syllables
do not receive a V/C representatidiis way, he accounts for the obligatoriness
of onsets and the markedness of CC clustersrder to capture the fact that
codas were only permitted when the ANAR corresponded to the end of a hame,
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he made the following additional stipulation: the template for right-edge ANARSs
is “loose”, meaning it allows for the addition of an extrametrical consonant, as
in mimil, whereas the template for the left-edge is “strict”, allowing for no such
extrametricality, cfkaro.

Scullen (1993) rather aims to unify all French “abbreviations”, i.e.
reduplications, clippings, hypocoristics, acronyms, and language gdrhes,
she proposes a “well-formedness filter” that constrains phonologically derived
words in French, with this filter being the maximally binary Prosodic Word
template.This filter accounts for the size of most phonologically derived words
of French, (except the monosyllables, which have a historical explanation in her
view). However, what is lost is the generalization that the internal structure of
these abbreviations differs predictably from the original names.

The analysis presented here differs from its predecessors in important ways.
The first is that it is notashamedto undergenerate(whereasthe others
mentioned overgenerate profuselysing the framework of OT, characteristics
of these hypocoristics which were elusibefore now receive a principled
explanation.The near-obligatoriness of onsets results from the high-ranking of
the constraint requiring themNSET. We can also explain the appearance of
codas only when the form is right-anchored, since only then will having a coda
be beneficial in that it is crucial to the satisfaction of the anchoring constraint.

The analysis maximallypredicts two hypocoristics for a given name,
whereas Scullerreports up to 16 forms for a nam®ominiqué. But the
predictions of the analysis are robustly attested, with exceptions often being due
to homophony with another (unpleasant, or else very common) wordkelk@ *
‘Caroline’, *mama’Marie’, etc.

Also, the analysis provides another illustration of the prediction of Samek-
Lodovici’'s schema, by which the lower-ranked of opposing constraints can have
its effects witnessed in a language if the higher of these constraints is
decapacitated by a conflicting, dominating constraint.

Finally, I will address a couple of remaining issues, the first of which
involves the behavior of consonant clusteZensonant clusters often simplify
in the hypocoristic form; examples of this simplification follow:

(31) Hypocoristic  Name

a. fafa fré.swaz ‘Francgoise’
b. dede a.dre ‘André’

c. kiki kris.tin ‘Christine’
d. gy.gys o.gyst ‘Auguste’

® See (17) for a case where Onset is violatBgia
" Namely, Bic, Dédé, Do, Dodo, Dom, Domi, Domini, Minou, Domino, Doni,
Mimi, Mimique, Mini, Minique, NanowndNini (Scullen 1993:156).
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All of these forms show violation of @&NTIGUITY in the name of consonant
cluster simplification. Therefore, whatever constraint prohibitisese clusters,
(*ComPLEX is often used), must dominat®riIGuITY. This is complicated by
the fact that in some cases, an alternate form which maintains the cluster is also
documented, e.grikri for ‘Christine’. But not all cases where a cluster appears
in the base name can include a cluster in the hypocorisincd when a
hypocoristic contains a cluster, another clusterless form is atsested,
suggesting that an implication can be dra®pecifically, | propose that if the
cluster exists in a hypocoristic form, then the simplified variant must also be
grammatical But there is still a problem with respect to the analy&igen if
*CoOMPLEX is effectively undominated, GNTIGUITY (cf. bea, *betri}, not
ANCHOR-LEFT, should decide the winner, yielding for exampi@& in the case
of (27a).Katy Carlson (p.c.) points out however that the last case may be due to
sonority restrictions, with théthus constituting a better onset than the more
sonorous.

The second remaining issue is typologynother grammar predicted by the
proposed constraints is one in whiBRCHORLEFT» ONSET. This appears to be
the case for Hungarian, which also adds a suffix to truncated hypocoristics:

(32) a. Andrds -  Andris
b. Erzsébet — Erzsi
c. Zsigmond- Zsiga

The fact that Hungarian has word-initial stress is surely related to this pattern; in
fact, the existence of a system in which initially stressed names anchor right
anywise seems unlikely, suggesting that the analysis requires refinement.

The following is an example if a system in whicR@JOR RIGHT does
decide the default anchoring, given that the target forms contain ohb&tslata
is taken from child truncations in K’iche’ (Demuth 1996):

(33) Child form Adult target

a. lom jdom ‘head’
b. met lgnet ‘bottle’
c. kop chkop ‘animal’
d ik walik ‘eat’

The comparison seems valid, as hypocoristic systems have often been noted to
be akin to the simplified grammar of child languagewever, K’iche’ has word-

final stress, thus once again raising the issue of the importance of faithfulness to
the prosodic head in the competition, an option which | am currently pursuing.
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In summary, the analysis proposed here provides not only an explanation
of the mandatorinesof onsets and the criteria by which a given French
hypocoristic will opt to surface with or sans coda, but it also more generally
explores thenature of opposing anchoring constraints, with rattimatic
examples of how the force of each can be apparent in a single system.
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