Isbukun Bunun Reduplication in Template Satisfaction
This paper presents a streamlined versioned of template satisfaction (TS) in the sense of McCarthy et al.
(2012) and uses Isbukun Bunun (IB; Formosan) for demonstration. In IB a single, weight-sensitive
trochaic foot is aligned at the right edge of a prosodic word (Huang, 2008; Lin, 2019), including in
bimoraic reduplication (1), wherein coda consonants count as nonmoraic (Huang, 2008), while long
vowels, offglides, or post-consonantal onglides are heavy and attract stress when in word-final syllables
(Huang, 2005; Lin, 2019; Ouyang, 2012). We follow McCarthy et al. (2012) in assuming that a
reduplicative affix is a template (Marantz, 1982) that can be a syllable (o) or foot (f#) (McCarthy & Prince,
1986/1996). While an unsatisfied template violates HD(X) (2), the template is satisfied (hence template
satisfaction) by an operation COPY(X) included in GEN in Optimality Theory (OT; Prince & Smolensky,
1993/2004). The operation COPY(X) violates *COPY(X) (3) by creating a copy of a string of contiguous
constituents of type X along with their contents and integrates the string into the pre-existing template
(McCarthy et al., 2012).! Moreover, an operation that copies a string and places the copy adjacent to the
original is more faithful than one that places the copy further away, as demanded by COPYLOC(X) (4)
(McCarthy et al., 2012).2 Crucially, we propose to revise TROCHEE and IAMB as (5) and (6), respectively.

(1) Footing and bimoraic reduplication in Isbukun Bunun (adapted from Lin, 2019, p. 15)°

a.('LL) Stem Reduplication
tein.('yu.0a) 'be frightened' tein.yu.0a.-("yu.da) 'be frightened'
na.('nu.lu) 'to pay attention' na.nu.lu.-('nu.lu) 'to pay attention
several times'
b. ('HL) Stem Reduplication
ma.(xaj.ou) 'sour’ ma.yaj.ou.-("yaj.ou) 'a bit sour'
maw.('laj.0ak) 'quick in maw.laj.dak.-("1aj.0ak) 'quick
doing things' in doing things often’
c. ('H) Stem Reduplication
ma.('kwis) 'thin’ mak.wis.-('kwis) 'a bit thin'
may.('sjal) 'slippery’ may.sjal.-('sjal) 'a bit slippery’

(2) HD(X) (Selkirk, 1995): Assign a violation for every constituent of type X that does not
contain a constituent of type X—1 as its head.

(3) *CorY(X) (revised; cf. McCarthy et al., 2012): Assign a violation for every X in an application of

CorY(X).

(4) CoPYLOC(X) (McCarthy et al., 2012): To a candidate produced by COPY(X), assign as many
violations as there are Xs intervening between the original X string and its copy.

(5) TROCHEE: Assign one violation for every foot whose rightmost child is its head, or whose
leftmost child is not its head.

(6) IAMB: Assign one violation for every foot whose leftmost child is its head, or whose rightmost
child is not its head.

Assuming that ALLFTR (7) is undominated and responsible for the single, right-aligned foot, (8) shows
that for the ('LL) reduplicative pattern to win out (8a), TROCHEE must outrank both IAMB and *COPY (o).
However, TROCHEE must succumb to HD(f#) since the foot template cannot stay unsatisfied (8c).

! The affixed template can alternatively be satisfied by an operation of INSERT(X), which inserts a prosodic constituent node

of type X and integrates it into the existing template (McCarthy et al., 2012). The TS analysis of Isbukun Bunun presented in

this paper does not require INSERT(X), so we leave open the question of the necessity of INSERT(X).

2 McCarthy et al. (2012) argue that CopyLoc(X) replaces Base-Reduplicant Correspondence (McCarthy & Prince, 1995) and

reflects Marantz's (1982) generalization that copying normally proceeds edge-in: rightward in prefixes and leftward in suffixes.
3 We take the reduplicants as suffixes (i.e., rightward reduplication) rather than prefixes (cf. Lin, 2019). However, as Lin (2019)
points out, the directionality of the reduplication does not affect the analysis.



Importantly, ALLFTR and WSP kick in when either of the stem's last two syllables is heavy. The fact that
(9a) wins over (9b) reveals WSP's dominance over TROCHEE. Nevertheless, WSP must yield to ALLFTR
as exhaustive footing of heavy syllables is ruled out (9d-e).* Likewise, (10) shows that undominated
ALLFTR would not allow for stressed heavy syllables (10c-e), except for the one as the head of the
disyllabic reduplicative trochee, as the optimal candidate (10a).>

(7) ALLFTR (McCarthy & Prince, 1993): Every foot stands at the right edge of a prosodic word.
(8) ('LL) reduplication: HD(ft) >> TROCH >> [AMB, *COPY(0) || COPYLOC(0)

/ma.lu.lu-( )/ HD(f?) | TROCHEE | IAMB | *COPY(c) | COPYLOC(0)
'to pay attention repeately’ :
e a. na.lu.lu.-('lu.lu) 2 2
b. na.lu.lu.-('lu) Wi Ll | L1
c. na.lu.lu-() W1 L L | L
d. na.lu.lu.-('na.lu.lu) 2 1 W3
e. na.lu.lu.-('na.lu) 2 2 W1
(9) ('H) reduplication: ALLFTR >> WSP >> TROCH >> [AMB
/may.sjal-( )/ ALLFTR | WSP | TROCHEE | IAMB | *COPY(0)
'a bit slippery’ ;
e a, may.sjal.-('sjal) 1 1 1 1
b. may.sjal.-('may_sjal) W2 L W2 i W2
c. may.sjal.-(may. 'sjal) 1 W2 L W2
d. may.('sjal.)-('sjal) W1 L w2 w2 1
e. may.('sjal)-() Wl L 1 1 L
(10) ("HL) reduplication: ALLFTR >> WSP >> TROCH >> [AMB
/ma.yaj.du-( )/ ALLFTR | WSP | TROCH | IAMB | *COPY(0)
'a bit sour’
w3, ma.yaj.0u.-('yaj.0u) 1 2 2
b. ma.yaj.ou.-('xaj) 1 W1 L1 L1
c. ma.('yaj.)ou.-('yaj) W2 L W2 2 ¢ LIl
d. ma.('yaj.0u.)-('yxaj) Wi L Wi W3 L1
e. ma.(xaj.ou)-() Wi L 2 L

The revised TS analysis has four theoretical implications. First, TROCHEE and IAMB as defined above
play crucial roles in determining the ultimate reduplicative shape. Second, both TROCHEE and IAMB may
be sacrificed in favor of a reduplicative shape predetermined by the affixed template. Third, FTBIN
(Prince & Smolensky, 1993/2004), whose role is subsumed by TROCHEE and IAMB, can be eliminated
(cf. Lamont 2022) for more parsimonious TS. Finally, neither weight condition nor templatic allomorph
is required to capture the ("H) reduplicative pattern.

Selected reference: Lin, H. S. (2019). Quantity-sensitive foot reduplication in Isbukun Bunun.

* Note that (9¢) also violates HD(f?).
5 Like (9¢), (10e) breaks HD(f?). Note also that (10b) violates COPYLOC() as well.



